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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.
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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: Keeling Dairies Ltd
Postal Address: 11 KRD, Oamaru

Phone (Hm): 03 4312511
Phone(Cell): 0274 979626

Email: geoff@keelingdairies.co.nz

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:



I wish to be heard in support of my submission.
I submit on the following matters relating to the Plan Change 5. Please note that this
submission encompasses any related objective, policy, or rule that alters as a result of
our submission or any other submissions made. I therefore wish to be included in all
matters related to the entire plan, but not specifically identified in my submission.
Any aspects of the plan or proposed changes to the plan that do not support or achieve
the outcomes sought by me are opposed.
About us and our farms:


















My name is Geoff Keeling. Together with my wife Jan we have operate two dairy units
and a support block at Duntroon. These three units are side by side and encompass
over 675 hectares of irrigated land. Our children have all attended the local primary
school and but are spreading further afield as they reach secondary school age.
Jan’s family, Eion & Elizabeth Rutherford and Eions forebears have farmed the original
property since 1906.
Within the confines of our properties we have the Takiroa Rock Art site, the Duntroon
Community Wetlands and approximately 5 km’s of Alps to Ocean cycle trail
We are very active in the local community. Jan is a trustee of Nicol’s Blacksmith, which
owns and has undertaken a major rebuild of a local attraction; she is also chair of the
Duntroon School Board. I am a former Corriedale ward councillor on the Waitaki District
Council, in that role I was also the council representative on the LWSCC zone
committee for 4 years. I am a director and chair of the Kurow – Duntroon Irrigation
Company, a director of the Waitaki Irrigators Collective and a recent former director of
the Maerewhenua District Water Resource Company.
Our farms are fully irrigated, using water from the Waitaki River via two irrigation
schemes (Kurow – Duntroon Irrigation Company and the Maerewhenua District Water
Resources Company Limited), as well as individual water rights.
Both schemes that we are involved with have the latest suite of environmental
conditions that require us to have a Farm Environment Plan (FEP), Overseer, and
fencing and riparian management requirements. One of our individual consents has
these same requirements. The consent on our support block does not, however we
have covenants registered on the land title for the protection of wetlands and
encumbrances in favour of Ecan that we must farm according to ‘best practise’.
In addition to this, I also hold consents to discharge dairy effluent to land and the use
of land to store dairy effluent.
Our properties have approximately 6 km’s of Waitaki River frontage; therefore we are
also struggling to comprehend the magnitude of the possible effects on our farming
business under PC4 and the consenting regime likely under that plan.
Under the operative Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP), the farms are located in
a green nutrient allocation zone, which I understand to mean that water quality
outcomes are being met.
Under PC5, the farms are within the Valley and Tributaries Zone.
My understanding of the community process and expected outcomes from Section 15B
of Plan Change 5 (Waitaki Sub-Region):



During my time on the zone committee (I was on the committee for the first 4 years) it
was clear that the expectations for the Green Nutrient Allocation zone was to be able
to farm “business as usual” provided our farms implemented and were operating under
the industry agreed Good Management Practice (GMP). This would not require any
resource consent, and in my case, even more consents in addition to what I already
hold.







As stated above, the consents that the farms operate under where we already have
consents that have extensive water quality mitigation conditions, to require another
consent seems a layer of bureaucracy that is totally unnecessary.
Expectations around GMP would be defined within the plan, and would include a range
of practices and outcomes, not just focused on Nitrogen.
The emphasis was not on Overseer outputs, but rather actual water quality in our rivers
and streams.
For the Valley and Tributaries, the “limit” would be the catchment load, and this would
be the indicator for intensification.

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.
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: garbage in = garbage out. It also does not necessarily
demonstrate environmental effects of changes in various on-farm practices. I see it
littered with litigation potential.
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.
GMP also relies heavily on proxy Overseer files to generate the GMP numbers. There
is concern that these do not properly represent actual farming systems and therefore
require validation to give more confidence in the portal and the outputs it produces.
We are aware that there issues with the N inputs and irrigation inputs, and therefore, I
oppose all of the proxies at this stage.
Most farmers under this plan, including me, would require a consent to farm, and I reiterate the frustration that this in addition to consents I already hold that have specific
conditions relating to management of effects on water quality. The only difference is
that the consent required under PC5 would have an N limit of some description (by
virtue of a narrative), and in the Valley and Tributaries zone, this is not considered to
be necessary to protect our water quality (which for all intent and purposes is very good
with no sigh of deterioration).
The community expectation was clear in that consent should only be required by those
in at risk areas (and therefore, a smaller percentage of the population than what PC5
currently has requiring consent). PC5 requires a large human resource which does not
exist, therefore, the plan will fail to be implemented properly. The rule framework is
overly complicated, overly restrictive, and unlikely to meet the environmental
objectives.
I consider that narratives of 50 hectares irrigated or 20 hectares of winter grazing to be
arbitrary, with no consideration of scale taken into account. For example, a 3,000hectare farm with 60 hectares of irrigation and 25 hectares of winter grazing, and an N
loss of 6kg/ha/year requires consent in the same 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. In
my view, percentages of total farm area would be more appropriate (for example 25%
irrigated and 10% winter grazing).

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.



I consider that FEP’s can manage any potential adverse effects associated with land
use intensification, but accept that in some areas, they may not be enough. That is
why the alternate framework proposed by WIC has higher levels of consenting for the
more sensitive areas.



Despite the request above, there are other matters to be addressed in terms of the plan
as notified. These are as follows:
Plan Reference
Accredited
farm
consultant
definition
(page 3-1)

Nitrogen
baseline
definition (page 3-2)

Winter grazing definition
(page 3-3)

Reason for Submission
Many of the rules, such as
5.57C condition 3, state
that a Farm Environment
Plan and nutrient budget
must have been prepared
or
reviewed
by an
Accredited
Farm
Consultant.
The
definition, in part b, refers
to other qualifications as
approved by the CEO.
Does this include Certified
Farm Environment Plan
auditors as fitting the
“other qualifications” part,
otherwise the resource
pool of people who meet
the
Accredited
Farm
Consultant definition is
extremely small.
Clause (b) of this definition
still only refers to a
building consent
and
effluent discharge consent
being able to be modelled
as if the dairy farming
activity was operational.
However, it should be
extended to include all
other consents granted
during that period also.
The definition extends into
spring.
A
more
appropriate
date
is
considered to be 31
August.

Relief Sought
Either:
Change the reference in
the rules from Accredited
Farm
Consultant
to
Certified
Farm
Environment Plan Auditor;
or
Provide clarification of
what “other qualifications”
that are likely going to
meet clause (b) of the
definition.

Change clause b to read:
In the case where a
consent has been granted
in the period 01 January
2009 to 31 December
2013,
the
calculation
under (a) will be on the
basis that the activity is
operational.

Amend the definition to
read:
Means the grazing of
cattle within the period 1
May to 31 August, where
cattle are contained for
break-feeding of in-situ
forage
crops
or
supplementary feed that
has been brought onto the
property.

Rules 15B.5.6 - 15B.5.9,
and Rules 15B.5.2415B.5.46
(pages 4-13 to 4-34)

Rules 15B.5.6 - 15B.5.9,
and Rules 15B.5.2415B.5.46
(pages 4-13 to 4-34)

General
GMP Proxies

The rules require an
unnecessary and human
resource heavy level of
consenting, and the focus
on outputs is one that still
does
not
necessarily
deliver
environmental
outcomes by creating an
attitude that focuses on
“how to beat the number”
rather than “what can I do
better”.
The 50ha of irrigation and
20ha of winter grazing
thresholds do not result in
any adverse effect for
many properties.
For
example, an 800-hectare
farm with 60 hectares of
irrigation and 50 hectares
of winter grazing, is a low
environmental
risk
because the percentage
of irrigation and winter
grazing is small in the
context of the whole farm.
It is considered that
percentage areas would
be more appropriate.
We oppose all of the
proxies as we are aware
of
issues
particularly
around N
use
and
irrigation.

The relief sought is to
adopt the simpler Waitaki
Irrigators Collective rule
framework
as
stated
above.

Change the thresholds to
be:
25% of the total farm area
is irrigated or able to be
irrigated; and
10% of the total farm area
is used for winter grazing.
This is proposed in the
WIC
alternative
framework, but should this
be rejected, this point is
relevant for the region
wide rules as notified.

The proxies need to be
properly
QA’ed
and
validated.

