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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF IAN MACKENZIE
INTRODUCTION
1

My full name is Roderick Ian Charles (Ian) Mackenzie.

2

I am chairman of the Chairman of the Eiffelton Community Group
Irrigation Scheme (the Scheme) and am authorised to give this
evidence on its behalf.

3

I live at Akaunui, south east of Ashburton. I farm a fully irrigated
farm producing grain, vegetable and grass seeds with stock
finishing. I also farm a dairy unit at Eiffelton. In addition, I am a
director and shareholder of an agricultural contracting business and
a director and shareholder of an engineering business.

4

I have a BAgSc from Lincoln College (1976), was a Nuffield Scholar
and have been awarded for efforts to protect indigenous aquatic
species habitat.

5

Outside of my own immediate business interests I am a director and
Deputy Chairman of the Ashburton Trading Society and am
Chairman of the Mid Canterbury Farmers Charitable Trust. I am
also a director of Ruralco (a ‘one card’ rural trading business). I
have previously served as a director on the boards of Cropmark,
Foundation of Arable Research and United Wheatgrowers, Irrigation
New Zealand and was chairman of NZ Barley Growers, a role that
included the export of barley to China.

6

I have had considerable involvement with Federated Farmers of NZ,
including being chairman of the combined Canterbury/North Otago
provinces. I am currently the Federated Farmers Grain & Seed
chairperson and sit on the Federated Farmers’ National Board. I am
the national spokesperson for water, the environment (including
RMA matters) and transport.

7

I am a Trustee of the NZ Landcare Trust, which works with farmers,
landowners and community groups to improve the sustainability of
our landscapes and waterways.

8

I am also currently chairman of the Ashburton Community Water
Trust, which holds consent (not yet implemented) to develop a
hydro-generation scheme taking water from the Rakaia River (and
has at various times considered other opportunities for better use
access of the Ashburton District’s water resource).
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9

In terms of other water resources outside the immediate environs of
Variation 2, I was a member of, and was fully involved with the
Canterbury Water Management Strategy process to Stage 4. At a
national level I am a trustee of the Land & Water Trust (as it applies
to the Land & Water Forum) and participated in the reference group
for the National Objectives framework.

10

With specific reference to Variation 2, I have attended a number of
meetings in relation to the Zone Committee and I am a member of
the Hinds Drains Working Party. I have also discussed the issues in
relation to Variation 2 with a number of other submitters prior to
preparing this evidence.

11

Recently, I was an invited presenter to the Nitrogen Allocation
Reference Group as it applies to the (Variation 3) South Canterbury
Coastal Streams area.
SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

12

13

In my evidence I provide:
12.1

an overview of the Eiffelton Scheme; and

12.2

a discussion of a number of issues of specific interest to the
Scheme, including:
(a)

minimum flows;

(b)

the proposed minimum flow recorder sites;

(c)

targeted stream augmentation and managed aquifer
recharge

(d)

the ecological nature of drains within the drainage
network; and

(e)

nutrient issues for the Scheme.

For completeness I note that, as stated in my paragraph 2, this
evidence is provided on behalf of the Scheme (recorded as
submitter number 56799). There is a separate submission in my
own personal name that has been incorrectly recorded in the
summary of submissions as also applying to the Scheme (being
submitter number 56798).

14

Given the position now reached, in the event of inconsistency
between the submissions that of the Scheme should be preferred.
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OVERVIEW OF THE EIFFELTON SCHEME
15

The Scheme is located at Eiffelton in the eastern (nearer-coast) part
of the lower Hinds/Hekeao Plains Area.

16

Irrigation came to the Eiffelton district early. Longbeach Estate (the
original 32,000 acres described as a ‘valueless bog’ by the Lands
Office Map in 1864) was, after the development of the drainage
network, irrigating its dairy unit by 1880.

17

More widespread irrigation was introduced through the 1950’s and
1960’s. This early irrigation was solely reliant on water from the
drainage scheme in the Eiffelton area. By the 1970’s demand for
water from some of the drains was more than the drains could
supply and an alternative source of water was sought.

18

The current Eiffelton Scheme was subsequently built by the Ministry
of Works (the first stage completed and opened in 1985) to
supplement flows in 3 drains to ensure reliability of supply to the
current 3880ha scheme area (with around 2,622ha being irrigated).

19

The farmers/scheme members subsequently purchased the Scheme
from the government in 1990 (when most of the Canterbury
irrigation schemes were sold).

20

In simple terms, the current scheme consents authorise the take of
both:
20.1

surface water from three drains – being the Home Paddock,
Windermere and Deals drains; and

20.2

groundwater from a series of 20 bores (with pumps varying in
depth from 9 to 100 metres) that in turn discharge that water
into the same drains.

21

The Scheme then has consents for its members to take and use
water from those 3 drains subject to an allocation regime and
minimum flows that are monitored by recording stations installed by
the Scheme at Poplar Road.

22

The Scheme also has consents to divert water from drain to drain to
maximise efficiency of use and adherence to minimum flow
requirements.
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23

In terms of day-to-day operation, the Scheme typically uses natural
surface water flow at the beginning and end of the irrigation season
and this is then supplemented with flows from ground water as
demand for water increases during the summer – again ensuring
adherence to the minimum flow conditions that apply to the scheme
(see Figure 1).
Figure 1: Deals Drain at Newpark Road (showing deep groundwater
dropping water into the drain)

24

The extent to which groundwater is pumped each year varies – this
year for example, being a very dry year, has meant that since late
November there has been no natural in flows into the drains. All the
water flowing in the drains would have therefore been sourced from
groundwater pumped by the Scheme.

25

The total rate of take cannot exceed 913 litres per second from
groundwater (that is water taken from the ground and discharged
into the 3 drains) - however the Scheme is consented to take up to
947 litres per second of ‘surface water’ from the drains for irrigation.

26

In terms of the use of water, the entitlement for each member from
the Scheme is ~3.5mm/ha/day – consistent with higher efficiency
irrigation systems.

27

Around five years ago an upgrade to a telemetry system was
financed by borrowings from the bank and members are covering
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the interest and principle repayments. This information is relayed to
the Council in ‘real time’ along with the flow data from the minimum
flow sites (see Figure 2).
Figure 2: Scheme monitoring site at Poplar Road on the Windermere
Drain (note clarity of water, cobbled bed. Flow shown is 160 l/sec)

28

The main Scheme resource consents were renewed in the mid
1990’s (earlier consents were granted in 1985) - although since that
time a number of variations and further applications have been
applied for and granted (mainly relating to monitoring sites,
efficiency improvements and access to further groundwater for the
Scheme).
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29

The current minimum flows and monitoring sites where agreed to by
Fish & Game and the Council as a part of the processes outlined
above.

30

Overall, the Scheme is unique in NZ – both in its design and
operation – in particular, the use of drains as a source of surface
water and as conduits to deliver groundwater to irrigators while
benefitting the environment (by supplementing flows in the drains
over summer to improve water quality and quantity).

31

In this regard, although I have referred to them as “drains”
throughout my evidence, it is appropriate to emphasise that parts of
the drainage network carry high ecological value which, going
forward, will be dependent on the continuation of flows and
augmentation from groundwater.

32

I discuss the values attaching to the Scheme later in my evidence.
SCHEME INTEREST IN VARIATION 2

33

The Scheme is concerned that decisions may be made for the
catchment that will have seriously adverse implications for the
Scheme and its’ community. This concern extends to all those
drains from the Longbeach Road to the Hinds River.

34

I discuss a number of specific issues in my evidence.
Minimum flows

35

As notified, Variation 2 does not prescribe any minimum flows for
the various drains included in Table 13(e). This includes the three
drains that form an integral part of, and are as equally reliant on,
the Scheme.

36

The Table must however be understood against the relevant Policy
13.4.19 that provides that
13.4.19

After 1 July 2020 a minimum flow of 50% 7DMALF and
an allocation limit of 20% 7DMALF will be applied to all
water permits granted to abstract surface water from the
waterbodies listed in Table 13(e), or to abstract groundwater
with a direct, high or moderate stream depletion effect on
those waterbodies, unless there is a collaboratively developed
flow and allocation regime that has been included in this Plan
through a Schedule 1 RMA process.
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37

Were the first part of the policy to apply after 1 July 2020 (i.e. in
the absence of a collaboratively developed flow and allocation
regime introduced by way of subsequent plan change), then it would
have a severe effect on the Scheme, both in terms of minimum flow
and allocation. To provide an example, under an earlier discussion
version of Variation 2, the tables had proposed minimum flows that
were aimed at meeting the COMAR report requirement of a
minimum depth of 300mm.

38

Combined with shifting the minimum flow sites to Lower Beach Road
(discussed later in my evidence) the Scheme calculated this would
mean it would need to increase its abstraction of groundwater and
would ultimately use 40% of its ground water abstraction just
meeting those minimum flows. In practice, this would drive the
Scheme to having piped conveyance for groundwater (to avoid
minimum flow requirements) which would mean augmentation
would not occur.

39

In terms of the extent to which a collaboratively developed flow and
allocation regime might be developed prior to 1 July 2020, some
work is already underway.

40

This includes the establishment of the Hinds Drains Working Party
(HDWP). As set out in the Officers Report (see for example, para
3.36-3.39), this was created following the Zone Committee
realisation that all options before it (including COMAR) for raising
minimum flows were problematic given the wider position re
allocation.

41

The ‘deficiencies’ that HDWP is aiming to address principally relate
to the general absence of knowledge by the Zone Committee and
the Council (in regard to the drafting of Variation 2) in regard to the
local and detailed attributes of the drainage and stockwater race
network.

42

The Zone Committee has provided the HDWP until December 2015
to complete its work1 – in simple terms being to develop an
allocation and minimum flow regime and identify appropriate
locations for compliance sites.

43

Although the Scheme remains committed to the HDWP process and
is confident that much better catchment outcomes will be
recommended by it, it is very concerned that the first part of Policy
1 Terms of reference for the HDWP available at
http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Council/final-tor-hinds-drains.pdf
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13.4.19 remains in the notified version of Variation 2 – in simple
terms, in circumstances where the Zone Committee and the Council
appear to have both acknowledged that the default regime would
not work in practice and could have potentially significant impacts
on the Scheme and other members of the community.
44

It is also unclear at the current point in time as to the extent to
which the HDWP recommendations will actually be followed through
to the wider planning framework (via a plan change) and, even if
they do, the extent to which recommend outcomes will align with
the benefits (both irrigation and wider environmental) that derive
from the operation of the Scheme.

45

HDWP has already delivered its first round of recommendations2 and
although on the one hand it appears the HDWP anticipates the
Scheme being enabled, it is not exactly clear how this will achieved
at the current point in time. As an aside, I also note that particular
care should be taken when reading the summary of the
recommendations contained in the Officers Report (at para 3.59) as
the report appears to omit a number of key aspects of the HDWP’s
recommendations. This includes some of the key corner-stone
principles - including, for example, further enabling the use of
groundwater to supplement the flows in the drains.

46

Again, I simply note that the Scheme remains supportive of the
HDWP process but particular care should be taken in terms of preempting the outcomes of it given that it is reliant on both final
recommendations being provided and the successful completion of a
further plan change. It is the Scheme’s view that the ‘default’
minimum flow and allocation regime provided for in Policy 13.4.9
should be removed and a clearer direction provided that there is a
requirement for a future plan change following the completion of the
HDWP process.

47

At the risk of repetition, at the moment, the default regime appears
to be acknowledged by the Zone Committee (and Council) as being
too onerous, but it has remained in Variation 2 without amendment
and whether or not there is a plan change (at least as currently
worded) is still very unclear.
Augmentation and recharge

48

As noted earlier in my evidence, the Scheme is unique in that it
heavily reliant on the take of water from groundwater for the
2

Available at http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Council/hdwp-recs-to-azc-23-feb.pdf
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purposes of augmenting surface water flows. Although coincidental
to the outcomes that are now sought under Variation 2, the fact of
the matter is that operation of the Scheme is effectively already
achieving ‘targeted stream augmentation’ as envisaged.
49

The Scheme therefore supports the inclusion of policies and rules to
that enable the use of water for the purpose of targeted stream
augmentation (e.g. by way of supplementing flows in drains for
environmental and irrigation purposes). This is also in line with the
proposed policy and rule changes recommended by the HDWP to the
Zone Committee. However, as notified it appears Variation 2 does
not provide a lot of support for the use of deep ground water for
targeted stream augmentation (nor does it provide a lot of support
for the use of drains as conduits for delivering water to irrigators) –
the main expectation instead being that augmentation will come
from existing surface water sources.

50

The Scheme also supports the enabling of a change from surface or
hydraulically connected shallow ground water takes to deep ground
water takes. However, I note that suitable ground water is not
always to be found (especially nearer the coast) and as such the
Scheme also supports the ability to site the deep ground water
takes apart from the land where the use or discharge of that water
applies. This will enable using drains as conduits to deliver water to
irrigation take points whilst benefitting the flows in the drains.

51

Targeted stream augmentation similarly needs to be enabled to
allow flows to be restored to the Parakanoi, O’Shaunessys, and
Taylors drains. This water would be paid for by the irrigators who
would benefit from this additional water while providing in stream
habitat (as we do in the Scheme).

52

The Scheme is also supportive of managed aquifer recharge –
although it is concerned to ensure wider Variation 2 properly
balances:
52.1

the desired outcome of the Zone Committee solutions
package in terms of reducing nitrates in the shallow ground
water; with

52.2

the potential effects that managed aquifer recharge might
have it is too successful in terms of increased water in the
Ashburton Hinds drainage district.
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53

The concern for the Scheme is that at least in some years elevated
ground water pressures could occur to the point that large rainfall
events will cause flooding in the lower catchment.

54

Whether or not the drains can cope with the rainfall events depends
on how full they are before the rain. In 1978, 1979 and 1980 we
had several very significant floods made substantially worse by high
aquifer pressures (the devastating flood of August 1978 was, for
example, caused by a rain fall event of only 55mm). On the other
hand, flooding was averted last April (despite rainfall of 240mm) by
low aquifer pressures that meant the drains could cope well with the
flows.

55

The Scheme therefore supports the wording of Policy 13.4.14(f) as
notified. The notified version seeks to enable managed aquifer
recharge and targeted stream augmentation where “adverse effects
on people and property from raised groundwater and higher flows
are avoided”.

56

The Officer Report recommends further amendments based on the
submission of RDRML which seeks to extend the use of ‘avoided’ by
the addition of “as first preference, and where avoidance is not
practicable, they are remedied or mitigated”. Presumably by
“remedied or mitigated” the potential things in mind include (for
example) the widening of drains to carry more water or the repair of
damage caused by flooding. Given the current uncertainties around
managed aquifer recharge (and the extent to which recharge in one
part of the catchment might have an effect in another), the Scheme
supports “avoidance” as first preference but does accept there might
be circumstances where another approach is appropriate.

57

In practice, the Scheme expects both the effectiveness of, and any
adverse effects of, managed aquifer recharge will need to be
monitored and practices amended or improved as more information
becomes available – however Policy 13.4.14(f) (as notified) will still
provide an important starting point in terms of protecting properties
in the lower catchment drainage area.

58

This monitoring should also focus on the inter-relationship between
groundwater and drain flows. As I discuss later in my evidence,
there is an identified relationship between the two. In my own
experience this is best illustrated by some of the flood events that
have occurred in the catchment in past years (as I have discussed
earlier in my evidence).
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59

Ultimately, it appears that the main intended purpose of managed
aquifer rechargeis to dilute the nitrates entering the shallow ground
water up gradient of the drainage district. This is managing a
problem that is not caused by the Eiffelton (and wider drainage)
community, and care needs to be taken in ensuring they do not
inappropriately carry the burden of effects caused elsewhere in the
zone.

60

Overall, the Scheme considers that managed aquifer recharge and
targeted stream augmentation need to be approached in an
integrated manner. Managed aquifer recharge clearly has role in
the upper catchment in terms of reducing nitrate concentration in
groundwater and improving aquifer levels. Targeted stream
augmentation although also relevant to the upper catchment is of
central importance to improving environmental values (and
supporting irrigation) in the lower catchment. Both must be
considered together in terms of delivering benefits across the wider
catchment.
Minimum flow site

61

Table 13(e) suggests that the minimum flow site for the
Windermere drain is at Lower Beach Road. This is not currently the
position. The only consents to take water from the Windermere
drain are those held by the Scheme and the consent conditions
specify that the minimum flow site is at Poplar Road (see Figure 2
earlier in my evidence).

62

The move in recorder site has been opposed by a number of
submitters (in addition to the Scheme) – these submitters include
the Director General of Conservation and Fish and Game. All
submitters appear to be aligned in that the appropriate recorder site
is the existing Poplars Road site.

63

In response, the section 42A report notes that:
10.109 Submitters raise their concerns regarding the proposed changes to
minimum flow sites and seek to ensure the minimum flow sites for
Home Paddock Drain, the Windermere and Deals Drains remain at
Poplar Road. The only change proposed in Variation 2 is to shift the
Windermere Drain minimum flow from Poplar Road to Lower Beach
Road. This was recommended as the flow recorder site for
Windermere Drain is installed by Environment Canterbury at Lower
Beach Road and the management of consents based on this site is
therefore more practical. This is unlikely to mean any real changes
for existing consent holders, given Table 13(e) provides for existing
consents to continue until 2020 without any changes. More data will
be gained over time from Lower Beach Road and this will help to
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establish a robust flow correlation between Poplar Road and Lower
Beach Road in the future.
10.110 The minimum flow recorder site for both Home Paddock Drain and
Deals Drain is currently at Poplar Road. Therefore it is not practical
to manage flow and allocation regime for these two waterbodies from
a new site without having a flow recorder. Therefore the minimum
flow sites for Home Paddock Drain and Deals Drain will continue to
be used until such time a better flow recorder sites can be
established at lower parts of the catchments.

64

Other than ‘convenience’, the Officer comments do not add much in
terms of clarifying the extent to which a recorder at Lower Beach
Road should be preferred over Poplar Road. It is my understanding
that the Council installed its recorder site on Lower Beach Road in
2013/14 (several years after the Scheme had installed its own
minimum flow recorder at Poplar Road). The Council team that
approved the installation of the Lower Beach Road recorder did not
know that there was already an existing recorder installed at Poplars
Road that was reporting minimum flows to the Council 24/7.

65

It is however important to also understand why, in the Scheme’s
view the existing Poplars Road site is to be preferred.

66

In this regard, the Scheme (with the agreement of Fish & Game and
the Council) built permanent recorder sites to monitor minimum
flows on all 3 drains at Poplar Road ~5 years ago. These sites are
calibrated several times a season to ensure accuracy, are fully
telemetered and provide real time readings to the management of
the Scheme as well as to the compliance team at the Council.

67

As noted above, the Scheme holds the only consents to take water
from these 3 drains and is solely responsible for ensuring minimum
flows are adhered to (the only exception being some limited
groundwater takes that I understand are deemed to be hydraulically
linked). The current minimum flow consent conditions are set for
flows at Poplar Road (further inland), not Lower Beach Road – and
as set out by the Officer, it does not appear that any changes to
existing consents are proposed prior to 2020.

68

If the minimum flow recorder sites were to change without a
consequent change in minimum flow then the Scheme is concerned
that it might mean the Scheme has to effectively pump ground
water out to sea at significant cost and with little environmental or
biodiversity benefit (given the proximity of Lower Beach Road to the
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coast). As I noted earlier my evidence this is likely to push the
Scheme to piped distribution which means that the environmental
benefits of augmentation would be lost.
69

In addition, the wider background to the development of the
Scheme and its existing monitoring sites is also relevant.

70

When it was first consented in 1985, the minimum flows were
determined by the existing rights that Longbeach Estate had for
irrigation and stock water purposes.

The Scheme minimum flows

were accordingly set at the point the drains entered Longbeach
Estate (just below Poplar Road).

However for technical reasons the

Scheme monitoring equipment failed in 2000 and the minimum flow
sites were moved to Lower Beach Road. This proved to be
unworkable as the 3 drains split into several different water courses
for stock water purposes above Lower Beach Road and the Scheme
was effectively pumping ground water onto the shingle of the beach.
The Scheme deemed this a highly inefficient use of water (and this
was something the Council agreed with at the time). As a result the
Scheme moved the sites back up to Poplar Road (with the support
of Fish & Game and the Council).
71

The Scheme accordingly seeks that reference to the existing Poplar
Road recorder site be inserted in Table 13(e) in place of “Lower
Beach Road”. In terms of wider Table 13(e) the Scheme opposes
any changes to the current allocation or minimum flow regime set
out – at least until such time as further changes might be
recommended through the HDWP process.

72

For completeness I note my understanding that the HDWP has also
recommended that the Poplar Road site be retained and that this
has been ratified by the Zone Committee.
Life supporting capacity

73

I have already touched on some of the ecological values that are
associated with drainage network (especially in relation to the drains
augmented by the Scheme) – and the extent to which those values
are enhanced by the ongoing existence of the Scheme.

74

I consider that particular care needs to be taken when reading the
Officer Report (especially para 1.23 and 1.24) where some
generalisations are made about the life supporting capacity of the
drains and their degraded state. I accept that these comments are
attributable to some of the drains but it is in my view that it is quite
incorrect to portray all the drains in this way and especially the
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drains associated with the Scheme – which are already being
actively augmented and enhanced, consistent with the outcomes
envisaged by Variation 2.
75

Even for those drains outside the Scheme, some have high
ecological value. Figures 3 and 4 show part of the drainage
network that is an ‘enhanced relic’ of the old swamp that is being
kept alive by deep ground water sourced targeted stream
augmentation to look after a native fishery (predominantly long and
short fin eels and Canterbury mud fish). This creek flows into the
Parakanoi drain.
Figure 3: Ecological value following targeted augmentation

Figure 4: Ecological value following targeted augmentation
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76

In the particular case of the Home Paddock Drain, the Windermere
Drain and the Deals Drain, it is certainly my experience (having
lived in the area my whole life and assisted with the
reconsenting/consenting of the Scheme on a number of occasions)
that the drains typically have clean cobbled beds, no issue with
sedimentation and a flow and allocation regime that is supporting a
healthy and thriving fish habitat. By using these drains as conduits
to deliver water, the local community has maintained the
biodiversity in these drains for the last 30+ years while most other
drains have been dry for long periods over recent years.

77

Figure 5 is an image of the Parakanoi drain during the summer of
2014/15. This drain is located outside of the Scheme and, like
many of the other drains in the District, went dry without
augmentation from groundwater. Such drains obviously exhibit
lower ecological value – it is however useful to still note the
shingle/cobbled bed (consistent with the drains within the Scheme
area).

78

By way of further background on the Parakanoi drain, this was once
the largest drain between the Ashburton and Hinds Rivers and is
adjacent to the Scheme (but not a part of it). However, abstraction
from it ended a few years ago because there wasn’t enough water in
it (assumed to be through the Council issuing consents to abstract
groundwater upgradient of the springs that fed the drain). The
Parakanoi was at one time considered to have the best fish habitat
and populations of all the drains in the district – but this has been
wiped out by successive years of no flow.
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Figure 5: The Parakanoi drain at Surveyors Road this summer

79

Again, the Scheme is supportive of Variation 2 to the extent it
contemplates (or is amended to contemplate) targeted stream
augmentation for the benefit of the wider drainage network and the
continuation of the Scheme.

80

Ultimately, it is again emphasised that the Scheme’s understanding
is that stress on water flows across the wider drainage network is
primarily caused by events up-gradient from the top of the drainage
network rather than excessive abstraction from the drains
themselves. To date it has been this flow stress that is the main
cause of loss of aquatic biodiversity in those drains not used by the
Scheme.

81

This has now been recognised by the HDWP but is not necessarily
understood by all (including it appears the Zone Committee at the
time the solutions package was forward prior to the HDWP
recommendations – noting further that none of the Zone Committee
members have a direct interest in the drainage District so would not
have been familiar with the likely reasons for flow loss in
unaugmented drains and the full extent of the benefits delivered by
the Scheme). With more information it is clear that the extent of
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upgradient groundwater is key to determining the extent of natural
flows in the drainage network (rather than abstraction in the lower
catchment)
82

In Appendix 1 of my evidence I have included some hydrographs
which include flows for the Parakanoi that have been provided to me
by the Council that show the flows in the drains are directly
correlated to aquifer water pressures (in a Council monitoring well)
and rainfall. As can be seen, there is a direct correlation between
aquifer pressure dropping and the Parakanoi going dry, only
overridden by significant rainfall events. I understand that similar
trends are shown for other drains.

83

In terms of water quality within the drainage network (as opposed
to quantity), it is the Scheme’s understanding that nitrate
monitoring of the drains undertaken by Fish & Game (with
assistance from others) shows that natural flows coming into the
drains at the drains’ headwaters are high in nitrates whereas those
drains associated with the Scheme and other drains in the District
have substantially lower nitrates, especially after augmentation (the
monitoring shows that nitrates are being diluted from about 12ppm
to 4ppm (see Appendix 2)).

84

Although I am not a water quality expert, the reduction in nitrates
as a result of augmentation also suggests that riparian management
within the Scheme area is not of core concern (the main issue
instead being one of water use and management across the wider
catchment). The Scheme is therefore concerned to ensure that
Variation 2 takes a whole of catchment approach – and does not
anticipate those farming alongside the drains to carry the full
burden of improving water quality.

85

In terms of stock exclusion, the Scheme supports the exclusion of
stock applying only to the drains named in Table 13(a).

The

Scheme does not support the rule changes proposed to Rule 13.5.26
in the Officer Report. It also opposes the 3m cultivation set-back
for all drains (as proposed in Schedule 24) and instead proposes
that this 3m set-back similarly only applies to those named drains in
Table 13(a). Put simply, soil loss is only an issue in major floods
and a 3m cultivation set back will not make any difference in those
floods.
86

The implications of managed aquifer recharge are also relevant to
stock exclusion. At the moment many of our smaller drains (i.e.
side cut drains and the tiles that feed them) are dry due to low
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aquifer pressure. We are accordingly not required to enforce stock
exclusion or non-cultivated buffer zones from dry ditches. Were
managed aquifer recharge to mean that these drains were carrying
a material increase in water, the cost of compliance could increase
substantially through fencing and lost opportunity (in my personal
situation I have over 4kms of such drains on my cropping farm
alone).
Nutrients
87

The Scheme has a significant interest in the wider nutrient
management regime although it is not discussed in detail in this
evidence given my understanding that it will also be addressed by a
number of other submitters.

88

In terms of some general comments, the Scheme is concerned that
farming in our area could be seriously disadvantaged by a nutrient
allocation regime that limits all existing activity to ‘baseline land
uses’. The soils in the Eiffelton area are predominantly deep poorly
drained soils with typically low nitrate loss. This means that farming
systems can be taken with, relatively speaking, lower effects than
those which might occur on the same types of properties elsewhere
in the catchment.
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The concern for the Scheme however arises in respect of properties
within it that are currently undertaking very low nitrate loss farming
activities. As the Scheme is not proposed to be recognised as an
‘irrigation scheme’ under Variation 2, it appears that such a property
would, under the notified plan, be stuck with its individual nitrogen
baseline.

90

Should the relevant farming ‘market’/activity reduce in viability or
collapse then those farmers will find themselves unable to grow
even broad acre crops without increasing their nitrate loss profiles.
The Scheme is therefore concerned to ensure that some flexibility is
provided to ensure that ‘grandfathering’ does not mean that the full
cost (in terms of being unable to expand or change farming
systems) of solving a wider problem is carried by those with low
nitrate loss.
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Accordingly, the Scheme supports provision being made to enable
low loss farming systems (being predominantly those on the heavier
soils) flexibility to change land use which may involve nitrate loss
changes within an agreed limit (15 kg/ha/yr) so that farmers on
these soils have the opportunity, albeit still a limited one, to change
their farming operations to reflect market changes.
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In terms of reduction regimes, the Scheme generally acknowledges
the desire to reduce nitrate loss by 26% in the catchment (although
is not in a position to comment on the scientific accuracy of that
number). In terms of Policy 13.4.13(b), the Scheme does not
support requiring only dairy and dairy support farming systems
having staged reductions. In regard to the latter, in my experience
it is also particularly difficult to define a dairy support farming
system. The Scheme considers that this policy should be informed
by, and ultimately apply to, all high loss farming systems as will be
identified in due course by the matrix of good management practice
project.
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Overall, the Scheme considers the heavier soils have not caused the
nitrate issues in the District and should not be penalised through
being restricted to their 2009 to 2013 landuse. The ability to change
the mix of farming activities on our farms has been the strength of
our District in adapting to changing markets and we seek that some
flexibility continue in the future.

Dated 15 May 2015

______________________
Ian Mackenzie
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Appendix 1

Parakanoi (and other) drain, K37/1792, and Ashburton Council Rainfall
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Parakanoi (and other) drains, K37/1792
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Appendix 2
Nitrate concentration in drains (over irrigation season)
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