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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: Kakahu Catchment Group
Phone (Wk): 027 220 2425
Postal Address: C/- Keri Johnston, 1159 Winchester Hanging Rock Road, RD21, Geraldine 7991
Email: stonecroft@vodfone.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:
o
o

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

About the Group:
We were established as a catchment group in early 2014. The OTOP Zone Committee had
commenced a process of getting catchments together, and the Kakahu was one of the first as
it had been identified as a sensitive catchment with water quality concerns.
The group has been pro-active in undertaking a year-long water quality sampling regime on the
river, and holding educational field days to try and engage with all land owners in the catchment.
As part of the OTOP zone, we will begin our sub-regional planning process within the next few
months, however, our plan is not expected to be finalised until 2018, therefore, it is highly likely
that we will be subjected to an operative PC5 before then.
My Submission:
We wish to be heard in support of our submission.
We 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. We therefore wish to be included in all matters
related to the entire plan, but not specifically identified in our submission. Any aspects of the
plan or proposed changes to the plan that do not support or achieve the outcomes sought by
us are opposed.
Reasons for my Submission:













The Plan is totally unworkable and very difficult to understand. The expectation is that
any person should be able to pick it up and determine on their own where they fit in.
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.
GMP should be about actual on-farm practice and yet, this plan links GMP to an
Overseer output number. The GMP practices, whilst outlined in Schedule 28, are not
easily understood, and should be more clearly set out in the plan. These are then
easily monitored and enforced as well and the expectations of all farmers is clear.
Having run farms through the portal to produce a GMP number, and then attempting to
use Schedule 28 to duplicate the number (i.e. a manual GMP calculation), it is clear
that there is large amount of user error in that the portal numbers have been unable to
be duplicated. The portal that we currently have access too did not allow us to export
Overseer XML files to see the changes that it made, and therefore, there is a high level
of uncertainty for us. This is a totally unacceptable predicament to be in when you are
being asked to make submissions on a plan that relies heavily on the portal tool.
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,
we oppose all of the proxies at this stage.
Most farmers under this plan would require consents to farm. This is a huge number
of consents, and is another layer of consenting that is considered to be totally
unnecessary and unsustainable from a human resource point of view.
We support the use of Farm Environment Plans. However, while the emphasis is on a
number, the plans are generally viewed in a negative context. If the focus was on
practices, then the plans can be used more positively as a way of planning and tracking
progress, rather than a means to “trip you up” when your number is not being complied
with.





We fail to see any robust reasons why our catchment (and the greater OTOP zone
catchments) should have to obtain consents under PC5 when our own sub-regional
plan will follow behind very closely. This creates an unnecessary burden on land
owners for such a short time period.
We are also aware that the final form of PC5 will set a “template” to be used in the
subsequent sub-regional planning processes. Therefore, having an active involvement
in PC5 is considered crucial for the group.

What I seek from my submission


We 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.



We are aware that other submitters will propose simplified rule frameworks, and we will
consider out position on these in further submissions. We would support a simplified
framework, with a focus on good farming practices, not on output numbers, and that if
good farming practices are employed, then water quality outcomes will better be able
to be met.



We also request that the timing of sub-regional planning processes is given
consideration to the timing of implementation of rules in PC5.



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)

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.

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
2009-31 December 2013,
the calculation under (a)

Winter grazing definition
(page 3-3)

Rules 5.41A to 5.59A
(pages 5-3 to 5-14)

Rules 5.41A to 5.59A
(pages 5-3 to 5-14

General
GMP Proxies

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.

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.

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.
The relief sought is to
adopt a simpler rule
framework
as
stated
above.
The
timing
of
implementation of the
rules in the context of subregional
planning
processes also has to be
considered and rules
amended accordingly.
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.

