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Introduction

1.

My name is Christopher Adrian Hansen and | am a Director andrSeni
Planning Consultant with Chris Hansen Consultants Ltd. My quaiditat

are a Bachelor of Regional Planning (Hons) from Massey Uiy €i980). |

am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute andrabar of the
Resource Management Law Assoc. | have over 30 years’ experian
planning and resource management.

| have particular experience in the review and assessmengiohaé plans

and the preparation of submissions, attendance at hearings providing exper
planning evidence, and in mediation to resolve appeals.

| provide the following statement of evidence in support of the s@immisind
further submission lodged by the Hurunui Water Project (HWP) to the
Proposed Canterbury Land & Water Regional Plan (PCLWRP/proposed Pla

| assisted HWP to prepare its submission(s).

| have read the Code of Conduct contained in the Environment Court’'s

Practice Notes for Expert Witnesses and agree to comply with it.

Outline of Evidence

5.

2433059_1

My approach today is to provide you with an overview of the planningersat
raised by HWP, and the relief they sought. | will also comroarthe Officer
Report’'s recommendation on that relief.
| note that the hearings on the PCLWRP are divided into 4 groupsngnd
evidence today relates to Hearing Group 2 and in particular thewiog
matters:
¢ Nutrients: Chapter 9 of the Officer Report and in particular:

Farming and nitrogen discharges Rules 5.39 — 5.54

Policies 4.28 to 4.38, 4.76

Schedule 7

Map layers

e Other: Definitions

Statement of evidence of Chris Hansen Chris Hansen Consultants Ltd

Page 2 of 64



7. The Officer Report has recommended substantial changes to thiegpaind
rules relating to Nutrient Discharges. My approach todayp igrovide you
with a commentary on the recommended changes to the objectives and
policies in the Officer Report in PART ONE of my evidence.

8. In PART TWO of my evidence | will provide an overview of the plagn
matters raised by HWP, and the relief they sought, in rel&ditime provisions
contained in the notified Plan.

9. Of patrticular interest to the HWP is the Waitohi Irrigation &hdiro Project
that it has applied for resource consents for, and the hearingsiregatly
being held (between 18 March through to 5 April 2013). This project involves
the irrigation of up to 58,500ha of land in a Command Area that inclbdes t
Hurunui, Waipara and Kowai Catchments. The relevance of this pdhmtis
this Command Area is currently covered by 4 relevant plans Oplegative
Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP); the operative Véa{paichment
Environmental Flows & Allocation Regional Plan (WCEF&ARP); the
Proposed Hurunui Waiau River Regional Plan (PHWRRP) and the Proposed
Canterbury Land & Water Regional Plan (PCLWRP). HWP therefase
first-hand experience of trying to work its way through the diffié regional
plans for a live project, and in particular plans that cover differe
geographical areas, different areas of jurisdictional areasjiiacent policy
and rule approaches to the same activities.

10. To add to the complexity, the HWP has applied for consents in twoghase
The Phase One consents have been determined to be the ‘criticaitsbrs
those that are required to determine whether the water resswacailable for
the project. These are the take, divert, discharge and use freatethe
Hurunui River and the reservoirs to be created in the Waitohi RivVdre
Phase Two of consents relating to the detail design of the danastinéture,
and changes in land uses that may arise from the irrigationcpiogng
completed, are yet to be applied for.

11. The above provide a context by which HWP has assessed the PCasViRP
endeavours to determine what impacts it may have on its projent.th&
Phase One consents, the PCLWRP has limited application relatitige t

Waipara Catchment. However, in the Phase Two consents, the PEBDA&R
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a greater application relating to the Waipara Catchment andikatehment

(which is not covered by the PHWRRP) in relation to nutrient discharges.

PART ONE - Officer Report Approach to Nutrient Disc  harges Policies &
Rules

12. As mentioned above, the Officer Report has recommended substantgéshan
to the approach relating to Nutrient Discharges (Chapter 9 of theeOf
Report). In PART ONE of my evidence | will provide comment on the overall
approach to nutrient discharges, and the more detailed objectives amespolic

that are to implement this approach.

Officer Report — Introduction (Pages 69 — 70)

13. In my view, the key points (as stated in the Officer Report) are:

e There are a variety of mechanisms used to manage nutrients —
submissions have canvassed these mechanisms;

e The PCLWRP approach adopted a formesmhanced grand-fathering’
for the management of nutrients — there is a significant ceiam
‘industry articulated good practice’'overlaid by a sub-regional
framework which enables location specific solutions to be developed
and implemented;

e The PCLWRP provisions are strongly based dpre-2017 and post-
2017 framework which provides a holding pattern and the
opportunity for Schedule 8 provisions to be completed;

e After 2017 the region-wide controls would shift to andustry
articulated good practiceframework based on different stocking
types, climate and soil characteristics, and whether or not the
property is irrigated;

e The PCLWRP framework focussed strongly on nitrogen whereas other
nutrients also contribute to water quality issues;

o OVERSEERM is most developed with respect to nitrogen but subject
to limitations of both accuracy and input management and may be

inappropriate to use in a number of farming situations.
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14. Comment In my view, the above provides a good summary of the notified
PCLWRP approach to nutrient discharges. The matters raiskdrégiresent

the matters raised in submissions.

Officer Report — Overall Analysis (Pages 70 — 76)

15.  The Officer Report provides an analysis of the nutrient dischasges facing
the region. One conclusion is th&Dverall, it is difficult to avoid the simple
logic of increased irrigation leading to increased water and nutrient leaching
through the root zone or surface run-aoff'This is contrasted by the NPS
requirement to identify water bodies that are degraded fromter waality
perspective, the setting of water quality limits, maintainingmgroving the
overall quality of fresh water within a region, and the requirerfegresource
consents to ensure those water quality limits will be met.

16. The Officer Report goes on to stat&he dichotomy between providing for
significant additional irrigation and the inherent effects with respect to
nutrients, along with requirements to set allocation limits and avoid over-
allocation with respect to water quality, is the fundamental diffictdtype
addressed through the pLWRP provisions.”

17. Comment | am concerned about the simplistic nature of ‘t@ple logic’
that increased irrigation can lead to increased water antemuteaching
through the root zone or surface run-off. There appears tm beharent
assumption that irrigation will automatically lead to increasedrient
discharges and water quality issues. While it is acceptédrtigation may
lead to land use change, in my view it is not correct to make theunodedp
that all land use change resulting from irrigation leads temgiality issues.

In particular this does not recognise the opportunity to adopt bestgament
practices or mitigation, and also does not recognise that in hiene will be

an improvement in technology and knowledge that all may contribute to
reducing nutrient discharges. There are also a rangetofdabat need to be
included when forming a view including the receiving environment; the@a

of the land use activity; the degree of change; other fadtatscontribute to
water quality issues; and other nutrients. | acknowledge the coetrastissed

in the Officer Report regarding water quality outcomes. | cemdhere is an

overall ‘balancing’ required between meeting the enabling principles of the
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Resource Management Act regarding social and economic wellapthghe
need to safeguard the life-supporting capacity of fresh water.

18. The Officer Report continues by providing a commentary on therenatf
submissions received, and noted submissions often expressed the need for
fundamental changes to the nutrient management provisions and philosophy
but only requested relatively minor word changes to existing psliand
rules. | believe this is a product of the current requirementatisabmitter is
expected to state what response is required to the issue tleey this is most
difficult if the issue raised is fundamental and cannot be addréissmehh
simply amending objectives, policies and rules. Often the subrddts not
have the resources, or expertise, to provide a comprehensive rbaiemay
be necessary.

19. The Officer Report identified a range of issues that haveistensly attracted
a significant number of submissions. These include:

e use of various forms of audited self-management or other voluntary
mechanisms;

o the use of OVERSEEW;

e the focus on nitrogen alone;

e the complexity or inability to manage some farming types;

e the need to allow for some development and investment certainty;

e a lack of connection between outcomes in Table 1 and the rule
framework.

20. Comment Addressing these issues forms the basis for the revisedaapp
recommended in the Officer Report. | will summarise eachaxda&omment

accordingly below.
Use of various forms of audited self-management or other voluntary mechanisms

21.  The Officer Report identifies that a range of submittergehsuggested that
various self-management, voluntary approaches or audited self-maarage
ought to be adopted, instead of policy and rule regimes that noayree
resource consents or set limits. The Officer Report conclu@erall, the
industry-led initiatives are seen to be a significant and positiveribotibn

towards managing nutrients. However, there needs to be a regulatory
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22.

23.

framework within which all parties, whether they choose to adopt an industry-
led initiative, or operate outside of a voluntary process, are accommodated.”
The Officer Report notes that many of the audited self-managteror
industry-led initiatives are at present in a relatively eatite or still under
development. On this basis, the Officer Report recommends, as af plaet
policy and rule regime, thét.. industry initiatives and a form of audited self-
management be provided for, with a regulatory backstop managed by the
Council to manage poor performance, people who choose to not adopt an
audited self-management framework or where such a framework does not
exist.” The Officer Report recommends permitted activity statusrbeided

due to the number of farms affected.

Comment Overall | support the views expressed on this matter and the
recommendation to adopt a self-management and industry-led approach
backed up by a regulatory approach that includes provision for permitted

activities.

The use of OVERSEER

24.

25.

26.

The Officer Report comments on the purpose of OVERSEERind
highlights issues including: the margin of error, subject to maripolaf
inputs; introduction of Version 6; and how it is unsuited to use with some
farming types, particularly arable, horticulture, and pig farmifigne Officer
Report suggests tife.. confidence in the nutrient management system and its
applicability across all farms in Canterbury has been brought into question.”

As a result, the Officer Report recommends that in the tranaltiphase,
before the introduction of &dlookup table” in Schedule 8, there is an
opportunity to step back from OVERSEERIn the interim period to enable it

to be developed more fully and gain the required confidence. On this basis
thresholds in the recommended definitions and rules are based on measures
other than modelled outputs from OVERSEEER

Comment While | accept that there is criticism of the OVERSEERoo!, |
consider it is still the best available method for determiningenitbudgets

and to assist with the preparation of farm environment plans. dbisst
widely used, and has been endorsed by the Environment Court (the recent
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Horizons Environment Court interim decision being an example).
Notwithstanding this, | accept there are farming activities &re not suited to

the use of OVERSEE® to determine their nutrient discharges, and | accept
that an interim position while the look up table is being developed is a

pragmatic approach.
The focus on nitrogen alone

27. The Officer Report notes that it became apparent through the sidimsigand
subsequent analysis that the focus on nitrogen, while being comelgrat
easy when numeric thresholds and the use of OVERSERFe utilised, is
not appropriate for all waterbodies.

28. The emphasis in the revised recommended policy and rule framewtrk in
Officer Report is toward good practice implemented through farm
environment plans. These are not specifically nitrogen focused,ndeéd
other environmental effects, beyond nutrient management, are intended to
managed through farm environment plans.

29. Comment | am aware that it became clear from the conferencirsgieftific
experts as part of Hearing Group 1 that the concentration on mtsujely
was not appropriate, and that other elements, such as phosphorous, contributed
significantly to water quality issues. The review of the eom@tion on
nitrogen is supported, as is the adoption of good practice through farm

environment plans.
The complexity or inability to manage some farming types

30. The Officer Report records that a number of submitters ¢odatiy in the
arable and horticultural sectors along with some intensive faragtigities)
consider their activities are too complex to be managed under tbgemtand
OVERSEERM focused policy and rule regime in the PCLWRP — this point is
accepted by Council.

31. The Officer Report response is that. broadening of the provisions toward
farm environment plans and wider nutrient management may assist this
matter”. Notwithstanding this, the Officer Report notes that:.the

horticultural sector, in particular with movement around different propsrtie
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leased seasonally, will be difficult to manage and no obvious solutionsto thi
problem is foreseen.”

32. Comment As stated above, | accepted that there are some farmaigrs
that require specific management policies and rules to providehgar
circumstances. The broadened farm management plans approacioedth

management practices is supported to manage these activities.
The need to allow for some development and investment certainty

33.  The Officer Report records concerns of submitters that unduéctiestron
further development of individual properties and irrigation scheme ,areas
particularly in areas marked dRed” on the nutrient allocation status
mapping. The Officer Report notes this approach was tdhagdang’ pattern
until sub-regional sections are completed. This approach is now amaside
potentially unrealistic, some policies are unachievable even wiigation,
and the non-complying status for activities is too high a hurdle. Suglsnit
considered such an approach will not encourage on-going investment in
primary production in Canterbury, and the need for investment certainty.

34. The Officer Report response is to have further developmentdwdprg it is
based on the adoption &dvanced mitigation activities”so that the nutrient
discharges are minimised. The Officer Report considers #nsefivork, along
with additional requirements for existing high nutrient risk acésit will
provide the basis that improvements across farming in an entaavdrde a
relatively low cost opportunity to allow for some additional develapnte
occur prior to comprehensive solutions developed at a sub-regional level.

35. Comment | agree that the existing policy and rule regime placesue
restrictions on further development on properties, not only inRbed’ zone,
and has the potential to hinder investment in the industry in the future.
support an alternative approach that would provide for low cost opportunities
while the sub-regional regime is worked through.

A lack of connection between outcomes in Table 1 and the rule framework

36. The Officer Report identified submitters have raised questiogarding

whether Table 1 will ever be able to be achieved, particutavign the rule
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37.

framework that is based on good practice and managing high tiskies.

The Officer Report acknowledges that the lack of connectivity leatvike

Table 1 outcomes and the nutrient rule regime is an issue foedlm-wide

regime and could be overcome with further work on these mattersupaity

with a movement toward sub-regional planning.

Comment | agree with the concerns that the Table 1 outcomes wilbaot
achieved while a region wide regime is proposed. Individual catchmeeats

to be assessed, and the sub-regional approach is intended to achieve this. Only
then will achieving the Table 1 outcomes be possible. Until then, the
proposed Plan needs to make it clear the Table 1 outcomes are aspirational and

the sub-regional approach will establish the regime to meet these outcomes.

The timeframe for implementation

38.

39.

In this section the Officer Report addresses the question thefraimes
associated with implementing the rule regime post-2017. TheeDfieport
recognises that developing Schedule 8 and the rule regime post-20Tibima
be achievable, the net result being uncertainty at this point fdorigeterm
nature of the policy and rule regime at a region-wide level.e$pand to this,
it is recommended there be more emphasis on the interim framawdtnk
policy and rules, with only limited identification of how the pgliand rule
framework may appear under a future regime.

Comment | agree with the concerns of submitters that the implenmentat
the rule regime post-2017 is a concern, with not enough time tdogetie
regime properly. | therefore support an emphasis of ensuring Seraud
the final rule regime is done properly, and moving away from the 2017

requirements.

A minimum size limit or discharge quantity below which there are n@l@me

requirements

40.

2433059_1

The Officer Report notes a large number of submitters requastednge to
the rule regime such that particularly small properties, orethuwslertaking
low risk activities, be omitted from the rule regime. The Q@ifilReport

records that there are approximately 17,0€8ms” in Canterbury and
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accepts the need for the rule regime to more particularlysfamn the
significant nutrient contributors.

41. On this basis, it has been recommended that the regime not apgtyato
properties (less than 5 hectares) and also to larger propertie® (50
hectares) that are undertaking low risk activities, such ataddysheep and
beef farming. The Officer Report estimates this is likielyremove around
10,000*farms” from the rule regime, and make for a far more implementable
framework.

42. The Officer Report also acknowledges that a minimum nitrogechileg
value (for example 10kg/ha/pa as requested by many submitteid)aiso be
used, meaning that large properties with low contribution to cahm
nutrient levels could be excluded. The Officer Report notes this optoatdw
require more people to use OVERSEERwhich raises issues as have been
identified above. Some combination of the two options may also be workable.

43. Comment Overall | agree with the intent which is to only focus on progert
that are significant contributors to nutrient discharges. | noteOtifieer
Report uses the terffiarms’ which is not defined in the PCLWRP - the
Hearing Group 1 s.42A Officer Report has recommended a definition of
‘property’ instead offarms’, and | assume the results of the assessment using
the ‘property’ definition is the same or similar. | am concemth the
suggestion that 10,008arms” in Canterbury are 50ha or under and can be
taken out of the rule regime as proposed. | understand these numbers are
derived from Table 3 of Appendix 1 of the Section 32 Report. As |
understand, the interpretation that 10,000 are under 50ha based on the Table 3
numbers is flawed and questionable. While | support the intent @ftreer

Report, | believe the interpretation needs to be reviewed.
The difference between “site” and “property”

44.  The issues aroung@roperty’ and‘site’ have been addressed in the Volume 1
Section 42A Report, and it was concluded in that Report that a totefiof
‘property’ needed to be included, and for it to be used within the policy and
rule framework. The Officer Report notes there has been ggdtieme in the
submissions that many farms are operated as a single unit, hutomarise
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various land holdings (sites). The property definition proposed in the Volume
1 Report required these land holdings to be adjacent. This is supportéd, but
is recognised that such a definition will not satisfy all ipartparticularly
those in the horticultural and arable sectors, who often leasege w&n

properties.

Officer Report — Recommended Policies

45.  As can be seen from the above analysis, the recommended poliewivgkn
on Nutrient Management is a substantial refinement of the asedotiblicy
position. In particular it intends to:
e Reduce the emphasis on the pre-2017/post-2017 framework in the
PLWRP;
e Increase certainty for consent applicants and processing effiseto
the acceptability of different types of proposals in different areas;
e Increase the emphasis on farm environment plans and increase
flexibility in areas that are near or over-allocated in terms of nutrients
46. The following are comments on the particular policy and rule

recommendations contained in the Officer Report:
Recommended Policies

47.  The Officer Report recommends new Policies 4.27A and 27B:

“Policy 4.27A
To meet water quality outcomes, implement an approach to the management

of nutrient discharges from farming activities that incorporates:

1. Raising awareness, gathering information and encouraging good practice

through the preparation, implementation and auditing of farm environment

plans;
2. ldentifying relevant limits for nutrient discharges, based on good practice;

3. Promulgating a plan change that introduces into Schedule 8 nutrient

discharge limits based on qgood practice, along with a rule regime to

implement the limits, so that the limits and rule regime hdaeetdfom 1 July
2017; and
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48.

49.

50.

51.
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4. Engaging in catchment-based collaborative planning processes which will

result in plan changes being promulgated to introduce catchment-specific

solutions that prioritise those areas that currently do not meet wateityjual

outcomes and, when it is incorporated into this Plan, use Schedule 8 as the

starting point for catchment specific limit setting.”

“Policy 4.27B
Base the good-practice limits in Schedule 8 on the nutrient discharges

resulting from good practice farming activities, taking into account thietyar

of farming types, climatic conditions and soil types across Canterbury.”

Officer Report: The Officer Report stateSThese two recommended policies
outline the overall framework for nutrient management in the LWRP,
including the criteria for identification of limits in the currentiglank
Schedule 8, the promulgation of a rule regime to take effect after ROLFK;

and emphasis on sub-regional solution development for areas currently
identified as over-allocated for nutrients.”

Comment Overall | support the intent of the new recommended Pol&iés

and 27B. In particular | support the mix of non-regulatory and regulatory
mechanisms that are intended to be used, and the setting of artimérahe
setting of limits based on good practice, along with a rule regime tormeple

the limits, after 1 July 2017. While | consider it would also bdulisand
provide certainty if a target date for the introduction of cateftrapecific
solutions was established, | accept the emphasis to concentrateeon
Schedule 8 process in the interim. | do consider there is a neeritspr
those areas that currently do not meet water quality outcomései plan
change process once the limits in Schedule 8 are established.
Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the new Policies
27A and 27B recommended in the Officer Report, subject to considemdtio

a target date for the introduction of catchment-specific solutlmatsprioritise
those areas that currently do not meet water quality outcomes.

The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.28:

“Policy 4.28
In all areas, the loss of nutrients to water is minimised through:

1. raising awareness of the nutrient losses by requiring record-keeping;
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2. all activities that discharge nutrients operating at good practice or better;

3. requiring the provision of information to enable better decision-making;

and

4. supporting the use of farm environment plans to achieve and demonstrate

good practice or better.”

52. Comment In general | consider the amended Policy 4.28 recommended in the
Officer Report is consistent with the general themes of HW#&bsnission and
has included support for good management practice, and the usemof far
management plans. Overall | support this amended policy.

53.  Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the Officer Report
recommendation to introduce the amended Policy 4.28.

54.  The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.29:

“Policy 4.29
55. Prioritise improving the performance of higher nutrient risk acegtiand

farming and other activities in the catchments of waterbodies that are mor

sensitive to increases in nutrients.”

56. Comment Overall | support in principle the need to prioritise improving the
performance of nigh nutrient risk activities (a new definitioresommended
— | discuss this in PART TWO of my evidence). This support is stlbge
clearly defining ‘catchments of waterbodies that are more sensitive to
increases in nutrients= should this refer to théRed’ zone in the first
instance?

57. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Policy 4.29 recommended in the Officer Report, subject to a datmnsent
defining ‘catchments of waterbodies that are more sensitive to increases in
nutrients’— presumably thé&ked’ zone in the first instance.

58. The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.30:

59. “Policy 4.30
Support industry and irrigation scheme-based initiatives to improve land and

water use practices, reduce nutrient discharges and facilitate consenting,

including group and irrigation scheme-wide initiatives, reporting and auditing

of their constituent farmers.”

60. Comment Overall | support in principle the intent of the new policy, and in

particular the support stated for irrigation scheme-based iniatoveénprove
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land and water use practices and to reduce nutrient discharges. ndt
entirely clear what form this support will take, and clarifimat of the
Council’s role would be helpful.

61. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the intent of the
new Policy 4.30 recommended in the Officer Report, and clarify theenaf
the support Council intends to provide to irrigation scheme-based initiatives.

62. The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.31:

63. ‘Policy 4.31
In areas where regional water guality outcomes are at risk of not beihg me

as shown by an Orange colouring on the Series A Planning Maps, a changed

or new farming activity will be required to show that there is noimgease

in nutrients discharged from the property or that advanced mitigation farming

practices are applied such that the property operates in the top quartile of

nutrient discharge minimisation practices when measured against praatices i

the relevant farmingndustry, and that in any event the regional water quality

outcomes are still being met.”

64. Comment | note this new Policy 4.31 relates to the requirements of Rule 5.45
(new or changed farming activities in the ‘Orange’ zone). | atde the new
policy seems to link the farming activity with proving that therill not be a
net increase in nutrient loss from the property. It is not éyptolear how a
farm is to demonstrat@mo net increasein nutrient discharges - presumably
there will be a benchmarking of the previous land use activity (grarehted
to 2010 — 2013) or that the farm adopts one or more of the defined advanced
mitigation measures (I address these measures in PART Doy
evidence) so that it operates in the top 25% of nutrient dischargeisation
practices when measured against practices in the relevarihdgamaustry,
which | presume is reference to the Schedule 8 process.

65. While overall in principle | support the intent of the new Policy 4.B1
consider clarification is needed regarding how Council will deteenhiow a
farm operates in the top 25% of its industry best practice, aSdhedule 8
process is not due for completion until July 2017.

66. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the new Policy
4.31 recommended in the Officer Report, subject to clarificatigarding

how Council will determine how a farm operates in the top 25% ofdtsstry
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best practice, as the Schedule 8 process is not due for completiodubnti
2017.
67. The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.32:

68. “Policy 4.32
In areas where regional water quality outcomes are not being met, as shown

by a Red colouring on the Series A Planning Maps and in Lake Zones as

shown on the Series A Planning Maps, a changed or new farming activity will

be required to show that there is no net increase in nutrients dischfmom

the property or that advanced mitigation farming practices are applied such

that the property operates in the top 10% of nutrient discharge minimisation

practices when measured against practices in the relevant farming industry.”

69. Comment | note Policy 4.32 addresses similar matters as Policy 4.3fein t
notified Plan. Overall | support the intent of the new Policy 4.32 lwhic
introduces a best practice and good performance approach. However,
clarification is required regarding how reporting on ‘ddvance mitigations’
is to be achieved (refer to PART TWO of my evidence for dsounson the
measures).

70. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the new Policy
4.32 recommended in the Officer report subject to clarificagganding how
reporting on théadvance mitigationsis achieved.

71.  The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.33:

“Policy 4.33
In areas where regional water guality outcomes are not being met, as shown

by a Red colouring on the Series A Planning Maps, priority will be given to

collaborative catchment management processes that culminate in the

promulgation of plan changes to set local water quality outcomes, and

methods and timeframes to achieve those outcomes, including nutrient

discharge allowances, pro-rata reductions in nutrient discharges, or other

methods beyond good practice.”

72. Comment Overall | support the collaborative catchment management
processes intent of new policy (which is similar to Policy 4r2¢he notified
Plan).

73.  Notwithstanding this support, as Policy 4.33 provides for plan changekl wh

have a statutory process including public notification, the most appmepria
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methods do not need to be proposed and agreed at that stage. In rntheyiew
do not need to be written into the policy at this stage.
74. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the new Policy
4.33 recommended in the Officer Report, subject to the following amendment:
75.  “In areas where regional water quality outcomes are not being met, asmishow
by a Red colouring on the Series A Planning Maps, priority will be given to
collaborative catchment management processes that culminate in the

promulgation of plan changes to set local water quality outcemes, and

methods and timeframes to achieve those outcomes including nutrient
discharge allowances, pro-rata reductions in nutrient discharges, or other
rmethods-beyond-goodpractice.”

76.  The Officer Report recommends an amendment to the notified Ro88&yto
read (now Policy 4.34):

77. “Policy 4.345
To minimise the loss of nutrients-ritregen to waterpriorto-1-July 20hére
the land owner holds an existing water permit to take and use wates,aor |

shareholder in an irrigation scheme that holds a water permit to take and use

water, and there are conditions on the water permit that address nutrient
management, any change in farming activities will be enabled subject to
requirements to prepare and implement a farm environment plan that, as a
minimum, enables compliance with the nutrient management conditions and
ensures good practice is being achieved-theregularaudit-of-thatplan-and to

record;-on-a-per-enterprise-basishitrogen-discharges.”
78. Comment | note Policy 4.34 amends Policy 4.35 of the notified Plan. HWP

supported the intent of the original policy as it proposed the use grhpte
methods (including Farm Environment Plans, Nutrient Management Plans and
Best Management Practices) to maximise farm production and snim
adverse effects. | note the new policy has changed in 3 viisgly: it applies
to nutrients not nitrogen; secondly the prior to 2017 has been deleted; and
thirdly, it intends as a minimum compliance with the nutrient managé
conditions and ensuring good practice is being achieved.

79. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the
amendments to Policy 4.34 (was Policy 4.35) as recommended in therOff

Report.
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80. The Officer Report recommends an amendment to the notified PbBdy
(now Policy 4.36):

81. “Policy 4.376
All activities shall achieve the nutrient load limit and nutrientcerge

allowance for the catchment where a load limit or nutrient discharge

allowance is set in Sections 6-15 of this Plan.”

82. Comment The HWP submitted on Policy 4.37 seeking the policy to reflect
the ‘default’ position until nutrient load limits are set, and to roefi
‘catchment. The amendments recommended in the Officer Report address
the first matter, but the definition afatchment'is still required.

83. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the
amendments to Policy 4.36 (was Policy 4.37) recommended in the rOffice
Report, and defineeatchment’to provide clarity.

84. The Officer Report recommends an amendment to the notified PbB&y
(now Policy 4.37):

85. “Policy 4.387
If the measured or predicted nutrient load from land uses and discharges

exceeds the nutrient load limit for the catchment, where a load 6mit

nutrient discharge allowance is set, in Sections 6-15 of this Plan, théoloss

water of nutrients from land uses in the catchment will be reducecdhtevac
the nutrient load limit for the catchment.”

86. Comment Similar to Policy 4.37 above (now Policy 4.36), | note while HWP
supported the intent of Policy 4.3.8, in seeking the policy to reflect the
‘default’ position until nutrient load limits are set, and to defoachment
The amendments recommended in the Officer Report address theditst,
but the definition ofcatchment'is still required.

87. | also note HWP considered it is not clear how existing conseatsrtay be
held will be treated should a reduction in the loss of nutrients bdede
HWP considered it is impossible tmeasure’ nutrient load from land users
and‘estimated’is a more appropriate term.

88. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the
amendments to Policy 4.37 (was Policy 4.38) recommended in the rOffice
Report, definécatchment’to provide clarity, and replace the teimeasure’

with the term'estimated!
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89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

2433059_1

The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.38:

“Policy 4.38
Farm environment plans are used as a primary means of identifying and

delivering good practice across a range of farming activities, including

nutrient discharge management, efficient and effective use of water for

irrigation, stock movements across waterways, offal and farm rubbish pits,

effluent storage and application and fertiliser use.”

Comment | note this new policy directs that a FEP will be used asrthia

tool to monitor on-farm good management practice. | support this nkey po

in principle, although the concerns | raised earlier over theadaty of
resources for auditing of the FEPs remain.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Policy 4.38 recommended in the Officer Report.

The Officer Report recommends a new Pofic38A:

“Policy 38A
Resource consents are required for activities that discharge nutrients where:

1. auditing of farm environment plans shows the farm environment plan is

inadequate or there is poor performance in terms of its implementation;

2. farm environment plans are not prepared or audited; or

3. where the potential effects of nutrient discharges are greater.”

Comment | note this new policy is related to the FEP audit processhwhi
places emphasis on the importance of the FEP. While | support inmpf&inc
the first two points of Policy 4.38A, it is not clear what point 3 ndte to
achieve. If a resource consent has been granted for an adtigty,any
potential effects of the nutrient discharges has been asdesdbe activity
consented (even if the potential effects ‘greater’). If the activity changes

so that the effects of the nutrient discharge changes to bergieatethe
activity originally consented, then a new consent is required.

In relation topoint 1, presumably the audits will assess the adequacy of the
FEP against Schedule 7 Grades A B C? If so, it may be appeoforathe
policy to define the grade which triggéirsadequate!

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new

Policy 4.38A as recommended in the Officer Report, and amend it by
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96.

97.

98.

clarifying how a FEP will be assessed as beingdequate’ and either
clarifying the intent of point 3, or deleting it.
The Officer Report recommends a new Policy 4.38B:

“Policy 4.38B
Applications for resource consents for farming activities will moely be

accompanied by a farm environment plan and the conditions of any resource

consent granted will specify:

1. Procedures and criteria for timely review and updating of the Farm

Environment Plan;

2. A requirement to meaningfully implement the Farm Environment Plan;

3. Monitoring and information provision; and

4. Requirements for the independent auditing of the Farm Environment Plan

and the implementation of it and remedying of compliance issues raised.”

Comment | note this new policy is directly related to the requiremefita
FEP for consent applications. While | support the overall intent atyPol
4.38B, | consider the terfA requirement to meaningfully implement the
Farm Environment Plan”included in point 2 either needs to be clarified or
deleted. | also consider it is necessary to clarify whiclbureg consents
require a FEP. Presumably there will be farming activifias might need
consent that do not relate to nutrient discharges and therefore Fhen&¥
have no relevance.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Policy 4.38B recommended in the Officer Report subject to either clarifying or
deleting point 2, and clarifying the nature of resource consentdtaires a
FEP.

Officer Report — Recommended Rules

99.

The Officer Report recommends Rules 5.39 — 5.51 be amended as follows:

Recommended Rules

100. The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.39 as follows:

101.

2433059_1

“Rule 5.39:
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The use of land for an existing farming activity, a changed farming gotivit

a new farming activity is a permitted activity provided the following

conditions are met:

1. If the land is not in a Lake Zone as shown on the Series A Planning Maps

and.:

(a) the area of the property is less than 5 ha; or

(b) the area of the property is more than 5 ha and less than 50 ha apdghe

no high nutrient risk farming activity occurring on the property.

2. If the land is in a Lake Zone as shown on the Series A Planning Maps and:

(a) the area of the property is less than 5 ha; and

(b) there is no high nutrient risk farming activity occurring on the land.”

102. Comment | support the permitted activity status of this new rule, the
principle of setting a minimum area for a property (and a maxinior
properties that are nétigh nutrient risk farming activitie$, and that there is
no requirement for a permitted activity to submit any nutrierdrmétion to
Council. | have raised concerns above regarding whether the number of
properties that will be included in this rule is accurate, andnister may
need to be revisited.

103. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new Rule
5.39 recommended in the Officer Report, subject to confirmation that the
number of properties that will qualify for permitted activitatas is as the
Officer Report suggests in the introduction to the Nutrient Diggha
provisions.

104. The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.40 as follows:

105. “Rule 5.40

The use of land for an existing farming activity that is not permitteRug

5.39 in an area coloured Orange, Green or Pale Blue on the Series A

Planning Maps is a permitted activity provided the following conditions are

met:

1. Information on the farming activity, in accordance with Schedule 7 Part D

is provided to the Canterbury Regional Council.”

106. Comment | support the permitted activity status of this new rule, dred t

reporting on farm information to Council as the only condition.
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107.

108.
109.

110.

111.

112.
113.

114.

2433059_1

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new Rule
5.40 as recommended in the Officer Report.

The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.41 as follows:

“‘Rule 5.41

The use of land for an existing farming activity that is not permitteRug

5.39, where the property is partly or wholly in an area coloured Red on the

Series A Planning Maps, is a permitted activity provided the following

conditions are met:

1. If there is no high nutrient risk farming activity occurring on theperty,

information on the farming activity, in accordance with Schedule 7 Part D is

provided to the Canterbury Regional Council.

2. If there is high nutrient risk farming activity occurring on the prioyehen

a farm environment plan is prepared and audited in accordance with Schedule
7 Parts A and C and the audit grade is “A-B” or better.”

Comment | support the permitted activity pathway for existing farmimghe
‘Red’ zone, subject to clarification of matters relating to the EiESRussed
below in this evidence.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new Rule
5.41 subject to addressing matters regarding the FEP raised le this
evidence.

The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.42 as follows:

“Rule 5.42

The use of land for an existing farming activity that is not permitteRulg

5.39, where the property is partly or wholly in a Lake Zone as shown on the

Series A Planning Maps, is a permitted activity provided the following

conditions is met:

1. There is no high nutrient risk activity occurring on the land; and

2. A farm environment plan is prepared and audited in accordance with
Schedule 7 Parts A and C and the audit grade is “A-B” or better.”

Comment Similar to above, | support the permitted activity status provided in
Rule 5.42, subject to addressing a number of matters relating toEthe F

discuss below in my evidence.
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115. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new Rule
5.42 recommended in the Officer Report subject to addressing snatter
regarding the FEP raised below in this evidence.

116. The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.43 as follows:

117. “Rule 5.43

The use of land for an existing farming activity, where the property is partly or

wholly in a Lake Zone as shown on the Series A Planning Maps and there is a

high nutrient risk farming activity occurring on that part of the propert

within the Lake Zone, is a restricted discretionary activity piedi the

following conditions is met:

1. A farm environment plan is prepared, implemented and audited in

accordance with Schedule 7 Parts A and C.

The CRC will restrict the exercise of discretion to the following matters:

1. The content of, compliance with, and auditing of the Farm Environment

Plan;

2. The potential effects of the land use on surface and groundwater quality,

and sources of drinking water;

3. The contribution of nutrients from the proposed activity to the nutrient

allocation status of the management zone.

4. The extent to which the proposed activity will prevent or compraimése

attainment of the environmental outcomes sought by, or is inconsistant wit

the objectives and policies of this Plan relating to nutrient management and

water quality.”

118. Comment | support the restricted discretionary activity status anddbes
on FEPs (subject to FEP matters being clarified as discus$ad e my
evidence) for high nutrient risk activity that occurs on the propeittyimthe
Lake Zone as this is appropriate and pragmatic.

119. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the new Rule 5.43
as recommended in the Officer Report, subject to addressing dktersn
relating to FEPs discussed below in my evidence.

120. The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.44 as follows:

121. “Rule 5.44

The use of land for a changed or new farming activity that is not pedhbit

Rule 5.39, where the property is wholly in an area coloured Green or Pale
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122.

123.

124.
125.

126.

2433059_1

Blue on the Series A Planning Maps, is a permitted activity provided the

following condition is met:

1. Information on the farming activity, in accordance with Schedule 7 Part D

is provided to the Canterbury Regional Council.”

Comment | support the permitted activity pathway for changed and new
farming activities in théGreen’ and‘Blue’ Zones that are not defined as high
nutrient risk activities, and the information to be provided to Council does
include a nutrient budget.

Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the new Rule 5.44
as recommended in the Officer Report.

The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.45 as follows:

“Rule 5.45

The use of land for a changed farming activity or a new farming activity,

where the property is partly or wholly in an area coloured Orange on the

Series A Planning Maps, is a restricted discretionary activity pex/ithe

following condition is met:

1. A farm environment plan is prepared, implemented and audited in

accordance with Schedule 7 Parts A and C.

The CRC will restrict the exercise of discretion to the following matters:

1. The content of, compliance with, and auditing of the Farm Environment

Plan;

2. The potential effects of the land use on surface and groundwater quality,

and sources of drinking water;

3. The contribution of nutrients from the proposed activity to the nutrient

allocation status of the management zone.

4. The extent to which the proposed activity will prevent or compradimise

attainment of the environmental outcomes sought by, or is inconsistbnt wit

the objectives and policies of this Plan relating to nutrient management and

water quality.”

Comment | support the restricted activity status provided for in the Rele
5.45, subject to the FEP matters identified below in my evidence being
addressed. | also consider Rule 5.45 needs to apply to those actieities

already permitted under Rule 5.39, as Rule 5.44 does.
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127. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new Rule
5.45 recommended in the Officer Report, subject to addressing theasnatte
relating to FEPs discussed below in my evidence, and amending th® rule
read (additional words ibold):

“The use of land for a changed farming activity or a new farming actikély

is not permitted by Rule 5.39, where the property

128. The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.46 as follows:
129. “Rule 5.46

The use of land for a changed farming activity or a new farming activity,

where the property is partly or wholly in a Lake Zone as shown on ties Se

A Planning Maps or coloured Red on the Series A Planning Maps is a

discretionary activity.”

130. Comment | support the discretionary activity status provide for in the new
Rule 5.46. Similar to above, | consider it is appropriate for the ndes R46
to apply to those activities not already permitted under Rule 5.39.

131. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Rule 5.46 recommended in the Officer Report, subject to amending ¢ rul
read (additional words ibold):

“The use of land for a changed farming activity or a new farming actitét/

is not permitted by Rule 5.39, where the property

132. The Officer Report recommends a new Rule 5.47 as follows:
133. “Rule 5.47
The use of land for an existing farming activity, a changed farming gotivit

a new farming activity that does not meet the relevant conditions e BLH9

to 5.45 or is not classified by Rules 5.39 to 5.45 is a discretionary activity.”

134. Comment | do not support the principle that any condition that cannot be
complied with in Rules 5.39 — 5.42 and Rule 5.44 defaults to a discretionary
activity. | would have thought controlled activity status would be apiatepr
in some instances, and restricted discretionary activity bbengdfault status,
with Council’s discretion restricted to the matter of non-compliance.

135. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners review the activity status
for those activities that cannot comply with one or more of thenipted
activity standards in Rules 5.39 — 5.42 and Rule 5.44, and adopt controlled

activity or restricted discretionary activity as appropriatéhwCouncil’'s
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discretion being restricted to the permitted activity condition ikanhot

complied with.
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PART TWO — HWP Original Submission Points

136. The following evidence addresses specific matters raised by HWits
submission and identified the Officer Report comment and recommendati

my comment, and a recommendation.
Policies Contained in Notified Plan
Plan Provision: Policy 4.28 (Page 4-7)

137. “The loss of nitrogen to water is minimised through first, raising awarenés
the nitrogen losses from farming by requiring record-keeping on existing
farms, secondly, supporting the use of industry articulated good practice and
finally, introducing, through plan changes to Sections 6-15 of this Plan,
nutrient discharge allowances to achieve collaboratively agreed catchment
based water quality outcomes.”

138. Submission Overall HWP considered the general intent of this policy is
pragmatic and reasonable and is supported. The approach promotesé form
‘audited self-managementallowing an acceptable degree of flexibility and
innovation, while also providing for ongoing farm production and growth in
the farming sector. The support given to good practice (as debged
industry) in addressing nutrient management and the ability to aahid¢went
discharge allowances through a collaborative process is supported.

139. Notwithstanding this, as discussed above, there is a need to beiter ttef
terms ‘nutrient discharge’and ‘catchments’ In addition, HWP considered
alternative methods also need to be provided for as well as dategm
nutrient discharge allowances.

140. HWP supported the overall intent of Policy 4.28, subject to better detimeng
terms‘nutrient discharge’and‘catchments’and the following amendment (or
similar):

“...introducing, through plan changes to Sections 6-15 of this Plan, nutrient

discharge allowances and/or established alternative methods to achieve

collaboratively agreed catchment-based water quality outcomes.”
141. Officer Report: The Officer Report acknowledges the relief sought by HWP
relating to Policy 4.28, but not the request for better defining é¢hest

‘nutrient discharge’and‘catchments’
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142.

143.

144.

145.

The Officer Report recommends a definition‘ofitrient discharge’but not
‘catchments’

The Officer Report recommends a new suite of Policies agsdied above in
PART ONE of this evidence.

Comment In essence Policy 4.28 is replaced by the new policies distirsse
PART ONE above. A new definition ohutrient discharge’ has been
recommended, and | comment on that matter below when consideeng
definitions. In relation to the definition otatchment, | note | have
addressed this matter in my Hearing Group 1 evidence.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissiong&ls dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.28, | would recommend the amendment be

adopted as sought by HWP in its submission.

Plan Provision: Policy 4.29 (Page 4-7)

146.

147.

148.

2433059_1

“Priority will be given to collaborative catchment management processes
introduce plan changes to set nutrient discharge allowances where regional
water quality outcomes are not being met, as shown on the Planning Maps,
and in the interim risks to the environment from the loss of nitragevater

will be managed through compliance with industry articulated good practice
or, in the absence of any such articulation, granting, subject to conditions, or

refusing applications for resource consents.”

Submission Similar to above, the general intent of Policy 4.29 to set nutrient
discharge allowances through a collaborative process was supppHa P,
subject to better defining the terrmatrient discharge’and‘catchments’ In
addition, HWP considered alternative methods also need to be provided for as
well as determining nutrient discharge allowances.

HWP supported the overall intent of Policy 4.29, subject to better defimng
terms‘nutrient discharge’and‘catchments’ and the following amendment (or
similar):

. introduce plan changes to set nutrient discharge allowances and/or

established alternative methods where regional water quality outcomes are

not being met, ...”
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149.

150.

151.
152.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not directly acknowledge the relief
sought by HWP relating to Policy 4.29.

The Officer Report recommends a new definitiorinoitrient discharge; but

not ‘catchments’ The Officer Report recommends a new suite of Policies as
discussed above in PART ONE of this evidence.

Comment The same comments above relating to Policy 4.28 apply.
Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissiong&ls dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.29, | would recommend the amendment be

adopted as sought by HWP in its submission.

Plan Provision: Policy 4.30 (Page 4-7)

153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

“Until 1 July 2017 the loss of nitrogen to water from existing farming
activities will be minimised by raising awareness of the actionsaatidities

that give rise to these discharges and the effects of these discluardbs
environment and as a result of nitrogen discharges being recorded by each
farming enterprise.”

Submission HWP considered the general intent of Policy 4.30 to take a non-
regulatory approach to existing farming activities that diggmamnitrogen to
water prior to 2017 is appropriate and supported Policy 4.30.

HWP supported the overall intent of Policy 4.30 as it is currently written.
Officer Report: The Officer Report does not directly acknowledge HWP’s
support for Policy 4.30.

Comment The Officer Report recommends a new suite of policies as
discussed above in PART ONE of this evidence.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners either adopt the
new policies as discussed in PART ONE above, or, should the Commissioner
decide to retain the existing Policy 4.30, retain the intent of p@l&cyt is

currently written.

Plan Provision: Policy 4.31 (Page 4-7)

159.
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“Minimise the loss of nitrogen to water from any change in farming isiev

in an area coloured red on the Planning Maps, by demonstrating the nitrogen
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loss from the proposed activity, when assessed in combination withetbis eff
of other land uses or discharges, will not prevent the water quality oagcom
of Policy 4.1 being achieved or the nitrogen discharges from the progerty
a significant and enduring reduction from existing levels.”

160. Submission The HWP was concerned about the determination of the Nutrient
Zones as shown on the Planning Maps (Nutrient Zone Map Page 4-8j and i
particular the'Red’ zoning for the Waipara Catchment. In particular HWP
considered thi&fked’ zoning needed reassessment.

161. In addition, while HWP understands the intention of Policy 4.31 is td &mi
further reduction in water quality within areas already ideatifas ‘Not
meeting Water Quality Outcomeshere was concern with the terminology
used within Policy 4.31. The phrasggnificant and enduring reductionh
Policy 4.31 is not easily defined or frequently used in resourcegeament
instruments, such as the CRPS or National Policy StatementWeser
Management. While it is appreciated that policies are nos,raled thus
should not have to be definitive, they do, however, need to import as much
certainty as they can and avoid ambiguity.

162. In addition to not being clear hota significant and enduring reduction from
existing levels”might be measured, HWP considered the policy would be
difficult to achieve as there is a need for any farming dgtisd know and
understand the effects of other land use or discharges. It maiffibelt if
not impossible to determine whether the water quality outcomeabdé T are
not prevented, and there are no timeframes for the policy.

163. HWP sought either Policy 4.31 to be amended to address the coraisets
above, and in particular by deleting the phrasedien assessed in
combination with the effects of other land uses or dischaayed “or the
nitrogen discharges from the property are a significant and enduring
reduction from existing levels’and add timeframes agreed to with the
community through the Zone Committee process.

164. Officer Report: The Officer Report records that HWP seeks to delete the
references to the timeframe, they seek that the timefrahwadd be agreed to
through the Zone Committee process. The Officer Report does not recor

HWPs concerns about the terminology used in the policy.
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165.

166.

Comment The concerns raised by HWP in relation to Policy 4.31 appear to
have been removed as a result of the new suite of policies proposieel i
Officer Report. Should the Commissioners decide to reject thee©Report
recommendation, the concerns raised by HWP would be valid, and iremy vi
should be addressed in order to ensure clarity and to ensure the policy i
workable. The amendments sought by HWP should be adopted accordingly.
Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissiong&ls dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.31, | would recommend the Commissioner
amend Policy 4.31 as sought by HWP in its submission to address the

particular concerns raised.

Plan Provision: Nutrient Zone Planning Map (Page 4-8)

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.
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Submission The HWP noted the Nutrient Zones Planning Map sets out
Nutrient Allocation Zones for the Canterbury Region. These zonesriete
activity status for the use of land for farming activities in the rules.

It is noted that the determining of the Nutrient Zones is a keshamgsm in

the proposed Plan, and requires high level of confidence in the robustness of
zone allocation and how the boundaries are decided.

It is unclear how the Nutrient Zones where determined, and how accurate they
are. It is also not clear what process is in place to adih@ss nutrient zones

that aréunclassified:

In particular HWP questioned th&ked’ classification of the Waipara
Catchment and considered this classification is incorrect.

The HWP sought clarification of the process of determination andamc of

the Nutrients Zones, and in particular sought a review of ‘Bed’
classification of the Waipara Catchment.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not appear to directly refer to
HWP’s submission points, and the relief it seeks. The Offkeport notes

that overall the framework behind the mapping was outlined in a Midetb t
“Derivation of nutrient status zonesdttached as Appendix 6 the Section 32
Report. The Officer Report considers the basic criteria angsas\@ontained

in that memo continues to stand, and Dr Adrian Meredith, as the primary
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scientist responsible for the mapping continues to stand behind both the
methodology and the outcomes. The Officer Report recommends that the
Nutrient Allocation Zone mapping be retained without amendment.

173. Comment While | note that the Officer Report does not really address t
matters raised by HWP in its submission, it has recommendestastial
changes to the rules and subsequent activity status assaovititdle various
Nutrient Allocation Zones contained on the map. As discussed above in
PART ONE of my evidence, | generally support the rules recommendée
Officer Report, subject to some matters that need to be addressed.

174. | am conscious that the policies and rules contained in the ORieport are
recommendations, and you as Commissioners are not obliged to accept thes
recommendations.  Should you decide not to accept the new rules
recommended in the Officer Report, the matters raised in HARmission
would remain, and | would continue to question level of confidence in the
robustness of zone allocation and how the boundaries are decided. In addition,
| would support HWP’s request for clarification of the process of
determination and accuracy of the Nutrients Zones, and in particwiauld
seek a review of thiRed’ classification of the Waipara Catchment.

175. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners in the first instance
accept the new rules recommended in the Officer Report iglegimutrient
discharges. However, should these new rules not be adopted, | recommend
the Commissioners address the concerns raised regarding the rebos$tine
zone allocation and how the boundaries are decided, and | would seek for
clarification of the process of determination and accuracy of theiddts
Zones, and in particular seeks a review of fRed’ classification of the

Waipara Catchment.
Plan Provision: Policy 4.32 (Page 4-9)

176. “To minimise the risk of the outcomes in Policy 4.1 not being achievsste
there is no industry articulated good industry practice nitrogen discharge limit
for a particular industry sector included in this Plan prior to 1 July 201 hthe
all farming activities in that industry sector will be required dbtain a
resource consent to continue the farming activity and any proposabevill
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required to demonstrate the nitrogen loss from the proposed activity, when
assessed in combination with the effects of other land uses or disshaitje

not prevent the water quality outcomes of Policy 4.1 being achieved or the
nitrogen discharges from the property are a significant and enduring
reduction from existing levels.”

177. Submission HWP considered this is a confusing policy and seems to
contradict the Rules 5-39, 5-40 and 5-42 which provide for permitted adtivitie
prior to 2017 and without the Schedule 8 Industry Derived Nitrogen
Discharges limit. Similar comments above on Policy 4.31 also apply.

178. HWP opposed the intent of Policy 4.32 and seeks for it to either bedielet
re-written to reflect the provisions of Rules 5-39 and 5-40. Ifretgined, the
terms ‘significant’, ‘enduring’, and ‘industry sector’'need defining and the
following phrases should be deleted:

“when assessed in combination with the effects of other land uses or
discharge”

“will be required to obtain a resource consent to continue the farming
activity” and

“or the nitrogen discharges from the property are a significant and enduring
reduction from existing levels.”

179. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record HWP’s submission or the
relief it seeks. The Officer Report recommends a new suiteotities as
discussed above in PART ONE of this evidence.

180. Comment The concerns raised by HWP in relation to Policy 4.32 appear to
have been removed as a result of the new suite of policies proposeel i
Officer Report. Should the Commissioners decide to reject thee©OReport
recommendation to adopt the new suite of policies, the concernd kaise
HWP would be valid, and in my view should be addressed in order to ensure
clarity and to ensure the policy is workable. The amendments sougtwp
should be adopted accordingly.

181. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissiong&ls dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.32, | would recommend the Commissioner
amend Policy 4.32 as sought by HWP in its submission to address the

particular concerns raised.
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Plan Provision: Policy 4.33 (Page 4-9)

182.

183.

184.

185.

186.

187.

188.

“Prior to 1 July 2017, to minimise the risk of the outcomes in Pdalidynot
being achieved the loss of nitrogen to water from any change in farming
activities in an area coloured green, orange or light blue on the Planning
Maps, will be managed through resource consent conditions requiring, as a
minimum, the preparation and implementation of a farm environment plan
and the regular audit of that plan.”

Submission HWP supported nutrient management on farms by means of
permitted activity, particularly in those zones where mininsl of nutrient

loss has been identified (green, orange and light blue areas onatirenBl
Maps).

This policy identifies resource consent for any change in faragtigity, and

the current definition othange’is opposed.

HWP opposed this policy under the current definition“dfiange” and
reserves its position pending a change to that definition.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record HWP’s support for the
policy subject to the definition d€hanged’ being finalised. As discussed in
PART ONE of my evidence above, the Officer Report introduces asode/

of policies, and the matters supported by HWP have been incorporated int
those new policies.

Comment As already stated, in general | support the new suite of g@slici
subject to some minor amendments, and the matters supported by HWP have
been incorporated into the new policies recommended. | discuss the new
definition of‘changed’below in this evidence.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissiong&ts dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.33, | would seek the Commissioners to retain the
policy as it is currently written, subject to matters remeydhe definition of

the term ‘changed’ discussed below in my evidence.

Plan Provision: Policy 4.34 (Page 4-9)

189.

2433059_1

“Prior to 1 July 2017, to minimise the loss of nitrogen to water framy

change in farming activities in an area coloured red or within a Lake Zone as
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shown on the Planning Maps, an applicant for resource consent must
demonstrate that the nitrogen loss from the proposed activity, whenexssess
in combination with the effects of other land uses or discharges,nutill
prevent the water quality outcomes of Policy 4.1 being achieved and show that
the nitrogen discharges from the property are a significant and enduring
reduction from existing levels.”

190. Submission HWP expressed concerns with Policy 4.34 that are the same as
for Policy 4.31 above. In particular, it is not clear htawsignificant and
enduring reduction from existing levelshight be measured, and the policy
would be difficult to achieve as it is currently not possible foy tarming
activity to know and understand the effects when assessed in combination with
the effects of other land use or discharges. It is not clégrthis policy
requires a consent application to demonstrate it will not preverdr\Qatality
outcomes of Policy 4.1 being achieved AND to show that nitrogen dissharge
are a significant and enduring reduction.

191. Furthermore, there are no timeframes for implementation ofpiblisy. At
this stage it is difficult to determine what amendments topibleey may
satisfy these concerns as a re-write is required.

192. HWP sought either Policy 4.34 be deleted, or amended to address thegoncer
raised above, and in particular by deleting the phraséen assessed in
combination with the effects of other land uses or dischaayed “or the
nitrogen discharges from the property are a significant and enduring
reduction from existing levels.”

193. Officer Report: The Officer Report identifies that HWP seeks clartfoa of
the process of determination and accuracy of the Nutrient Zonesnand
particular a review of the 'red' classification of the Waipeaaitchment. This
seems to be an error as that matter was raised by HW®ation to the
Nutrient Zone Maps (discussed above). The Officer Report does ot rec
the matters in HWP’s submission related to Policy 4.34. Notwittistg this,
the Officer Report recommends a new suite of Policies assdied above in
PART ONE of this evidence.

194. Comment The same comments relating to Policies 4.31 and 4.32 above

apply, and the same amendments are sought to address the issues raised.
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195. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissioni&ts dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.34, | would recommend the Commissioner
amend Policy 4.34 as sought by HWP in its submission to address the

particular concerns raised.
Plan Provision: Policy 4.35 (Page 4-9)

196. “To minimise the loss of nitrogen to water prior to 1 July 2017, whkee
land owner holds an existing water permit to take and use water, or is a
shareholder in an irrigation scheme, and there are conditions on the water
permit that address nutrient management, any change in farming activities
will be enabled subject to requirements to prepare and implement a farm
environment plan, the regular audit of that plan and to record, on a per
enterprise basis, nitrogen discharges”.

197. Submission HWP supported the intent of Policy 4.35, and in particular the
enabling intent subject to pragmatic methods, including the usEaom
Environment Plansand ‘Nutrient Management Plansand employingbest
management practicesh order to maximise farm production and minimise
adverse effects of nutrient in the environment.

198. HWP supported the enabling intent of Policy 4.35 and the use of pragmatic
methods.

199. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the support provided by
HWP in its submission on Policy 4.35. Notwithstanding this, thec@ffi
Report recommends a new suite of Policies as discussed above TnGMR
of this evidence.

200. Comment As already stated, in general | support the new suite of e@slici
subject to some minor amendments, and the matters supported by HWP have
been incorporated into the new policies recommended.

201. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
policies as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissioni&ts dec
to retain the existing Policy 4.35, | would seek the Commissiontam rine

policy as it is written in the notified plan.

Plan Provision: Policy 4.37 (Page 4-9)
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202. “All activities shall achieve the nutrient load limit and nutrienkoatance for
the catchment in Sections 6-15 of this Plan.”

203. Submission As discussed above, HWP sought for the definition of
‘catchment’to be defined. As nutrient load limits are yet to be set (tlr@ug
plan change process), Rules 5.39 — 5.51 apply in the sub-regions, and HWP
considers the policy should reflect thidefault’ position. The overall
approach of catchment limits is supported.

204. HWP sought amendments to Policy 4.37 to identify the interim positioioa
nutrient load limits exist in the sub-regions at present, withaangndments
also subject to clarity around hogatchment'’is defined.

205. Officer Report: The Officer Report records the matters raised by HWME in
submission in relation to Policy 4.37. The Officer Report recommends
amendments to Policies 4.37 (now 4.36) as discussed in PART ONE above.

206. Comment The comments on the amendments recommended in the Officer
Report in PART ONE above apply.

207. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the
amendments to Policy 4.37 (now Policy 4.36) recommended in the Officer

Report, and defineeatchment’as discussed in my Hearing Group 1 evidence.
Plan Provision: Policy 4.38 (Page 4-9)

208. “If the measured or predicted nutrient load from land uses and discharges
exceeds the nutrient load limit for the catchment in Sections 6tbisd?lan,
the loss to water of nutrients from land uses in the catchmérteweduced
to achieve the nutrient load limit for the catchment.”
209. Submission As discussed above, the definition‘cétchment’ needs clarity.
In addition, similar to Policy 4.37 above, as nutrient load limits ateg/be
set (through a plan change process), Rules 5.39 — 5.51 apply in the sub-
regions, and the policy should reflect tldefault’ position.
210. The overall approach of catchment and sub-regional limits was supported.
211. ltis also not clear with this policy how existing consents ftiiay be held will
be treated should a reduction in the loss of nutrients to wateeded. It is
currently not possible tdmeasure’ nutrient load from land users and
‘estimated’is a more appropriate term.
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212. HWP sought amendments to Policy 4.38 to identify the interim positiooa
nutrient load limits exist in the sub-regions at present, withaangndments
also subject to clarity around howeatchment’'is defined. HWP also seeks
clarity regarding how existing consents may be dealt with dhaukduction
in the loss of nutrients to water be needed, and the‘teeasured’'should be
amended téestimated:

213. “If the measured estimated or predicted nutriertdoad loss from landarsks
discharges exceeds the nutrieat4oad loss limit for the catchm&gtcitions 6-

15 of this Plan, the loss to water of nutrients from land usedsercatchment
will be reduced to achieve the nutrieatdoad limit for the catchment.”

214. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the matters raised by
HWP in its submission on Policy 4.38.

215. Comment | note the comments made in relation to Policy 4.38 in PART ONE
of my evidence above apply.

216. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the
amendments to Policy 4.38 (now Policy 4.37) recommended in the Officer
Report, define'‘catchment’ to provide clarity as discussed in my Hearing

Group 1 evidence, and replace the tamaasure’with the termestimated:
Plan Provision: Policy 4.76 (Page 4-13)

217. *“Resource consents for the use of land for farming activities and the
associated discharge of nutrients in catchments that are coloured red on the
Planning Maps and resource consents for water take and use in catchments or
groundwater allocation zones that are over-allocated will generally be dubjec
to a 5 year duration if the land use and associated nutrient discharges or
water take and use may impede the ability of the community to find an
integrated solution to manage water quality and the over-allocation of water.”

218. Submission As discussed above in this submission, the HWP questioned how
the Nutrient Zones have been determined and their accuracy, ard &mug
the ‘Red’ classification over the Waipara Catchment to be reviewed. The
HWP opposed this policy while the current Nutrient Zone clastifics: are

being used to determine whether resource consent is required.
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219. The HWP opposed Policy 4.76 as it is currently written and sealscalthon
of the process of determination and accuracy of the NutrientesZamd in
particular seeks a review of tHeed’ classification of the Waipara Catchment.

220. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not appear to address Policy 4.76.

221. Comment | note the Hearings Group‘Barming’ topics on the Environment
Canterbury website identified Policy 4.76 as being dealt with under the
Nutrients section. However, the Officer Report does not appear tesadd
Policy 4.76. Without a commentary and recommendation in the Officer
Report, it is difficult to comment on the issues raised with thécyol |
consider the matters of concern raised by HWP as important thagéy and
certainty with the policy, should it remain in the PCLWRP.

222. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners clarify the Officer
Report position on Policy 4.76 and, should it remain in the proposed Plan,

amend the policy to address the concerns raised by HWP accordingly.
Rules Contained in Notified Plan
Plan Provision: Rule 5.39 (Page 5-11)

223. *“Prior to 1 July 2017, the use of land for any farming activity existind At
August 2012 and outside of the Lake Zone shown on the Planning Maps, is a
permitted activity if the following condition is met:

1. A record of the annual amount of nitrogen loss from the land, for the period
from 1 July in one year to 30 June in the following year, calculated ulseng t
OVERSEER' nutrient model, is kept and is provided to the CRC upon
request.”

224. Submission HWP noted that it is possible this rule can be interpreteggly a
to the Hurunui Catchment as the PHWRRP does not address anypgarmi
activities prior to 2017. Similar to above, HWP sought clariftcategarding
whether this rule prevails over the PHWRRP. In addition, HWP noted tha
this rule does apply to the Waipara Catchment which is outside of the
PHWRRP area, and is in theed’ Nutrient Zone. HWP also questioned why
farming activities that may not calculate an annual amountlog&from land
using OVERSEER" but have low nitrogen leaching rates are not included in
this permitted activity rule.
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225. Overall HWP supported a planning process which allows farmirgtees to
proceed under permitted activity status. However, while HWPidenesl that
while this rule is pragmatic and reasonable, there are a nuhbecertainties
that arise from the terms uses. For example, it is notegntitear what the
‘Lake Zone shown on the Planning Mapsfers to, and there is no definition
included in the proposed Plan. The Nutrient Zones Planning Map (refer
Attachment A) includesSensitive Lake Catchmentsind this could be what
the rule refers to as the Lake Zone. In addition, the rule bhsetetm any
farming activity’ which is also not defined, and is all-inclusive — this matter
has been addressed above.

226. HWP supported the general intent of Rule 5.39, while seeking:

e Clarification of whether the rules in the PHWRRP prevail ohese
rule, and whether these rules prevail over the WCEF&WARP;

e Clarification regarding what the Lake Zone is, certainty méigg what
‘any farming activity’might mean; and

e Clarification regarding the activity status of farm actastithat do not
calculate an annual amount of N loss from land using OVERSEER
but have low nitrogen leaching rates and are not included in this
permitted activity rule i.e. all low intensity dry land activities.

227. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record HWP’s submission points
or the relief it seeks. The Officer Report recommendsirasuite of Rules as
discussed above in PART ONE of this evidence.

228. Comment | note the comments in PART ONE of my evidence on the
proposed new Rules recommended in the Officer Report apply. While a
number of the matters raised by the HWP are not relevant teetheules, |
note‘Lake Zone'is still used in the new rules, and clarification that thiamse
‘Sensitive Lake Catchments required. Notwithstanding this, should the
Commissioners not adopt the new rules proposed in the Officer Rembrt a
retain Rule 5.39 as written, | consider the matters raised by Hiné
important and need to be addressed.

229. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Rules recommended in the Officer Report subject to the cldndfirceegarding
what ‘Lake Zone'refers to, or alternatively should the Commissioners decide

Statement of evidence of Chris Hansen Chris Hansen Consultants Ltd
Page 40 of 64

2433059_1



to retain Rule 5.39 as notified, retain the intent of the rule to prdede

permitted activities subject to addressing the matters raised by HWP.
Plan Provision: Rule 5.40 (Page 5-12)

230. *“Prior to 1 July 2017, the use of land for a farming activity existinglat
August 2012 and within the Lake Zone shown on the Planning Maps, is a
permitted activity if the following conditions are met:

1. A record of the annual amount of nitrogen loss from the land, for the period
from 1 July in one year to 30 June in the following year, calculated ulseng t
OVERSEER' nutrient model;

2. A Farm Environment Plan is prepared and implemented in accordance with
Schedule 7;

3. The Farm Environment Plan is externally audited each year for tbie fir
three years by a Farm Environment Plan Auditor. Following three consecutive
years of full compliance, the audit shall occur once every three years; and

4. A record of the audit compliance grading and the average annual loss of
nitrogen for the property is provided to the CRC by 31 August of that year.”

231. Submission HWP had similar concerns as above for Rule 5.39 regarding
defining what thelLake Zone'is and whata farming activity’ may be. In
addition, HWP had similar concerns as above regarding the need to
accommodate farming activities that may not be calculating an laamaaint
of N loss from land using OVERSEERbut have low nitrogen leaching rates
and are not included in this permitted activity rule.

232. HWP supported the general intent of Rule 5.40 while seeking cléoficaf
what the Lake Zone is, and certainty regarding Wdé&rming activity’ might
mean, and clarification regarding the activity status of factivides that do
not calculate an annual amount of N loss from land using OVERBEER
have low nitrogen leaching rates and are not included in this fpednaictivity
rule.

233. Officer Report: The Officer Report records the matters raised by HWE in
submission, and the relief sought. The Officer Report recommemasva

suite of Rules as discussed above in PART ONE of this evidence.
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234.

235.

Comment | note the comments in PART ONE of my evidence on the
proposed new Rules recommended in the Officer Report apply. While a
number of the matters raised by the HWP are not relevant teetheules, |
note‘Lake Zone'is still used in the new rules, and clarification that thiamse
‘Sensitive Lake Catchments required. Notwithstanding this, should the
Commissioners not adopt the new rules proposed in the Officer Rembrt a
retain Rule 5.40 as written, | consider the matters raised by Hiné
important and need to be addressed.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Rules recommended in the Officer Report subject to the cldiificeegarding
what ‘Lake Zone'refers to, or alternatively should the Commissioners decide
to retain Rule 5.40 as notified, retain the intent of the rule to prdade

permitted activities subject to addressing the matters raised by HWP.

Plan Provision: Rule 5.41 (Page 5-12)

236.

237.

2433059_1

“The use of land for a farming activity that does not comply with one oe mor
of the conditions of Rules 5.39 or 5.40 is a restricted discretionary activity.
The CRC will restrict discretion to the following matters:

1. The proposed management practices to avoid or minimise the discharge of
nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and microbiological contaminants to water
from the use of land;

2. The potential effects of the land use on surface and groundwater quality,
sources of drinking water;

3. The contribution of nutrients from the proposed activity to the nutrient
allocation status of the management zone.

4. The extent to which the proposed activity will prevent or compramése
attainment of the environmental outcomes sought by, or is inconsistant wit
the objectives and policies of this Plan relating to nutrient management and

water quality.

Notification
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238.

239.

240.

241.

242.

Pursuant to sections 95A and 95B of the RMA an application for resource
consent under this rule will be processed and considered without public or
limited notification.

Note that limited notification to affected order holders in termsofien 95F

of the RMA will be necessary where relevant, under section 95B{B of
RMA.”

Submission Overall HWP considered the restricted discretionary activity
status of the rule is pragmatic and reasonable, and is supported.
Notwithstanding this, HWP noted the tehmanagement zoné$ not defined,

and needs to be clarified.

HWP supported the intent of Rule 5.41 as a restricted discretiactmty,

while seeking the terrmanagement zon&b be defined.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the support for the rule or
the matter raised by HWP in its submission. The Officer Repoommends

a new suite of Rules as discussed above in PART ONE of this evidence.
Comment | note the comments in PART ONE of my evidence on the
proposed new Rules recommended in the Officer Report apply.
Notwithstanding this, should the Commissioners not adopt the new rules
proposed in the Officer Report and retain Rule 5.41 as written, | cortble
support for the rule by HWP should be noted, and the Teanagement zone’

be defined.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
Rules recommended in the Officer Report, or alternatively should the
Commissioners decide to retain Rule 5.41 as notified, retain the oftéme

rule and define the terrmanagement zoneis requested by HWP.

Plan Provision: Rule 5.42 (Page 5-12)

243.

2433059_1

“Prior to 1 July 2017 the use of land for a change to an existing farming

activity is a permitted activity if the following conditions are met:

1. The land holder has been granted a water permit, or holds shares in an
irrigation company that has been granted a water permit, that authorises
irrigation on the land and the land is subject to conditions that specify the

maximum amount of nitrogen that may be leached;
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244,

245,

246.

247.

248.

2433059_1

2. The property is outside a Lake Zone as shown on the Planning Maps;

3. A record of the annual amount of nitrogen loss from the land, for the period
from 1 July in one year to 30 June in the following year, calculated ulseng t
OVERSEER nutrient model;

4. A Farm Environment Plan is prepared and implemented in accordance with
Schedule 7;

5. The Farm Environment Plan is externally audited each year for thie fir
three years by a Farm Environment Plan Auditor. Following three consecutive
years of full compliance, the audit shall occur once every three years; and

6. A record of the audit compliance grading and the average annual loss of
nitrogen for the property is provided to the CRC by 31 August of that year.”
Submission Several of the comments made above in relation to Rules 5.39
and 5.40 apply, in particular relating to defining thake Zone; the purpose

of the ‘audit compliance grading’the definition ofchange’, and the need to
accommodate farming activities that may not be calculating an laamaaint

of N loss from land using OVERSEERbut have low nitrogen leaching rates
and are not included in this permitted activity rule.

HWP also noted that a key factor in Condition 1 is whether thehalugr has

a water permit that is subject to conditions that specify thamen amount

of nitrogen that may be leached. HWP has a concern regarding the practicality
and legality of this requirement, as it is likely not mamyseng farming
operations (that may wish to change) would have a maximum amount of
nitrogen that could be leached on any water permit they hold.

HWP supported the intent of Rule 5.42 subject to clarification of a nuaibe
terms used and matters identified above, and establishing thegigcbf

the requirement for a maximum amount of nitrogen that could be leached
being on an existing water permit.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the matters raised by
HWP and the relief it sought. The Officer Report recommenusiasuite of
rules to address nutrient discharges as discussed in PART ONE above.
Comment In essence Rule 5.42 is replaced by the new rules discussed in
PART ONE above, and the matters raised by HWP no longer appigde t
new rules. However, should the Commissioners decide to rejeQffiver

Report recommendation, the concerns raised by HWP would be valid, and in

Statement of evidence of Chris Hansen Chris Hansen Consultants Ltd

Page 44 of 64



my view should be addressed in order to ensure clarity and toeehgurule
is workable. The amendments sought by HWP should be adopted
accordingly.

249. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new rules
as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissioners decide to
retain the existing Rule 5.42, 1 would recommend the Commissionensdam
Rule 5.42 as sought by HWP in its submission to address the particula

concerns raised.
Plan Provision: Rule 5.46 (Page 5-13)

250. “From 1 July 2017, the use of land for any farming activity, is a permitted
activity if the following conditions are met:
1. The land is outside a Lake Zone shown on the Planning Maps; and
2. The average annual loss of nitrogen does not exceed the rate for the
relevant farming activity in Schedule 8; and
3. The annual average loss of nitrogen, averaged over three consecutive years
is less than 20 kilograms per hectare a record of the annual amount of
nitrogen loss from the land, for the period from 1 July in one year to 30 June
in the following year, calculated using the OVERSEERTM nutrient model, is
kept and is provided to the CRC upon request;
or
4. If the annual average loss of nitrogen, averaged over three consecutive
periods from 1 July in one year to 30 June in the following year, is 20
kilograms per hectare or more:
(@) a Farm Environment Plan is prepared and implemented in accordance
with Schedule 7;
(b) the Farm Environment Plan is externally audited each yeatherfirst
three years by a Farm Environment Plan Auditor. Following three consecutive
years of full compliance, the audit shall occur once every three years; and
(c) a record of the audit compliance grading and the average annual loss of
nitrogen for the property is be provided to the CRC by 31 August of that

year.”
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251.

252.

253.

254,

255.

256.

2433059_1

Submission As noted above, HWP understood this rule (as well as Rules 5.47
—5.49) would apply to the Waipara Catchment which is within its project area,
and is in théRed’ Nutrient Zone. The HWP has questioned the accuracy of
the Nutrient Zones, and seeks theed’ classification for the Waipara
Catchment to be reviewed.

While the general intent of the rule to provide for the userda far farming
activities after 1 July 2017 was supported, HWP was also conceitrethe

20 kg N/halyr limit included in the rule. It is understood Council kelehe

20 kg N loss limit will provide for 92 % of land area to continue \eitisting

land use as a permitted activity. HWP does not have confidence that this is the
case, as discussed above in this evidence. Comments above regarding how
better define thd_ake Zone’applies to this rule also.

HWP considered there are some uncertainties regarding thecatigtis of

this rule as it is not known what will be in Schedule 8, and the 6m20kg

limit is considered to be unduly restrictive. HWP considereddbaipliance

with Schedule 8 should be all that is required. If nitrogen Issever
Schedule 8 limits then further requirements may be appropriate.

While HWP supported the intent of the rule to provide for land uses for
farming after 1 July 2017 as a permitted activity, it souddnification of the
matters outlined above including clarification around the accuractheof
Nutrient Zones, the review of th#&ed' classification for the Waipara
Catchment, and replacement of the 20 kg N limit with a more ipaact
nitrogen discharge value which will provide for permitted agtifatr existing

farm practices when following best management practices forenutri
management. This will likely be provided by Schedule 8 values, and no othe
values would be required.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the matters raised by the
HWP in its submission. The Officer Report recommends a néw of rules

to address nutrient discharges as discussed in PART ONE above.

Comment In essence Rule 5.46 is replaced by the new rules discussed in
PART ONE above, and the matters raised by HWP no longer appigde t
new rules. However, should the Commissioners decide to rejeQftiver
Report recommendation, the concerns raised by HWP would be valid, and in

my view should be addressed in order to ensure clarity and toeeihgurule

Statement of evidence of Chris Hansen Chris Hansen Consultants Ltd

Page 46 of 64



257.

is workable. The amendments sought by HWP should be adopted
accordingly.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new rules
as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissioners decide to
retain the existing Rule 5.46, | would recommend the Commissionensdam
Rule 5.46 as sought by HWP in its submission to address the particula

concerns raised.

Plan Provision: Rules 5.49 (Page 5-12)

258.

259.

260.

261.

262.

263.

2433059_1

“From 1 July 2017, the use of land for any a farming activity that does not
meet Condition 2 in Rule 5.46 or where there is no rate for thevaele
farming activity specified in Schedule 8 and where the property ngnwan

area coloured red or within a Lake Zone shown on the Planning Maps is a
non-complying activity.”

Submission As discussed above, the HWP had questioned the accuracy of the
Nutrient Zones, and seeks tiied’ classification for the Waipara Catchment

to be reviewed.

HWP sought clarification around the accuracy of the Nutrient Zoties
review of theRed’ classification for the Waipara Catchment.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the matters raised by
HWP and the relief it sought. The Officer Report recommenusiasuite of
rules to address nutrient discharges as discussed in PART ONE above.
Comment In essence Rule 5.49 is replaced by the new rules discussed in
PART ONE above, and the matters raised by HWP no longer appigde t
new rules. In particular the Officer Report recommendation clsatige
activity from non-complying to discretionary activity. Howevehould the
Commissioners decide to reject the Officer Report recommendatien,
concerns raised by HWP would be valid, and in my view should be addiresse
in order to ensure clarity and to ensure the rule is workable.affleadments
sought by HWP should be adopted accordingly.

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new rules
as discussed in PART ONE above and in particular the discratiantvity
status for the activity. Should the Commissioners decide to témiexisting
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Rule 5.42, | would recommend the Commissioners amend Rule 5.42 as sought

by HWP in its submission to address the particular concerns raised.

Plan Provision: Auditing of Information flowing out of Nutrient Management
Rules (Rules 5.39 — 5.54)

264. Submission HWP noted that the rules implementing thetrient discharges’
policy framework are principally 5.39 to 5.54. While supporting the génera
approach advanced in providing for the continuation of farming aesvit
under Rule 5.40, 5.42, and 5.46, HWP wondered whether low intensity farms
need to undertake the Nutrient Budgets and Nutrient ManagementdPlans
yearly basis. Perhaps this information could be required from lemsity
farming operations for the first initial three years and thery dnthere has
been a significant farm system change.

265. HWP sought some recognition that low intensity farming operatiweng not
need to complete the auditing requirements for nutrient budgets anchnutrie
management plans in Rules 5.40, 5.42, and 5.46 on an annual basis once a
baseline has been established.

266. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the concerns raised by
HWP and the relief it sought. The Officer Report recommenusaasuite of
rules to address nutrient discharges as discussed in PART ONE above.

267. Comment In essence the new rules discussed in PART ONE abovehand
matters raised by HWP no longer apply to these new rules, fapartthe
concern regarding auditing. However, should the Commissioners decide to
reject the Officer Report recommendation, the concerns raisei\l# would
be valid, and in my view should be addressed in order to ensure aladityp
ensure the rule is workable. The amendments sought by HWP should be
adopted accordingly.

268. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new rules
as discussed in PART ONE above. Should the Commissioners decide to
retain the existing auditing regime in the Rules, | would recominthe
Commissioners amend this auditing regime as sought by HWPsin it

submission to address the particular concerns raised.

Plan Provision: Schedule 7 — Farm Environment Plans
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269.

270.

271.

272.

273.

274.

Schedule 7 provides the requirements of a Farm Environmental Plan which are
required by a number of rules relating to farming activities.

Submission Overall HWP supported the voluntary use of farm planning tools
and audited self-management.

In order to achieve successful, practical application of faemrphg tools and
audits HWP considered it is important that there is national ¢ensisfor the
industry systems and procedures. Therefore it is necessaryRégidnal
Council have regard to national consistency and consistency in mpdust
programmes when ratifying sub regional schemes.

HWP supported the principles included in the Farm Environment Plan and the
voluntary use of farm planning tools and audited self-management.

Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record the support provided by
HWP in its submission and the call for national consistency. Tifiee©
Report notes that'With the increased focus in the submissions on wider
application of farm environment plans, greater emphasis on audited self-
management and industry developed farm environment plans, it has been
necessary to recommend relatively significant changes to the farm
environment plan framework.” The Officer Report goes on to state that:
“Overall, the changes to Schedule 7 are not significant with respedteto t
requirements for farm environment plans, but they have been broadened to
allow other industry based farm environment plans, wider application beyond
just nutrient management and have set out a tighter framework with réspect
auditing.”

Comment The Officer Report recommends Schedule 7 be significantly
amended to provide greater guidance to resource users, and to provide a
hierarchy for the recommended new policies and rules. Ovesapdort the
recommendations, subject to specific matters being addresseédscassed
below in regards to the four new recommended parts of Schedule 7.

Part A — Farm Environment Plans

275.

2433059_1

“A Farm Environment Plan can be based on either of:
1. Industry prepared Farm Environment Plan templates and guidance
material that:
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(@) Include the following minimum components:
() The matters set outin 1, 2, and 3 of Part B below;
(i) Contains a methodology that will enable development of a
plan that will identify environmental effects and risks specific
to the property, addresses those effects and risks and has a
high likelihood of appropriately avoiding, remedying or
mitigating those effects;
(i) Performance measures that are capable of being audited
as set out in Part C below; and
(b) Has been approved as meeting the criteria in (a) and being
acceptable to the Canterbury Regional Council by the Chief Executive
of the Canterbury Regional Council.
OR
2. The material set out in Part B below.”

276. Comment Overall | support the recommended Part A. In particular | stippor
the allowance to use industry-prepared FEP templates and guididhee,in
part or in full. | also support the intention of the FEP’s to supipoistry
good practice, audited self-management and development of industrgdiefi
limits. In my view, these are all important components of a &P will
ensure they are effective and appropriate.

277. The only one concern | have is expressed in PART ONE of my ewdenc
above, which relates to whether there is capacity within the primdustry
to prepare and audit these FEP, and an evaluation of the costsngnotea
Section 32 evaluation) of building capability to comply with the resoents
and timeframes set. | consider these matters need to be ta&emccount,
particularly if seeking annual reporting and annual auditing @atisideration
of auditing being extended to once every three years once asHEPlace
and working.

278. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt Part A as
recommended in the Officer report, subject to a s.32 evaluationahsitiers
the costs of building the capacity of the primary industry togeepnd audit
these FEPs, and consideration of extending the auditing of FEPs tevange

three years once a FEP is in place and working.
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Part B — Farm Environment Plan Default Content

279.

2433059_1

“The plan requirements will apply to:
(a) a plan prepared for an individual property; or
(b) a plan prepared for an individual property which is part of a
collective of properties, including an irrigation scheme, an Industry
Certification Scheme, or catchment club.
The plan shall contain as a minimum:
1. Property details
(a) Physical address
(b) Description of the ownership and name of a contact person
(c) Legal description of the land and farm identifier
2. A map(s) or aerial photograph at a scale that clearly shows:
(a) The boundaries of the property
(b) The boundaries of the main land management units on the
property.
(c) The location of permanent or intermittent rivers, streams, Jakes
drains, ponds or wetlands.
(d) The location of riparian vegetation and fences adjacent to water
bodies.
(e) The location on all waterways where stock access or crossing
occurs.
() The location of any areas within or adjoining the property that are
identified in a District Plan as “significant indigenous biodiversity”.
3. The full text of any resource consents held for the property and the
conditions of the consents.
4. An assessment of the environmental effects and risks associdtetievi
farming activities on the property and how the identified effects akd will
be managed, including irrigation, application of nutrients, effluent
application, stock exclusion from waterways, offal pits and farm rubbish pits.
5. A description of how each of the following will, where relevant, be met.
(a) Nutrient management: To maximise nutrient use efficiencye whil

minimising nutrient losses to water.
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280.

281.
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(b) Irrigation management: To operate irrigation systems efficiently
and ensuring that the actual use of water is monitored and is efficient.
(c) Soil management: To maintain or improve the physical and
biological condition of soils in order to minimise the movement of
sediment, phosphorus and other contaminants to waterways.

(d) Collected animal effluent management. To manage the risks
associated with the operation of effluent systems to ensure effluent
systems are compliant 365 days of the year.

(e) Livestock management: To manage wetlands and water bodies so
that stock are excluded as far as practicable from water, to avoid
damage to the bed and margins of a water body, and to avoid the
direct input of nutrients, sediment, and microbial pathogens.

(f) Offal pits and rubbish pits: To manage the number and location of

pits to minimise risks to health and water quality.

6. The plan shall include for each issue in 5 above:

(a) detail commensurate with the scale of the environmental effects and
risks;

(b) defined measurable targets that clearly set a pathway and

timeframe for achievement, and set out defined and auditable

“pass/fail” criteria;

(c) a description of the good management practices together with

actions required;

(d) the records required to be kept for measuring performance and

achievement of the target.

7. Nutrient budgets are prepared by a suitably qualified person using a
nutrient budget model, (such as OVERSEfRor each of the identified land

management units and the overall farm.”

Comment Overall | support in principle Part B. The reason for thidiglar
support is because there are a number of matters that needatlarif
including the following:
In clause (b) there is a reference to 4arrigation scheme, Industry
Certification Scheme or catchment club” there is no definition in the
Proposed Plan relating td@tchment cluby’
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282.

283.

284.

Clauses 5 and 6 of the FEP are very descriptive and reqhighdevel of
detailed information — the issue raised above regarding the dgpaijil
preparing and auditing these FEPs is relevant when considering thes
information requirements;

Clause 6 (b) requires that for each issue in (5) defined meastaeipts that
clearly set a pathway and timeframe for achievement and setdebuied
auditable “pass/fail” criteria. An auditable process that detrates nutrient

use efficiency is being sought and achieved should be meaningful. The
Freshwater Reform 2013 document seeks national guidance on accounting
systems for nutrient management, so in my view some caution dedee
progressing these criteria;

Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the intent of
Part B of Schedule 7 as recommended in the Officer Report, subjec
addressing the particular concerns raised above (including capadoilit

timeframes to achieve requirements).

Part C — Farm Environment Plan Audit Requirements

285.

2433059_1

“The Farm Environment Plan must be audited by a Farm Environment Plan

Auditor who is independent of the farm being audited (is not a professional
adviser for the property) and has not been involved in the preparation of the
Farm Environment Plan, either personally or as an employee or contractor of
the industry group, supplier or consultancy that has prepared the Farm

Environment Plan.

The Audit framework will give a grade of A, B or C for the Farm i&nwnent

Plan itself, and a grade of A, B or C for performance against the Farm

Environment Plan actions.

The Farm Environment Plan will be assessed against the following minimum
criteria:

1. Whether the Plan is technically sound and feasible

2. Does the Plan identify and address the principal environmental effects and
risks?

3. Does the Plan enable all statutory obligations, including resource consents,
to be met?
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286.

287.

288.

2809.

290.

291.
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4. Is the detail in the Plan, actions and timeframes for achievement
commensurate with the scale of the environmental effects and risks?

The farming activity occurring on the property will be audited against the
following minimum criteria:

1. Compliance with all relevant statutory requirements;

2. An assessment of the performance against the targets, good practices and
timeframes in the Farm Environment Plan;

3. An assessment of the robustness of the nutrient budget/s;

4. An assessment of the efficiency of water use (if irrigated).

Farm Environment Plans shall be audited annually and the audit results
provided to the CRC no later than 31 December for the previous 1alGly t
June year, or such other annual period nominated. Once a farm environment
plan review and audit period is nominated, each successive audit may be no
more than 12 months apart.

A grade of “A” for the Farm Environment Plan itself and “B” for
performance against the Farm Environment Plan actions is considered an “A-
B” grade in terms of Rules 5.39-5.51.

Any audit result that does not result in an “A-B” grade may be submitiéd w

a revision of the farm environment plan, a list of corrective actionsaand
follow-up audit that shows an “A-B” grade within 6 months of the original
audit without penalty under Rules 5.39 to 5.51.”

Comment Overall | support in principle Part C. This support is subjed t
number of matters that require clarification or comment.

| consider there is a strong emphasis on the qualificatiortedaduditor, more

so than who prepares the FEP. As mentioned in PART ONE of myneeide
above, the audit process is perhaps an area where Council should take the lead,
particularly for activities where the industry does not self{auldisues raised
above regarding the capability of industry to audit the FEPs also apply.

It appears that is a requirement to only prepare on FEP, and tahasidiEP
annually - presumably once the FEP is prepared it will only need to be updated
with the relevant information, such as nutrient budgets and other variables.

| consider the nutrient management plan component (and nutrient budget)

should be valid for at least 3 years unless there is a signifiteange in the
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farm system. An annual audit can be conducted to ensure the faperaing
as described.

292. As discussed above in relation to Part A, | am also concerned wiiethe is
capacity within the industry to prepare and audit these FEP, and laatera
of the costs (in terms of a Section 32 evaluation) of building catyakbdli
comply with the requirements and timeframes set is requirednsider these
matter need to be taken into account, particularly if seekingahmeporting
and annual auditing.

293. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the intent of
Part C of Schedule 7 as recommended in the Officer Report, subject

addressing the particular concerns raised above.
Part D — Farming Information

294. *“Whenever one of Rules 5.39-5.51 requires information to be submitted, the
following information is to be provided either in writing or via the Cambey
Regional Council’'s website:

1 The site area to which the farming activity relates;
2 A map or aerial photograph marked to identify the different blocksrnwithi
the farm and the area in hectares of each;
3 ldentification of any wetlands, watercourses, drains and swales on or
adjacent to the property;
4 Monthly stocking rates (numbers, types and classes) including breakdown by
stock class;
5 Annual yield of arable or horticultural produce;
6 A description of the farm management practices used on each block
including:
(@) Ground cover — pasture, crops, fodder crops, non-grazed areas
(including forestry, riparian and tree areas);
(b) Stock management - lambing/calving/fawning dates and
percentages, any purchases and sales and associated dates, types and
age of stock;
(c) Fertiliser application — types and quantities per hectare for each
identified block;
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295.

296.

(d) Quantities of introduced or exported feed;
7 Farm animal effluent, pig farm effluent, feed pad and stand-off pad effluent
management including:
(a) Area of land used for effluent application;
(b) Annual nitrogen loading rate and nitrogen load rate per
application;
(c) Instantaneous application rate;
8 Irrigation — areas, rates, monthly volumes and system type.
The information is to collated for the period 1July to 31 June in thevioig
year and be provided annually, or such other annual period nominated, no
later than the 31st of October.”
Comment Overall | support in principle Part D. This support is subject t
addressing the concerns raised in Part A in relation to itapaithin the
primary industry to prepare and audit these FEP, and an evaluatieadsed
of the costs and benefits (in terms of a Section 32 evaluaifopjoviding
detailed monthly farm information for each year’s activity.
Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the intent of
Part D of Schedule 7 as recommended in the Officer Report, subject

addressing the particular concerns raised above.

Definitions

Plan Provision: Section 2.10 Definitions

297.

The following definitions are of particular interest to HWP:

Plan Provision — Definition of ‘Changed’

298.

“Changed (in terms of Rules 5.42 to 5.45): means a change in land use,
calculated on a per property basis that arises from either:

1. a resource consent to use, or increase the volume of, water gation on

a property; or

2. an increase of more than 10% in the loss of nitrogen from land used for a
farming activity above the average nitrogen loss from the same lantefor t
period between 1 July 2011 and 30 June 2013. The amount of nitrogen loss
shall be calculated using the OVERSEERTM nutrient model for the 1Bsnont
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299.

300.

301.

302.

303.

304.

305.

2433059_1

preceding 1 July in any year and expressed as kilograms per hectare per
year.”

Submission HWP was concerned as to the practicable application of this
definition as it relates to Rules 5.42 to 5.45. In particular HV¢R of the
view a 10 % change is an arbitrary number, and is not necedszkéy to
adverse effects. Such a change may be of quite variable icagce
(depending on the current land use).

In addition, considering the accepted margin of error for OVERSEBR20-

30 %, the selection of 10 % N loss as a definition of land usegehsgems
inconsistent with accepted bounds of system variability.

Furthermore the establishment of the data inputs for the period 2@ldyto

30 June 2013, will in some cases be difficult to verify, making theimrement
difficult to enforce.

The above matter may mean resource consents become unduly onerous and
costly to gain.

It is also notedchanged’is to be measured on‘@er property’ basis, and the
definition of ‘property’ is not included in the proposed Plan. HWP believes a
broad definition ofproperty’ is needed (for example it would not be restricted
to land title but area of farm operations) to ensure the detdramraf change

is appropriate and associated with a particular farming activity.

HWP sought for the deletion of the definition @whanged’ within the
proposed Plan and consideration of an alternative approach/definitittm, wi
any definition adopting a broad definition ‘pfoperty’ that relates to the area
being farmed.

Officer Report: While the Officer Report does not specifically record HWP
raising the matters it has, it is clear that a number of sgioms raised the
same concerns that HWP did, and sought the definitiochainged’ to be
deleted. The Officer Report staté®©verall, the definition of changed is
critical to the interpretation of the rules, and the thresholds beyond which
resource consent is required for activities, particularly in orange ardl re
zones and sensitive lake catchments as shown on the planning maps. The
definition of changed is therefore required to be particularly certain and not

open to interpretation or input errors.”
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306. The Officer Report goes on to state that the recommendationms\e away
from the use of OVERSEER as a mechanism to calculate whether a
threshold has been reached, and instead have a mechanism based on stocking
rates or arable production, or an increase in the amount of watentethso
be applied to the property. The definition along with the other &spéthe
policy and rule framework is recommended to be based on a proptréy r
than site.

307. The other notable change is to an increase in the averagingatneefso that
greater variability in seasons can be accommodated within thegextha
definition. The Officer Report recommends the deletion of the previous
definition, and replacing it with the following:

308. “Change in farming activity means any one or more of:

1. irrigation of all, or any part of, a property that was un-irrigated at 11

August 2012;
2. an increase in the consented volume of water available to be used on the

property compared with that consented at 11 Auqust 2012;

3. greater than a 10% increase in the annual average stock units carried on

the property, compared with the annual average stock units averaged over 1
July 2010 to 30 June 2013; or
4. greater than a 20% increase in the annual horticultural or arable vyield,

compared with the annual horticultural or arable yield averaged over the
period 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2013.

and “Changed” in relation to the nutrient management policies and rules has

the same meaning.”

309. Comment Overall | support in principle the new definition ‘change’. |
also note the ternproperty’ is addressed in my Hearing Group 1 evidence. |
agree with the Officer Report that this definition is a caitifor defining the
activity status for rules. | consider the new definition is nagneropriate than
the notified Plan definition as it includes stock unit and horticul@anaie
yield increases which are more of a true land use change.

310. Notwithstanding this support in principle, there are a number of radtiat
require addressing in order to ensure an appropriate definitiochisvad.

These matters include:
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311.

¢ | note that some farming activities (such as arable/honti@)l may
still require some allowance for long term crop rotation cycle;
e | am concerned that Council are seemirighand parenting’inputs to
the farming system, and not placing any focus on adverse effects;
e The removal of the 2017 timeframe may mean that a large nurhber
FEPs are required relatively quickly — as | have alreadysssz in
my evidence above, this may put pressure the capability of the
industry to respond with appropriately certified people — a strateg
may be required where initially the preparation of FEP'geteRed’
nutrient zones and there is a 5 year build up period for the preparati
of FEPs in other zones.
Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
definition of ‘change’ recommended in the Officer Report, subject to

addressing the matters raised above and elsewhere in this evidence

Plan Provision: Definition - Environmental Management Strategy for Irrigation

312.

313.

314.

315.

2433059_1

Submission HWP opposed the definition oEnvironmental Management
Strategy for Irrigation’being included in the Plan. HWP noted that the term
does not appear in the objectives, policies or rules and thus questionts why
has been defined within the proposed Plan.

HWP was concerned that should it be used to inform the developmiéatrof
Environment Plans (including nutrient management plans), that adopting the
template contained in the materiah Environmental Management System for
Irrigation in NZ” for auditing and standards for nutrient management may
cause a fragmented approach within the industry.

Officer Report: While the Officer Report does not record HWP’s submission,
it does identify a number of submitters sought deletion of the refer® the
‘Environmental Management Strategy for Irrigation’The Officer Report
recommends this definition be deleted.

Comment | support the deletion of the definition OEnvironmental

Management Strategy for Irrigation’
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316. Recommendation:It is recommended the Commissioners accept the Officer
Report recommendation and delete the definitioRnvironmental

Management Strategy for Irrigation’.
Plan Provision — Definition “Nutrient Discharge”

317. *“Nutrient discharge. means the modelled discharge of nutrients using
OVERSEER'”

318. Submission HWP expressed concern that the definition in the context of the
wider plan may not be practical. HWP understood that not all land use
activities are included in OVERSEER and therefore, by this definition
those land use activities not in OVERSEERwould remain outside the
definition for nutrient discharge.

319. HWP sought for the definition of Nutrient Discharge to be deleiad
replaced with a meaning that refers to nutrient loss from tinesfy surface
runoff or by leaching below the root zone.

320. Officer Report: The Officer Report records the matters raised by HWIP a
the relief it sought, and recommends the definition be amended as follows:

321. *“Nutrient discharge means_nutrient loss from the property by surface runoff
or by leaching below the root zohre-the-meodelled-discharge-of-nutrients using

322. Comment | support the definition recommended in the Officer Report.

323. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners amend the definition of

‘nutrient dischargéas recommended in the Officer Report.
Plan Provision: Definition of ‘Farm’

324. Submission HWP noted that throughout the policies and rules there is
reference to‘farm’, ‘a farming activity, or ‘any farming activity:
Interpretation of these terms will have a significant immactesources and
capability needed to meet the requirements of rules which applyttent
management and nutrient losses from farming activities. fithietk by area, a

minimum of 10 ha at least should apply.
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325. HWP sought the introduction of a new definition for interpretatiotfasin’,
‘a farming activity, or ‘any farm activity’ as they are applied in the rule
regime. In particular this definition should include a minimum area of 10 ha.

326. Officer Report: The Officer Report does not record HWPs submission point
and the request for a new definition ‘tdrm’, ‘a farming activity’, or ‘any
farm activity’ as they are applied in the rule regime. Notwithstandingtties,
Officer Report does include some new definitions that inclodes farming
activity’ and ‘existing farming activity’ which does assist to address the
concerns expressed by HWP. | cover these new definitions below.

327. Comment | note the termproperty’ has been introduced as part of the s.42A
Report for Hearing Group 1 as an alternative to defitfengn’, and | address
that definition in my Hearing Group 1 evidence. | consider the new
definitions are helpful in clarifying what is existing and niawming activities
and | support the recommendation to include these definitions in the proposed
Plan.

328. Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners note that the HWP
submission has been addressed through the recommendation to define

‘property’ as discussed in Hearing Group 1.
New Definitions Added

329. The Officer Report recommends the following definitions be added to the

proposed Plan.
Plan Provision: Existing farming activity

330. *“Existing farming activity means the use of land for primary production
(excluding forestry) that is not a “changed farming activity”

331. Comment This is a new definition that is required following the new
‘changed’ definition. | support the recommended definition as | consider it is
appropriate and necessary.

332. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
definition of “Existing farming activity” as recommended in the Officer

Report.

Plan Provision: New farming activity
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333. “New farming activity means the use of land for primary production
(excluding forestry) where no primary production has occurred on that land in
the previous three years.”

334. Comment This is a new definition that is required following the new
‘changed’ definition. | support the recommended definition as | consider it is
appropriate and necessary.

335. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new

definition of “New farming activity” as recommended in the Officer Report.
Plan Provision: High nutrient risk farming activity

336. “High nutrient risk farming means any one or more of:
e Feeding cattle on a fodder crop that has been established on irrigated
land,;
e Arable farming or horticulture (excluding grapes);
e Farmed pigs; or
e Irrigated dairy.”
337. Comment Overall I support in principle the new definition“éfigh nutrient
risk farming”. However, | note there may be uncertainty about how the rules
apply to a mixed operation where an extensive sheep or cattlééaran area
of arable or horticulture crops or an area where fodder crops are feedeto catt
338. Recommendation It is recommended the Commissioners adopt the new
definition of ‘High nutrient risk farming activities'as recommended in the

Officer Report, while clarifying how a mixed operation may be considered.
Plan Provision: Advanced mitigation measures

339. *“Advanced mitigation measures means the adoption of multiple techniques
from the following list to minimise nutrient losses from a property:
. Winter shelter
. Restricted grazing

. No winter grazed fodder crops

. Low N feed

1
2
3
4. Reduced stocking rates
5
6. Reduced/Nil fertiliser
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340.

341.

342.
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7. Improved animal efficiency

8. Improved irrigation efficiency (better than 80%)

9. Nitrification inhibitors

10. Optimum Olsen P

11. Low solubility P fertiliser

12. Effluent management

13. Reduced water use

14. Catch cropping

15. Improved soil physical condition to reduce erosion

16. Natural wetlands

17. Floodplain wetlands

18. Constructed wetlands

19. Riparian margins

20. Grass buffers

21. Swales

22. Sediment traps/ponds”

Comment | note the purpose of this new definition seems to be to provide
farmers with a list of techniques for higher levels of nutrless mitigation
than can be adopted into their FEP and implemented. While overall | suppor
the intent of the new definition to provide a list of advanced mitigat
measures for what it is, | question whether a number of the tiotiga
measures identified aradvanced’ as a number of them arbusiness as
usual.

| consider it would be more useful if the mitigation identified wategorised
(similar to the proposal for Horizons One Plan) where there iarel] Tier 2
and Tier 3 levels of mitigation identified, and it was clear tiaraner what
level of mitigation was expected, depending on the level of nuttisaharges
they proposed. If there is a net increase in nutrient dischargehittefier
mitigation is required and that would assist the farmer if thieynd to adopt a
change in farming activities.

Recommendation | recommend the Commissioners adopt the proposed new
definition of “Advanced mitigation measuresfecommended in the Officer
Report while giving consideration to categorising the measioredearly

identify what is'basic’ and what isadvanced:
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Chris Hansen

2 April 2013
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