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Please find attached 11 submissions on Plan Change 5.
If you require anything else, please don’t hesitate to contact me.
Keri
Keri Johnston | Natural Resources Engineer, Director
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
Form 5: Submissions on a Publically Notified Proposed Policy Statement or Regional Plan under Clause 6 of
Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Full Name: Robert Sutton

Phone (Hm): 03 4360 070

Postal Address: Hayes Road, Hakataramea Valley, RD, Kurow Phone(Cell):027 227 2588
Email: megbob@xtra.co.nz

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.
Trade Competition
Pursuant to Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991, a person who could gain an advantage in trade
competition through the submission may make a submission only if directly affected by an effect of the proposed
policy statement or plan that:
a) adversely affects the environment; and
b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.
Please tick the sentence that applies to you:
X

I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission; or

o

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
If you have ticked this box please select one of the following:
o I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission
o I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission

Signature:

Date:

11 March 2016

(Signature of person making submission or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making the submission)
Please note: (1) all information contained in a submission under the Resource Management Act 1991, including names and addresses for
service, becomes public information.

My Submission:
About me and my farm:












My name is Robert (Bob) Sutton. I have lived in the Hakataramea Valley for the last 16 years.
I am an active part of the local community, especially in water management and nutrient
issues.
My family and I farm a 650 hectare, arable, beef finishing and dairy support farm.
Under the operative Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP), my farm is located in an orange
nutrient allocation zone, which I understand to mean that water quality outcomes are at risk
of not being met. Under PC5, my farm is mostly located in the Hakataramea Flat Zone, with
approximately 12 hectares in the Hakarataramea River Zone.
My farm is partially irrigated using water from an unnamed stream (a tributary of the
Hakataramea River). I also hold dry shares in Haka Valley Irrigation Limited, which would
enable my entire farm to be irrigated.
My individual water right is not subject to any conditions that require me to have a Farm
Environment Plan, but I have done one.
The water quality conditions on the scheme consent are comprehensive and include matters
such as Farm Environment Plans, Overseer, fencing and riparian management and shelter
belts. The scheme consent also required that catchment wide baseline water quality was
assessed, and an on-going monitoring programme established.
Our property has also been accepted into the afforestation grant scheme and we expect to
have 10% of our farm planted by September 2016. This land is primarily steep, erosion prone
land.

My understanding of the community process and expected outcomes from Section 15B of Plan Change
5 (Waitaki Sub-Region):










Provided my farm had implemented and was operating under the industry agreed Good
Management Practice (GMP), then I would be able to continue to farm as I have been.
Expectations around GMP would be defined within the plan, and would include a range of
practices and outcomes, not just focused on Nitrogen. This is particularly important for the
Hakataramea River as sediment and phosphorus from wind-blown soils are considered to be
a large nutrient source, as well at stock access.
This would not require a resource consent.
The emphasis was not on Overseer outputs, but rather actual water quality in our rivers and
streams. This is of huge importance to the Hakataramea Valley community as water quality
in the Hakataramea River is beginning to show a declining trend. Coupled with potential
further abstraction compounding already low river flows, declining water quality has the
potential to impact on the farming community as a whole.
The threat of declining water quality has meant that I have fought (and am still fighting) an
application for to take and use more primary allocation water from the Hakataramea River.
The two issues (water quantity and water quality) are inextricably linked in this catchment.
This has been to judicial review, a resource consent hearing, and we are due in Environment
Court mid-March 2016.
The sensitive area adjacent to the Hakataramea River (being the Hakataramea River Zone)
would have a separate rule framework in recognition of intensive land use in this zone to
negatively impact on water quality.

Reasons for my Submission:


The Plan is totally unworkable and very difficult to understand. My expectation as a farmer of
the plan is that I should be able to pick it up and determine on my own where I fit in. I could
not do this.






















It is my view that it is unenforceable. There is still an emphasis on numbers generated by an
averages model that has an accuracy of plus or minus 30%, and information, which is not
subject to any quality assurance, is entered into a portal system. A model is only as good as
its inputs: rubbish in = rubbish out. It also does not necessarily demonstrate environmental
effects of changes in various on-farm practices.
It is also unfair. For example, a 200 hectare sheep farm right next to a 200 hectare winter feed
dairy support farm – the N loss figures will be very different, but where 90% of GMP is
expected, the “low emitting” farm is disadvantaged. They are already at a low environmental
risk, yet they are expected to lose 10% of N the same as the “high emitting” farm next door.
In my mind, this creates huge equity issues.
GMP should be about actual on-farm practice and yet, this plan links GMP to an Overseer
output number. The GMP practices that are appropriate for our catchment should be better
defined in the plan. These are then easily monitored and enforced as well and the
expectations of farmers is clear.
Most farmers under this plan, including me, would require a consent to farm. This is a huge
number of consents, and is another layer of consenting that I consider to be totally
unnecessary, especially given the conditions on the scheme consent that I am already subject
too.
Whilst the more sensitive Hakataramea River Zone does have its own rule framework, I am
concerned that it has not gone far enough to protect water quality in the Hakataramea River.
There is, for example, large scale dairy support and wintering happening in this zone, on very
light soils. Whilst farmers in this zone would most likely require a resource consent and be
expected to operate at better than GMP, the N losses from such land uses are still large, and
will have a direct impact on the Hakataramea River. There are uses of land that I consider to
be inappropriate, particularly in this zone, because of their potential impact to the river.
There is also the concern that those who already hold nutrient discharge consents will have
right of renewal in the river zone. Any consents held that authorise the discharge of nutrients
in the catchment were only issued for a five-year term on the pretence that upon renewal,
they would comply with any new sub-regional rules. PC5 in its current form, provides a level
of grandfathering that was not anticipated, and most certainly not what the community
wanted.
I am also concerned that if the declining water quality trend evident in the Hakataramea River
continues, that all farmers in the catchment who would ultimately require consent under PC5,
could have harsher conditions imposed to address the issue, and for many low emitters who
get captured by the plan, this would have dire economic consequences, and seriously impact
the viability of many operations.
For example, a 3000 hectare farm with 60 hectares of irrigation and 25 hectares of winter
grazing, and an N loss of 16kg/ha/year is in the same consent category as a 200 hectare fully
irrigated farm, all in fodder beet and used for wintering dairy cows, with an N loss of 70
kg/ha/year. There are no economies of scale – yet the reduction expectations of each is the
same.
There is still a large area of dryland in the Hakataramea Valley which is not being optimised to
its fullest extent. This could be done with new technologies was as more water efficient plant,
but the plan does not allow for that.
The community had always talked about there being the ability for some headroom the lower
emitters. This may be in the plan, but I haven’t managed to work out where.
I do not consider that PC5 will have any direct environmental benefit in our catchment. There
is too much emphasis on complying with numbers generated by a model that can be
manipulated. When we started this process, it was about ensuring the long term health of our
river, and I believe that this plan does nothing to do that.

What I seek from my submission



I am aware that the Waitaki Irrigators Collective (WIC), as part of their submission, has
proffered an alternate rule framework that is simple, workable and enforceable, and does not
result in obscene numbers of additional consents being required. I wholly support their
submission and the outcomes sought.

