






































33.

This work could be used as a basis for defining a set of provisional load limits to
be given effect through the assignment of nominal property-level NDAs or,
alternatively, to be managed by collective ASM. The limits could sit outside of
the plan and be reviewed as better data comes to hand, or in a defined period
(e.g., after 5 years). If the science advisers, namely Mr Norton and Mr Kelly,
consider that the information is too unreliable, then a commitment should be
made to pursue the necessary technical work, along with consuitation with
respect to an allocation methodology, to be completed by 2017, with an

appropriate policy framework set up in the plan to enable implementation.

Policy 5.4: Tributary Nutrient Limits

34.

35.

36.

The Director-General’s submission requests that nutrient load limits should be
set for the tributaries of the Hurunui River by 2017, rather than
“progressively”. The Officers Report responds: “there is no requirement (by
the NPSFW) for the adoption of these stages to be contained within the
HWRRP itself, and given that implementation will require further Council
resources, it is my opinion that it is more appropriate for this timeframe to be
defined outside of the HWRRP process, such as through the annual planning

cycle.”

As discussed above, the most meaningful approach to manage catchment
nutrient loads is to allocate nutrient discharge allowances {(NDAs) at a property
level. Setting nutrient load limits at a tributary-scale provides a much more
accurate basis for this than a load limit set at the much coarser catchment-
scale. The more finely detailed the analysis, the more accurate the predictions
and the greater the confidence regarding the effectiveness of specific on-farm

leaching reductions with respect to achieving in-stream outcomes.

in my opinion the argument of the Officer’s Report that the definition of
tributary load limits will require further Council resources, and therefore
should be carried out as part of the annual planning cycle, is weak. If there is to
be confidence that the plan will achieve water quality outcomes by 2017, then

it is critical that this sort of analysis should be completed by then and it would
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be appropriate for the plan to make a commitment to this, rather than leave it
to be debated on an annual basis. It is this sort of plan commitment that will
drive the necessary science and a 5 year programme to do this will be more

effective than competing for funds annually.

Conclusions

37.

38.

The basic policy approach used in the HWRRP has been described as an
adaptive management approach whereby management steps are taken,
monitoring occurs, effectiveness is reviewed and change is made to the
nature/level of management as may be required (Brown et al, 2011). However,
because of the time delay built into the policy and the trigger levels set at 125%
N and 110% P, in my opinion the policy framework presented is a risky
interpretation of adaptive management, whereby development is provided for
up to the maximum nutrient limit that it is hoped can be “clawed back” by
improved land management practice. If monitoring shows that the system has
been pushed too far, then the only response included in the plan is to make
land use activities apply for a consent. While other responses may be

anticipated through the ZIP, there is no certainty associated with this.

In my opinion the total policy package is risky — it is certainly not a
precautionary approach, which would require sufficient evidence that nutrient
load headroom has been (or is highly likely to be) achieved before allowing
more intensive land use to take place. As far as | am aware, there has been no
analysis regarding the timeframe required to reverse any net nutrient load
increases that may occur until a 125% increase in N and 110% in P is measured
at the SH1 monitoring site, nor the ease at which effects on catchment values

can be reversed.
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