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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 PIan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
Form 5: Submissions on o Publically Notified Proposed Policy Stotement or Regional Plon under Clouse 6
Schedule 1 of the Resource Monagement Act 7997

Full

Name:

Postal

Juliet, Richard, Barry, Heather Gray

Address: 508 Homestead Rd, RDl,

Phone (Hm):

03 4360735

Phone (Wk);

03 435073s

Phone(Cell):

021677342 (Juliet)

of

KUROW,9498

Email:

juliet.richard@l(tra.co.nz

Contact name and postal address for service of person making submission (if different from above):
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I

wish to be heard in support of my submission.

Trade Competition

PursuanttoSchedule 1of the Resource ManagementAct 1991, a person who couldgain 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

could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission; or
could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
lf you have ticked this box please select one of the following:

t
I

o
o

I am
I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission
not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submisslon

Signature:
(Signature of
Please

service, becomes public information.

in a submission under the Resource Management Act 1991, including names and addresses for

Our Submission:
About us;

.

Our names are Juliet (35) & Richard Gray (36) and Heather (60) & Barry Gray (63). ln 2008
we sold our Iand in Southland (where the four of us had spent all our lives) and moved to
farm together as a family in the Hakataramea Valley. This was not only a substantial
investment but also a huge decision for us to leave what and who we knew. The opportunity
to work together to develop a sustainable and successful business that had the potential to
be handed down to future generations on this historic piece of land was an exciting
challenge. We have all become active members of our new community and are involved in a
number community organisations. Richard and Juliet have three children, two who attend
the Haka Mobile Kindergarten and the Waitaki Valley Preschool and one who attends the

Waitaki Valley School. We love the prestine area we live in and enjoy many outdoor
activities on our farm and within our community. Protecting our land and surrounds is
important to us, so as to allow our children and grandchildren the same enjoyment we have

'
'
'
'

farming and living at Hakataramea Station.
We farm an 3993 hectare sheep, beef and deer farm in the Hakataramea Valley.
Under the operative Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP), our farm is located in an orange
nutrient allocation zone, which we understand to mean that water quality outcomes are at
risk of not being met.
Our farm is partially irrigated (380ha) via three consents to take and use surface water from
three Hakataramea Valley tribituries. The remaining 3613 hectares are dryland.
We are not currently subject to any conditions that require us to have a Farm Environment
Plan but have had our Overseer N baseline determined to enbable us to see where we fit
into the operative LWRP and also what effects Section 158 of the Plan change 5 will have on
our farming operation.
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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 would not require a resource consent.
The emphasis was not on Overseer outputs, but rather actual water quality in our rivers and
streams.

for my Submission:

'

The Plan is totally impractical and so complex

it

is very difficult to understand. Our

expectation as a farmer of the plan is that we should be able to pick it up and determine on
our own where we fit in.

'

lt

is our view that

it is unenforceable and does not do what it was set out to do in regards to

environmental outcomes. There is still an emphasis on numbers generated by an averages
model that has an accuracy of plus or minus 30o/o, 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. lt also does not necessarily demonstrate environmental effects of
changes in various on-farm practices. By having a numbers system you are encouraging
farmers to "beat the numbers" rather than implement processes to protect the
environment.

.

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.

Under the proposed plan the trigger for moving from consented activity to a controlled
activity is based on a number of hectares regardless of the amount of land you own.
Because of the large area of land we own our environmental foot print is much smaller than
someone on a smaller more intensive farm. For us the 20 hectares of winter grazing equates
to 0.5% and the 50 hectares of irrigation equates lo L.3% of the land we own. We feel it
should be done on a percentage of land you own rather than a figure which seems to have
no reasoning behind it. This would ensure ECAN knew at any one time how much winter
grazing or irrigation would happen in the valley if everyone irrigated and grazed to their
maxium allowed. Under the current plan there is no way to prevent farms being subdivided
and sold (potentially in 20 hecatre blocks) for winter grazing.
Under the operative LWRP we are classed as an Orange Nutrient Zone whereby our
catchment is "at risk" but there is still come capacity to absorb more nutrients. Under the
proposed plan change however, we become a Red Zone whereby our catchment is not
meeting water quality outcomes and there is no capacity for the zone to absorb more
nitrogen. While we have been provided with the reasons from ECAN as to why the
Hakataramea Valley was changed we don't fully understand these reasons and also find it
hard to understand where the 4% headroom that we understood was to be made available
has been distributed. We also feel unhappy with our valley being labelled as a red zone due
to the stigma surrounding this zoning. Being labelled as a Red Zone could effect the value of
our land and also the image of our valley as a recreational playground for many.
The proposed plan allows for no diversification even if the change is still sustainable under
GMP as we are restricted to the farming practice we were doing in the 2009 - 2013 baseline
period. For us this period was when we were learning about our new property and working
out how we could best farm it. We are gradually developing our property and feel the
proposed plan only recognises prior investment of those that have changed their farming
practice hugely and forgets about the likes of us that invested hugely when purchasing the
property with the plan of developing over a longer period of time.
Under the proposed plan, we would have to gain a resource consent to continue farming.
Not only is this a huge ongoing cost for the consent, auditing and compliance but there is no
guareenteed timeframes around the consent duration therefore no certainty for us
especially for Richard and Juliet and potentially their children as the next generation coming
through. There is also no indication as to what would happen if water outcomes are not
met. Who will be expected to cut back and how. lf we are expected to cut down to a
percentage of GMP then GMP of current farming practice is fair but baseline GMP is not as
the high emitters will have more flexibility than the lower emmitters.
Most farmers under this planwould 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.

What I seek from my submission

.

We are aware that the Waitaki lrrigators Collective, 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. We wholly support their

submission and the outcomes sought.

