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Key points











The design of both Overseer and the Farm Portal GMP model mean that they cannot
accurately represent a farm in a specific year, when seasonal and economic considerations
will be the important determinants of N fertiliser use on both crops and pastures.
The Overseer crop and pasture nitrogen models upon which the GMP N fertiliser proxies are
based, were never intended to be or designed for use as fertiliser requirement models.
There is inherent uncertainty in the estimates from any model. Taking the proposed N
modelling proxies with a low level of uncertainty in the key input parameters shows that the
estimate of N fertiliser requirement has a much higher degree of uncertainty with a
substantial range in the estimated N fertiliser requirement. This indicates the actual N
fertiliser requirement on a specific farm in a specific year could be quite different to the
value calculated in the farm portal. This will then impact significantly on the difference
between N loss from an actual nutrient budget and the GMP N loss value.
It appears that the pastoral N requirement model, for grass-clover pasture in the absence of
effluent and irrigation effects, simplifies to a linear relationship with the Overseer predicted
pasture production with no N fertiliser required below about 8070 kg DM / ha / year up to
450 kg N / ha / year at 18450 kg N / ha / year. This is in contrast to the highly justified use of
N fertiliser on farms with lower levels of annual pasture production, and most high
producing farms requiring considerably less than 450 kg N / ha / year.
It is totally incongruous that the Schedule 28 modelling proxies place no accountability on
the import of supplementary feed to a farm, but disproportionately place the onus on the
nitrogen fertiliser input.
The pastoral phosphorus fertiliser proxy is based on target soil test levels which are different
from the accepted agronomic target ranges and modelled maintenance P requirement
which has been subject to undocumented changes, including an interaction with the
nitrogen model, by the Overseer developers.

It is my expert opinion that there is a significant problem with the approach in Plan Change 5 (PC5)
of comparing data from “actual” Overseer nutrient budgets and hypothetical Good Management
Practice (GMP) nutrient budgets. Both of these estimates contain a material degree of uncertainty.
The difference between uncertain distributions (the nitrogen baseline and nitrogen loss calculations
actual and with GMP applied) is even more uncertain. The uncertainty is even greater when the
farm system is changed between the baseline period and the current period.
An Overseer “actual” nutrient budget, is an amalgam of the actual farm production (eg. Milk
production, stock numbers and liveweight change, crop yields) for a specific year; the actual fertiliser
inputs and actual supplements imported, grown and used (which may be seasonally climate
dependent); long term average climate records and predicted irrigation based on the long term
climate record. Hence even if the Overseer model is highly accurate, the “actual” nutrient budget

does not accurately represent the “actual year” as it contains a blend of annual data and long term
data.
The nitrogen loss value from the farm portal is based on 4 years of actual farm production (eg. Milk
production, stock numbers and liveweight change, crop yields), actual supplements grown, imported
and used which will be seasonally climate dependent, long term average climate records, a
hypothetical fertiliser requirement, and a hypothetical irrigation requirement along with some other
GMP modelling proxies, which also cannot accurately represent GMP.
The phosphorus and nitrogen fertiliser components of the Schedule 28 modelling proxies have poor
justification and cannot accurately represent farm practice.

Phosphorus:

Target Olsen P values for pastoral farming appear to have been set based on economic
considerations rather than agronomic factors. For sheep, beef and deer the target Olsen P level has
been set at or below the lower end of published optimum ranges (Edmeades et al 2006; Morton and
Roberts, 2009). The published Olsen P – relative yield relationships do not differ between stock
classes or land slope.
Overseer maintenance P used in the model has been changed by Overseer developers without
notification, explanation or justification. This includes an interaction with nitrogen as noted in
“Addendum to MGM Overview report: OVERSEER® version change 6.2 to 6.2.1”

Nitrogen on crops:
The Schedule 28 crop fertiliser requirement model is based on factors estimated from the Overseer
model, which was not designed to and has never been used as an N fertiliser requirement model for
crops (or pasture for that matter).
The Foundation for Arable Research report “A peer review of OVERSEER® in relation to modelling
nutrient flows in arable crops” (Dunbier, 2013) notes that “Nitrogen management in arable cropping
in recent years has been focussed on within-season, real-time tailoring of fertiliser inputs according
to soil fertility, crop needs, and weather.”
“OVERSEER® has been designed to predict long-term leaching losses on an annualised basis and this
approach has been adopted in developing the cropping model. It uses long term, average annual
climatic data, a monthly time step and a single soil layer. In contrast, other research focussed crop
models designed to predict the dynamics of N leaching use short-term (days to weeks) climatic data,
daily time steps and multiple soil layers. Whilst the simplifications adopted in OVERSEER® appear to
be consistent with the policy requirements for managing water quality, they may mean that the
cropping model is unable to model the impacts of crop management interventions which occur on a
scale of days, weeks and months e.g. precise timing of fertiliser applications to meet crop growth
needs.”
Hence the actual nitrogen fertiliser used on crops may differ considerably from the long term
average estimates produced by the Schedule 28 modelling proxy. Even if actual nitrogen fertiliser
usage was consistent with the proxy there would be considerable uncertainty in the prediction,
because of the uncertainty in the input variables derived from Overseer output (Nplant, Nresidue,
Nsom, Nirrigation, Natmosphere, Nurine, Neffluent) and in the Schedule 28 model parameter
FertInEff. The effect of uncertainty in model inputs on predicted N fertiliser requirement is shown
below.
Differences between the Schedule 28 predicted nitrogen fertiliser requirement and the actual
nitrogen used on farm and reported in the farm’s Overseer files will affect the predicted N nitrogen
loss under Good Management Practice. Hume et al (2015) do not present a sensitivity analysis of
the impact of the N fertiliser proxy on N loss, so the magnitude of the impact cannot easily be
determined.

This rule adds an arbitrary cut off to the modelled N requirement and is at odds with a common
practice of planting crops with DAP fertiliser at rates lower than 46 kg N / ha.

The equations given in Plan Change 5 are incomplete. The parameter ResidueCoef is defined in
Method s28.1, but does not appear in any of the equations.

Furthermore if ResidueCoef is meant to apply to both nitrogen and phosphorus the value would be
quite different for burning of residue, due to volatile losses of nitrogen, but not for phosphorus.
The crop nitrogen requirement model includes many factors, especially mineralisation of soil organic
nitrogen and crop residue nitrogen and inputs of animal dung and urine, which have a high degree of
uncertainty in the values of parameters used.

Whilst the model is based on values extracted from Overseer, the Overseer model is by no means
accurate in their estimation. The Overseer crop model is not used to derive nitrogen fertiliser
recommendations. In particular the Nsom factor is highly uncertain. Mineralisation of nitrogen in a
field situation under a growing crop is extremely difficult to measure and in most experiments will
only be able to be estimated by difference using a balance of all other components of the nitrogen
cycle. Therefore the field measurements have a high degree of uncertainty. Mineralisation of

nitrogen is known to depend on soil moisture and temperature, the composition and type of crop
residues and soil properties, such as texture, and the type of clay minerals, such as the content of
iron and aluminium oxides and allophane. Even sophisticated soil organic matter simulation models
only approximate these factors. In contrast Overseer has a simple model based on previous years in
pasture from 3–12 years prior to the reporting year. In complex cropping rotations the value used in
Overseer files is usually a rough long term average.
The crop nitrogen model includes a term for Nurine.

This is to discount from crop nitrogen requirement the urinary nitrogen on the crop prior to the last
month of grazing. However most fodder crops are only grazed once the crop is mature and growth
and most nitrogen uptake has ceased. This is illustrated in the Overseer output for a fodder crop
grazed in June, July and August.

These Overseer graphs do not present the recovery of urine nitrogen, but the red line in the above
graph shows that plant uptake in June and July is minimal compared to March, April and May.
Furthermore the fodder crop will often be strip grazed so there is no opportunity for substantial
regrowth and nitrogen uptake once a strip is grazed and urine nitrogen is not evenly distributed on a
paddock, so realistically cannot be seen to contribute to the crops total nitrogen requirement.

Pasture Nitrogen
The Pastoral Fertiliser Nitrogen Modelling Proxy is based on estimating the pasture nitrogen uptake,
nitrogen return in pasture residues, nitrogen input in effluent and GMP irrigation in the non-urine
affected background part of the paddock, all without nitrogen fertiliser for the pasture yield
estimated by Overseer for the specified level of animal production and supplementary feed input,
minus a fixed contribution of non-fertiliser nitrogen from biological nitrogen fixation and
mineralisation of soil nitrogen (for grass-clover pastures the latter has been set at 250 kg N / ha
year) all multiplied by a fixed fertiliser inefficiency factor of 1.4.
This has been expressed as
GMP_N_Fert = (Nuptake@N0 - Neffluent@N0 - Nirrigation – Nnonfert@N0) x (1 + Fert&InEff)
Or GMP_N_Fert = (Nplant - Neffluent - Nirrigation – Nnonfert) x (1 + Fert&InEff)
Note that Snow et al 2016 eqn (4) incorrectly misses the "1 +" in the "(1+Fert&Ineff)" term.

As with the equivalent crop nitrogen fertiliser modelling proxy each term in the model has an
uncertainty in its estimation. Even if the model is a good representation of nitrogen fertiliser
requirement and the individual estimates have a low degree of uncertainty, in combination there is
high level of uncertainty in the estimation of the nitrogen fertiliser requirement (see below). In the
farm portal GMP calculation of nitrogen leached this uncertain estimation of nitrogen fertiliser will
have a near linear effect on the estimation of nitrogen leached (blue and yellow lines in Figure A.
15.1 below from Pinxterhuis et al (2015) )

The data from Snow et al (2016) Table 3 (shown below) indicates that for dryland pasture
NTotalUptake@N0/ Pasture Growth is nearly constant at 0.056 and
NPastureResidues/NTotalUptake@N0 is nearly constant at 0.447.

Block Name
Pastoral 1
Pastoral 2
Pastoral 3
Pastoral 4
Pastoral 5
Pastoral 6 (eff)
Pastoral 7 (irr)
Pastoral 8 (grass)
Pastoral 10 (lucerne)

NTotalUptake@N0/
Pasture Growth
0.0560
0.0560
0.0560
0.0560
0.0560
0.0560
0.0576
0.0559
0.0560

NPastureResidues/
NTotalUptake@N0
0.4470
0.4475
0.4471
0.4473
0.4473
0.4474
0.4571
0.4473
0.4473

Hence the model simplifies to
(0.056 * PG – 0.447 * 0.056 * PG – 250 ) * (1+0.4)
= (0.030968 *PG – 250) * 1.4
=0.0433552 * PG - 350
This equation is shown in Figure 1.

For irrigated pasture the equation would be 0.04377 * PG – 350

Approximation of the GMP N fertiliser proxy
(on grass clover pasture with no effluent or irrigation N input)
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Figure 1. Approximation of the GMP N fertiliser proxy on grass-clover pasture with no effluent or
irrigation N input.

Thus the model will not calculate a nitrogen fertiliser requirement for pasture production less than
8073 kg DM / ha. This is a nonsense result as there are many trials (eg. Gillingham et al, 2008) which
show a large and highly economic nitrogen response on dryland sites with annual pasture
production less than 8000 kg DM / ha / year. Conversely the model calculates up to 450 kg N / ha
required for high producing dairy farms. The Pinxterhuis et al (2015) report states that the proposed
GMP nitrogen fertiliser modelling proxy is highly correlated to milksolids production, much more so
than in the dairy datasets. Analysis of the dairy dataset (Pinxterhuis et al, 2015) shows that there
are very few farms using more than 300 kg N / ha and so it seems more likely that the modelling in
behind the farm portal is overestimating the requirement for nitrogen fertiliser on high producing
farms, with high production being driven by farm management practices such as good feed
utilisation. Based on an Overseer estimated pasture production of 20562 kg DM / ha / yr for the
Lincoln University Demonstration Dairy Farm (Pellow, pers. comm.) the GMP nitrogen modelling
proxy would calculate a requirement of 542 kg N/ha, rounded down to 450 kg N / ha (Table 1).
However, actual nitrogen use on non-effluent paddocks averaged 173 kg N / ha (Pellow, pers.
comm.). Note that the GMP N requirement is inflated, in part, because when default pasture quality
input data is used Overseer estimates for pasture intake and pasture production are too high.
However even when using the Dairybase estimate of pasture intake for the Lincoln University
Demonstration Dairy Farm of 15700 kg DM / ha (Pellow, pers. comm.) the GMP N proxy model
would still calculate a requirement of 450 kg N / ha.

Table 1. GMP N fertiliser proxy model parameters for dairy farm example based on a Lincoln
University Demonstration Dairy Farm nutrient budget with Overseer predicted Pasture Production of
20562 kg DM / ha / yr.
N plant

N irrigation

Max N
nonFert

kg N / ha
643

kg N / ha
6

kg N / ha
250

Fert InEff

Calculated
N fertiliser

kg N / kg N
0.4

kg N / ha
542

GMP N
fertiliser
required
kg N / ha
450

Research has shown that grass – clover pastures are inherently nitrogen deficient so that provided
pasture growth is not restricted by cold soil temperatures (<5°C), water logged soils or dry
conditions the application of nitrogen fertiliser at moderate rates (less than 50 kg N / ha /
application) will give a pasture response and direct leaching of nitrogen from the fertiliser
application will be negligible. The greatest environmental effect is from the increased amount of
feed grown and eaten by livestock, as this typically results in an increase in nitrogen excreted. This is
very similar to the effect of importing supplementary feed on the farm. In fact nitrogen fertiliser and
supplementary feed are usually regarded as alternative methods of increasing animal production to
be evaluated on economic criteria. There is a small impact of the increase in the nitrogen
concentration in pasture after nitrogen fertiliser application also resulting in increased N excretion.
Nevertheless it is totally incongruous that the Schedule 28 modelling proxies place no
accountability on the import of supplementary feed to a farm, but disproportionately place the
onus on the nitrogen fertiliser input.

The impact of uncertainty on the modelled N requirement.
The proposed Schedule 28 modelling proxy for both crops and pastures has the main components of
plant nitrogen uptake, non fertiliser nitrogen inputs and a fertiliser efficiency factor. All of the model
parameters have uncertainty in their estimate for a variety of reasons. This may be uncertainty in
the physical and biological parameters used in the models, such as the distribution of soils on a farm,
the profile available water estimate for a particular soil, soil nitrogen status and response to nitrogen
fertiliser, the mean climate parameters, annual variability in climate, pasture and supplementary
feed quality and utilisation and feed conversion efficiency by animals. There are also problems with
the correct representation of a farm by the models and bugs in the model code adding to the
uncertainty.
The impact of the uncertainty has been modelled using the Schedule 28 GMP nitrogen proxy
equations with a normal distribution assigned to each parameter to represent the uncertainty. For
the purposes of illustration of the impact of uncertainty on the predicted nitrogen fertiliser
requirement, conservatively small coefficient of variation of 5% has been used for all parameters
(Table 2). The mean model parameters and estimates of pasture nitrogen response required and
nitrogen fertiliser required (Table 2) represent the results of the deterministic modelling approach
proposed by in Schedule 28. If we make an unsubstantiated assumption that the model is a good
representation of pastoral nitrogen requirement, the values simulated, including uncertainty, in

Tables 3 and 4 and Figure 2, show the uncertainty in prediction, with the real result for a specific
farm lying somewhere within the distribution presented.
Table 2. Stochastic model parameters for option 3 in Snow et al 2015 Table 3. (Pasture growth
13099 kg DM / ha, no effluent or irrigation

Mean
Std. Dev.
C.V.

N plant

Max N
nonFert

Fert InEff

kg N / ha
405.4
20.3
5.0

kg N / ha
250
12.5
5.0

kg N / kg N
0.4
0.02
5.0

GMP N
fertiliser
required
kg N / ha
217.6

Table 3. Example of Random model input and resultant calculations
N plant

Max N nonFert

Fert InEff

kg N / ha
417.0
367.8
412.5
426.8
406.5
386.5
401.9
378.5
388.5
436.6

kg N / ha
224.6
220.7
244.6
232.6
260.5
239.4
244.2
266.7
282.4
246.6

kg N / kg N
0.403
0.371
0.389
0.397
0.388
0.405
0.411
0.412
0.378
0.401

GMP N
fertiliser
required
kg N / ha
269.9
201.6
233.2
271.3
202.7
206.7
222.5
157.9
146.3
266.1

Table 4. Distribution statistics from 1000 simulations

Minimum
1st Quartile
Median
3rd Quartile
Maximum
Mean
StdDev
CV

N plant

Max N nonFert

Fert InEff

kg N / ha
342.7
393.2
407.0
419.8
472.9
406.6
20.3
5.0

kg N / ha
208.3
241.3
249.1
257.4
298.1
249.5
12.4
5.0

kg N / kg N
0.346
0.387
0.400
0.413
0.464
0.401
0.020
4.895

GMP N fertiliser
required
kg N / ha
130.3
197.2
220.7
241.0
319.0
220.1
33.8
15.4

GMP N fertiliser requirement using stochastic
distributions
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Figure 2. Modelled N requirement for option 3 in Snow et al 2015 Table 3 using stochastic
distributions of input parameters.
The key point is that a low degree of uncertainty in inputs to the model results in a wide variation
in the prediction of nitrogen fertiliser requirement ranging from 130 to 319 kg N / ha with a
standard deviation of 34 kg N / ha (C.V. = 15.4%). The inter quartile range is from 197 to 241 kg N /
ha. On some farms the deterministic approach will substantially underestimate the nitrogen
required and hence underestimate the predicted amount of nitrogen leached by Overseer, whilst on
other farms the nitrogen requirement and nitrogen leached will be overestimated. This will impact
on the management options that can be implemented on those farms to achieve a real (actual)
reduction in nitrogen leaching. Remembering that the input distributions using a C.V. of 5%
represent an extremely accurate model, it is clear that the ability of the deterministic modelling
approach used in Schedule 28 to calculate how much nitrogen fertiliser is required for “good
management” is not very good and is in fact flawed.

For the crop nitrogen proxy based on the data in Figure 69 in Hume et al (2015) and assuming a CV
of 5% in the estimation of each of 3 factors (Nplant – Nresidue), the sum of (Nsom + Natmosphere)
and the Fert&Ineff factor the deterministic GMP nitrogen fertiliser is 276 kg N / ha, but the
stochastic distribution in predictions has a range from 226 to 335 kg N / ha with a standard deviation
of 15. (Figure 3). Note that the variation in the parameter Fert&Ineff used in this analysis is
considerably lower than shown in Figure 68 in Hume et al (2015) (shown below) where the range is
reported to be 0.01 to 1.24 in their analysis of ~1500 crops in the horticultural farm survey.

GMP N fertiliser requirement using stochastic
distributions
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Figure 3. Modelled N requirement for data from Figure 69 in Hume et al (2015) using stochastic
distributions of input parameters.
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Over my career I have been greatly involved in the development and implementation of decision
support models for fertiliser advice and nutrient cycling. This began with the implementation and
improvement of MAF's computerised fertiliser advisory service (CFAS) and the development of
fertiliser advice models for arable crops in the 1980’s. This was followed by a PhD on “Simulation of
Soil Organic Matter Dynamics and Nutrient Cycling in Agroecosystems” which included
redevelopment of the internationally used CENTURY Soil Organic Matter model. Working for
AgResearch in the mid 1990’s I lead the development of dynamic nutrient cycling - econometric
fertiliser advice models for P, K and S for grazed pasture (Outlook and AgResearch PKS Lime) and the
integration of these models with the initial version of the Overseer nitrogen nutrient budget model
to create Overseer 3. Since 2004 I have worked for Ravensdown where I have been responsible for
the integration of Overseer within Ravensdown’s IT systems, and have provided advice to
Ravensdown staff in the use and interpretation of Overseer. I have also provided considerable
feedback to the Overseer development team about bugs in the software and suggested
improvements to it. At various times in my career I have provided formal or informal advice to ECan
to assist in policy development, including in the development of the ‘look-up table’ report
“Estimating nitrate-nitrogen leaching rates under rural land uses in Canterbury” (Lilburne et al,
2010). In 2012 I was invited to be a member of the Expert Working Group for the Foundation for
Arable Research Review of the Overseer® model. Since 2014 I have been an inaugural member of
the Overseer Users Advisory Group. I have also represented Ravensdown at the ECan Overseer
working group during 2014 – 2015.
During 2014 – 2015 I assisted Dairy NZ staff in providing and analysing datasets for the Matrix of
Good Management project and attended some of the dairy industry project meetings. From
September 2015 through to December 2015 I represented the Fertiliser Association of NZ at a
number of meetings specifically to discuss and to attempt develop a consensus for the pastoral
nitrogen fertiliser proxy. I was instrumental in showing the weaknesses of the original proposal to
use APSIM modelling to determine the N fertiliser requirement for pastoral production estimated by
Overseer, which was accepted by all parties involved in the discussion.
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1.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change that Ravensdown’s submission
relates to are:
Proposed Plan Change 5 as included in the attached submission below.

2.

Trade Competition
Ravensdown could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

3.

Ravensdown’s submission is:
Refer to submission points below. The relief sought by Ravensdown are also outlined in the
submission points below.

4.

Ravensdown wishes to be heard in support of this submission.
Ravensdown would be prepared to present a joint case with others that have made similar
submissions at a hearing.

……………..……………………
Chris Hansen
Authorised Agent for Ravensdown Limited
11 March 2016
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 5 TO THE
CANTERBURY LAND & WATER REGIONAL PLAN
1

Introduction

The following submission is made on behalf of Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) to Proposed Plan
Change 5 to the Canterbury Land & Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).
Ravensdown is mindful that the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) is to promote
the sustainable management of natural and physical resources, while achieving a number of outcomes,
including avoiding, remedying or mitigating the actual or potential adverse environmental effects of
an activity. Ravensdown therefore seeks for plans to recognise that the RMA enables activities and
anticipates environmental effects will occur, so long as these effects are managed to levels considered
acceptable by the community. The RMA does not anticipate no development or zero effects from
activities.
Ravensdown’s submission is divided into two parts: Part I provides some general comments on
Proposed Plan Change 5 and provides comment on the key matters of concern, particularly around the
modelling undertaken to develop the Farm Portal. Part II provides specific comment on the Proposed
Plan Change 5 provisions, and the amendments sought by Ravensdown to address the key matters of
concern addressed in Part I.

2

Part I - General Comment on Proposed Plan Change 5

2.1 General Support
Ravensdown generally supports the intent of Proposed Plan Change 5 that seeks to deal with the
management of the effects of land uses, particularly farming activities, on water quality throughout
the Canterbury Region and the management of water quality in the Waitaki sub-region.
In particular, Ravensdown supports:


The introduction of GMP and use of a Farm Portal as a mechanism that can be adopted into a
plan to provide for the collection of farm information, environmental modelling and reporting
to support catchment accounting and for determining permitted activity status;



OVERSEER being used as a guide within a consent process and not as the sole determinant
of resource consent status;



The use of Management Plans; Farm Management Plans and High Runoff Risk phosphorus
zones to manage the loss of phosphorus to water;



Generally enabling rule regime including controlled activity and restricted discretionary
activity status (apart from adopting Prohibited Activity Status as discussed below);



Requiring Accredited Farm Consultants and Certified FEP Auditors.
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The matters are addressed further in Part II of this submission.

2.2 Matters Need Addressing
Notwithstanding the matters supported above, the following matters have been identified by
Ravensdown as needing addressing in Proposed Plan Change 5:


Modelling rules used to develop the proxy numbers for GMP included in the Farm Portal are
flawed and as a result the proxy numbers are inconsistent, technically flawed and not
validated;



The usability of the Farm Portal and its outputs, and in particular the lack of sensitivity
analysis of the impact of the GMP in the Farm Portal Nutrient Report; and the value placed on
the GMP N loss figure estimated by the Farm Portal if a farm meets the permitted activity
thresholds;



The adequacy of the Section 32 Evaluation Report and in particular the costs of implementing
the plan provisions, particularly if the proxy numbers included in the Farm Portal are flawed;
and the costs associated with adopting Prohibited Activity status;



The status of Technical Reports and Supporting Documents accompanying Proposed Plan
Change 5;



Adopting Prohibited Activity status;



The need for expert caucusing of the above matters in order to ensure a workable GMP
regime is adopted in the Plan Change.

2.2.1 Concerns Regarding Farm Portal Modelling
A significant concern to Ravensdown are the GMP modelling rules used in the Farm Portal to
determine the GMP nitrogen loss rates. Attached to this submission is a Technical Paper prepared by
Dr Alister Metherell. Dr Metherell is a qualified and experienced scientist who has been greatly
involved in the development and implementation of decision support models for fertiliser advice and
nutrient cycling. Dr Metherell has been with Ravensdown for the past 12 years, and is its Decision
Support Manager based in Christchurch. Dr Metherell has an in-depth knowledge of OVERSEER
and has provided input and data analysis to Dairy NZ as part of the MGM Project.
The attached Technical Paper focusses on Schedule 28 of Proposed Plan Change 5 and the GMP rules
included in the schedule, and in particular comments on the fertiliser modelling rules. The technical
paper contains detailed analysis and evaluation that is not included in this submission, and is intended
to support the key concerns with the Farm Portal raised in this submission. The key points from Dr
Metherell’s Technical Paper are that:


The design of both OVERSEER and the Farm Portal GMP model mean that they cannot
accurately represent a farm in a specific year, when seasonal and economic considerations
will be the important determinants of N fertiliser use on both crops and pastures.
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The OVERSEER crop and pasture nitrogen models upon which the GMP N fertiliser proxies
are based, were never intended to be or designed for use as fertiliser requirement models.



There is inherent uncertainty in the estimates from any model. Taking the proposed N
modelling proxies with a low level of uncertainty in the key input parameters shows that the
estimate of N fertiliser requirement has a much higher degree of uncertainty with a substantial
range in the estimated N fertiliser requirement. This indicates the actual N fertiliser
requirement on a specific farm in a specific year could be quite different to the value
calculated in the farm portal. This will then impact significantly on the difference between N
loss from an actual nutrient budget and the GMP N loss value.



It appears that the pastoral N requirement model, for grass-clover pasture in the absence of
effluent and irrigation effects, simplifies to a linear relationship with the OVERSEER
predicted pasture production with no N fertiliser required below about 8070 kg DM / ha / year
up to 450 kg N / ha / year at 18450 kg N / ha / year. This is in contrast to the highly justified
use of N fertiliser on farms with lower levels of annual pasture production, and the highest
producing farms requiring considerably less than 450 kg N / ha / year.



It is totally incongruous that the Schedule 28 modelling proxies place no accountability on the
import of supplementary feed to a farm, but disproportionately place the onus on the nitrogen
fertiliser input.



The pastoral phosphorus fertiliser proxy is based on target soil test levels which are different
from the accepted agronomic target ranges and modelled maintenance P requirement which
has been subject to undocumented changes, including an interaction with the nitrogen model,
by the OVERSEER developers.

To summarise the key points, Ravensdown considers that the fertiliser proxy in the Farm Portal is
technically flawed. The implications of this not being addressed are that the GMP nitrogen losses
from farms, both baseline and ongoing, as an output from the Farm Portal, will generally be
underestimated. This means that the Baseline GMP Loss Rates are maybe lower than what is realistic
and many farms will not be able meet the derived value. There are substantial risks of knowingly
using a system that has flaws and is inadequate for the job it is tasked with. Ravensdown considers it
to be injudicious for Council to use the modelling proxies in the Farm Portal as they currently stand.
Council in the S32 report even acknowledge that the modelling proxies are not currently robust
enough to be included into the plan change:
“The modelling proxies, as currently written in the MGM overview report (MGM, 2015b), are not
expressed with sufficient precision to satisfy the regulatory requirements for a regional plan and
require editing before they could be used in a plan schedule” (Section 32 Evaluation Report for Plan
Change 5 to the CLWRP, page 7-8).
To address the above matters Ravensdown considers the Council has a number of options available:
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Place Proposed Plan Change 5 on hold until the issues with the modelling rules identified in
the attached Technical Paper are addressed;



Adopt an alternative pathway for farm users even if the modelling rules used for the Farm
Portal proxy numbers are ‘fixed’; and for those farm systems that cannot be modelled;



An additional formal process for reviewing and moderating inaccurate portal results is
developed and agreed with stakeholders, to be used either where Council has indications that
the Baseline GMP Loss Rate calculated is inaccurate or the resource user considers this to be
the case;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the FEP process, rather than using this as a basis for
granting a consent.

In relation to the first bullet point, Ravensdown considers there is a need to review the modelling rules
to address the concerns raised in the accompanying Technical Paper prepared by Dr Metherell. There
would need to be a process where by experts test the modelling rules and development of parameters
and processes to ‘fix’ the anomalies in order to provide certainty with the outcomes (proxy numbers).
This approach is presuming that the modelling rules can be ‘fixed’ to address the issues and be agreed
to by the experts. It should be noted that the fertiliser industry was not invited to the discussions with
Environment Cananterbry and the MGM Project partners until November last year. Dairy NZ, FANZ
and Ravensdown did not agree with the N fertiliser modelling rules that had been developed, and
offered alternatives that were declined. This disagreement is referenced in the Dairy NZ MGM
Report (page 42) where 7 different options are listed. The CRI modellers and the MGM team
preferred options 6 and 7, whereas Dairy NZ and FANZ/Ravensdown wanted to include more testing
of methods. Ravensdown would be willing and available to input into any review or further testing of
the methods.
In relation to the second and third bullet point, an alternative pathway might be to provide a
consenting option if the farm is not modelled with the proxy numbers included in the Farm Portal; or
if the farm cannot be modelled with OVERSEER. Regardless of the pathway proposed (and
Ravensdown is aware that Fonterra intend to also provide an alternative pathway), Ravensdown
considers it is important that discussions be held between key parties to identify an alternative
pathway that allows farmers options while ensuring environmental outcomes are achieved.
Ravensdown intends to develop an alternative pathway for the hearing that can be taken forward in
consultation with other parties, along with other suggested pathways.
Ravensdown supports the identification of GMP nitrogen loss values for a farm and seeks that the
planning provisions allow for that value to be meet over an appropriate timeframe. The use of the
Industry-agreed Good Management Practices booklet for driving on-farm good practice is supported
as well.
Ravensdown’s preference is for both bullet point one and bullet point two above to be adopted.
However, should Council decide to proceed with proposed Plan Change 5 and the Farm Portal
approach in its current form, Ravensdown has sought a number of amendments to specific provisions
discussed in Part II below with the intention of ensuring the provisions are accurate and appropriate,
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and considers these amendments assist Proposed Plan Change 5 to meet the purpose of the Resource
Management Act 1991 being to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources.
Relief Sought: Ravensdown seeks for Council to:


In the first instance place Proposed Plan Change 5 on hold until the issues with the modelling
rules identified in the attached Technical Paper are addressed; and



Also provide an alternative consenting pathway for farm users who do not have confidence in
the Farm Portal proxy numbers; and for those farm systems that cannot be modelled.

Should Council reject either of these options, Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Proposed Plan
Change 5 as sought in Part II of this submission.
2.2.2 Usability and Functionality of the Farm Portal
Ravensdown is concerned about the usability and functionality of the Farm Portal. The Farm Portal is
of vital importance to Plan Change 5 as its outputs (The Baseline GMP Loss Rates and the Good
Management Practice Loss Rates) determine consent status of a farming system and ultimately
whether a particular farm can continue to viably operate. This is especially so given the proposed plan
includes a prohibited activity pathway for farms that cannot met their Baseline GMP Loss Rate by
July 2020. This further reinforces Ravensdown’s concerns about the flawed modelling rules being
used to determine the activity status of a farming activity, and the need for an alternative pathway for
approval as discussed above.
Ravensdown has two specific issues with the usability and functionality of the Farm Portal:


The lack of sensitivity analysis of the impact of the GMPs in the Farm Portal Nutrient
Report; and



The value placed on the GMP N loss figure estimated by the Farm Portal if a farm meets
the permitted activity thresholds.

Regarding the first issue, once a farm has been through the portal (i.e. the nitrogen baseline and
nitrogen loss calculation nutrient budgets have been entered and the Baseline GMP loss rate and GMP
loss rates are given) there is little to no indication given on the impact of the practices on that farming
operation to account for the differences between the ‘actual’ losses and the GMP ‘estimates’. For
example, the Farm Portal nutrient report should be able to list the parameters that are not considered
to be at GMP, as defined by the portal, so that the farm operator is able to understand where the
potential issues may lie and mitigate the nitrogen losses (as an arbitrary example from 50 kg N/ha/yr
to 30 kg N/ha/yr). Understanding the key drivers to achieving GMP is critical in the attainment of the
water quality outcomes that Plan Change 5 strives for. Ravensdown understands that the MGM
project, through which the Farm Portal was developed, is still in the development phase and these
concerns may be addressed at a later stage. If this is the case, this further reinforces Ravensdown
relief sought to hold PC5 until this has occurred.
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Regarding the second issue, the Farm Portal provides a GMP nitrogen loss value if the user has met
the permitted activity thresholds. This is determined by answering some questions about their farming
operation. Ravensdown accepts that this value is to be retained by Council for catchment accounting
purposes but has concerns around the rigor by which it was determined and how the value is presented
to the user. No attempt is made by the Farm Portal to provide a disclaimer about the values
robustness and accuracy, and it is presented in the same format and manner as the GMP estimates
after inputting (assumingly) robust nutrient budgets. In Ravensdown’s opinion, the GMP loss rate has
been determined using an extremely coarse approach and it should be presented in that manner.
Relief sought: Ravensdown seeks for Council to:


Place Proposed Plan Change 5 on hold until a sensitivity analysis on impact of the GMP in
the Farm Portal nutrient report can be undertaken, with modifications to the reporting to
provide clear directions to the farm user how GMP can be achieved;



The robustness of the GMP nitrogen loss value in the Farm Portal is addressed through
addressing the modelling rules issues identified above, and providing a clear statement or
disclaimer regarding the accuracy and robustness of the GMP estimates, even once the Farm
Portal is ‘fixed’.

2.2.3 Section 32 Evaluation
Ravensdown considers the s.32 Evaluation of the costs associated with implementing the preferred
option is inadequate and incomplete. In particular, the s.32 Evaluation seems to adopt an approach in
the evaluation Table in Section 7.1.3 that there will be some additional costs to land owners, but that
these will vary across farms. Furthermore, the costs associated with implementing GMP are difficult
to determine until auditing is undertaken, and it is not known how many farmers already operate at or
below GMP.
Notwithstanding this difficulty to determine costs, the s.32 Evaluation determines that overall the
approach taken is efficient and effective [page 7 – 20]. It is not clear to Ravensdown how this
conclusion can be reached when the order of these costs, who will bear the costs, and an evaluation of
the environmental benefits vs costs have not been adequately undertaken.
Ravensdown considers the costs associated with the implementation of GMP would be associated
with:


Additional consenting and farm advice;



A farmer not being able to meet the Baseline GMP Loss Rate that might be developed from
flawed proxy numbers;



The on-farm investment and behavioural costs associated with inaccurate Baseline GMP loss
rate numbers;



Requiring a plan change to address modelling proxies;
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Adopting a prohibited activity status for activities after 1 July 2020 that cannot meet the
Baseline GMP Loss Rate in the Red and Lake Nutrient Allocation Zones.

Ravensdown considers the s.32 Evaluation Report should be extended to assess the possible solutions
being proposed, which are necessary even once the issue with the modelling rules and the
inaccuracies of the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal are ‘fixed’, being:


An alternative pathway in addition to that provided by the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;



An additional formal process for reviewing and moderating inaccurate portal results;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the FEP process, rather than using this as a basis for
granting a consent.

Relief Sought: Ravensdown seeks for Council to undertake a more thorough and robust evaluation of
the costs and benefits of adopting and implementing the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal, an
alternative pathway regardless of whether the Farm Portal is ‘fixed’; and adopting prohibited activity
status for certain activities, in accordance with s.32 of the RMA and made available for public review
and submission.
2.2.4 Supporting Documents Accompanying Proposed Plan Change 5
Ravensdown notes there are a large number of Technical Reports and Supporting Documents
(including reference documents) included on the Environment Canterbury website. It is not clear
what documents have been referenced under part 3 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. Ravensdown is not
aware that any of the Technical Reports or Supporting Documents have been formally referenced to
be included in proposed Plan Change 5.
The technical robustness of a number of these documents is questioned by Ravensdown, but this
submission is only able to deal with the matters included within the notified Plan Change 5. Without
formal reference, there is no opportunity for Ravensdown to question the findings of the Technical
Reports and Supporting Documents.
Relief Sought: Ravensdown seeks for Council to formally reference the Technical Reports and
Supporting Documents that provide the basis for the modelling rules and proxy numbers included in
the Farm Portal in Proposed Plan Change 5 so that the methodology and findings of these documents
can be formally challenged.
2.2.5 Prohibited Activity Status
Ravensdown opposes in principle adopting Prohibited Activity status in plans as the approach
provides no opportunity for a resource user to demonstrate to Council that any effects associated with
their activity/proposed activity can be identified and managed to acceptable levels.
While Ravensdown accepts Council is entitled to adopt prohibited activity status in a plan if it has
been through a robust evaluation process, it considers extreme caution should be used when adopting
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this mechanism as Council will need to be satisfied that there is absolute certainty regarding
identifying the scale of environmental effects being addressed, ensuring the activities being prohibited
contribute to those effects, and that the environmental benefits outweigh the economic and social
costs associated with prohibiting the activity.
In the case of Proposed Plan Change 5, Ravensdown questions the robustness of the modelling rules
that establish the proxy numbers included in the Farm Portal as outlined in the Technical Paper
prepared by Dr Metherell attached to this submission. The outcome of adopting the proxy numbers
will lead to farm activities that cannot meet the Baseline GMP Loss Rates after 1 July 2020 in the Red
and Lake Nutrient Allocations Zones being prohibited under the rules.
Based on the above, Ravensdown considers it is an entirely inappropriate use and application of a
long term annual average model, which is designed to inform decision making, to be applied in a
manner which takes all discretion and judgement away from Council staff. It is entirely inappropriate
to use a decision support tool to make full and final decisions on critical social and economic matters
such as prohibited activity, without opportunity for discretion or judgement.
In order to ensure hard decisions are taken for environmental protection it is necessary to provide
detailed and clear guidance to Council Staff, but it is entirely inappropriate to instead devolve the
responsibility to a decision support tool as occurs with the adoption of prohibited activity status in PC
5. The inadequacy of this approach is further amplified by the known, flawed nature of the
modelling rules presented in the Farm Portal, as discussed above.
Ravensdown holds the view there can be no justification is using the modelling rules to decide on
prohibited activity status for a farm activity.
Relief Sought: Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for all activities to be able to apply for a
resource consent, as outlined in Part II of this submission, and for:


An alternative pathway in addition to that provided by the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;



An additional formal process for reviewing and moderating inaccurate portal results;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the FEP process, rather than using this as a basis for
granting a consent.

2.2.6 Caucusing of Experts
Ravensdown has been fully involved in the planning processes associated with the preparation of the
Canterbury Land & Water Plan, and plan changes 1, 2 and 3 to the CLWRP.
Ravensdown’s experience is that the nutrient management mechanisms being developed for the
various sub-regions have evolved over time and have required substantial input from stakeholders
through the formal plan preparation process.
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Ravensdown has recently been involved in developing the nutrient management approach to Proposed
Plan Change 3 (South Coastal Canterbury Streams). The Hearings Commissioners determined after
hearing submissions that further work was required to gain agreement on the technical matters that
remained outstanding, and to simplify the plan provisions to make them less complex and more
workable. Technical and planner caucusing was directed by the Hearings Commissioners that
resulted in a joint Technical/Planner Caucusing Statement that identified points of agreement with the
technical matters, and simplified plan provisions to implement the mechanisms developed by the
technical experts.
Ravensdown would highly commend a similar approach be considered to resolve the technical and
planning issues being raised in this submission, and would be a willing participant in such caucusing
which may be better undertaken prior to expert evidence being prepared.

3

Part II - Specific Submission Points

In addition to the general submission points made above a number of requested changes to provisions
are set out below. However, Ravensdown's submission and relief sought are not restricted to the
specific words used. While suggesting possible amendments to wording, Ravensdown generally
seeks such other or alternative wording for the provisions it seeks changes to which would properly
address the concerns raised in this submission.
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(1) The specific provisions of the
Proposed Plan that my submission
relates to are:

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose

Section &
Page Number

Sub-section/

Oppose/support
(in part or full)

Reasons

Section 2;
page 3-1

Definitions:
Accredited Farm
Consultant

Support

Ravensdown supports the certification
requirements of the definition.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
definition for an accredited Farm Consultant as
written.

Section 2;
page 3-1

Definitions: Audit

Support in part

While Ravensdown supports the definition of
‘Audit’, it considers the assessment needs to be
undertaken by a certified FEP auditor.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of the definition for ‘Audit’, while amending it as
follows: “… the objectives and targets of a Farm
Environment Plan by a Certified Farm
Environment Plan Auditor, and includes …”.

Section 2;
page 3-1

Definitions:
Baseline GMP
Loss Rate

Oppose/support
in part

As discussed in Part I of Ravensdown’s
submission above, it is considered a
satisfactory set of modelling rules is not
available for the Farm Portal to produce a
scientifically robust Baseline GMP Loss Rate.
Ravensdown seeks solutions to the modelling
issues identified.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

the specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the
reasons for your views.)

(3) I seek the following decisions from
Environment Canterbury: (Please give precise
details for each provision. The more specific you
can be the easier it will be for the Council to
understand your concerns.)

PART A

If the issues associated with the Farm Portal
are resolved, Ravensdown supports the
definition of Baseline GMP Loss Rate.
However, if the issues associated with the farm
Portal are not resolved, the Definition of

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the definition of Baseline
GMP Loss Rate as written.
However, if the issues are not resolved,
Ravensdown seeks for Council to revisit the
definition of Baseline GMP Loss Rate be
revisited to include an exception where the Loss
Rate attributed to property is demonstrably and
significantly inaccurate.
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Baseline GMP Loss Rate should be revisited to
include an exception where the Loss Rate
attributed to property is demonstrably and
significantly inaccurate.
Even if the Farm Portal issues are resolved,
Ravensdown considers the proxies
underpinning the Baseline GMP Loss Rate
require a robust validation process, including;

Section 2;
page 3-1

Definitions: Farm
Portal

Oppose/support
in part



An assessment of the individual input
proxies to ascertain the extent of any
errors or variances, for each input
proxy;



Once each input proxy has been
assessed individually, a reassessment
of the farm proxies is undertaken to
ascertain the extent of any errors or
variances across different farm types;



In the interim, a pathway is developed
to provide an alternative to the
consenting pathway presented using
the proxies.

As discussed above, if the issues associated
with the Farm Portal are resolved,
Ravensdown supports the definition of Farm
Portal.
However, if the modelling issues with the
Farm Portal are not resolved, Ravensdown
considers the definition needs to be amended
to identify that in the long term more

Part of revisiting the definition is the requirement
for the proxies underpinning the Baseline GMP
Loss Rate to go through a robust validation
process, including;


An assessment of the individual input
proxies to ascertain the extent of any
errors or variances, for each input proxy



Once each input proxy has been assessed
individually, a reassessment of the farm
proxies is undertaken to ascertain the
extent of any errors or variances across
different farm types
In the interim, a consenting pathway is
developed to provide an alternative to the
consenting pathway presented using the
proxies.



Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the definition of Farm Portal
as written.
However, if these issues are not resolved,
Ravensdown seeks for the Farm Portal definition
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satisfactory and robust modelling rules for
determining GMP N loss values will be
required when using the Farm Portal.
As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown also considers an alternative
pathway for circumstances where the farm
system cannot be addressed by the Farm
Portal.
Section 2;
page 3-1

New Definition:
Certified Nutrient
Management
Adviser

Support

Ravensdown considers there is a need to
introduce a new definition for Certified
Nutrient Adviser.
The NMAC programme was developed with
the aim of building and upholding a
transparent set of industry standards for
nutrient management advisers to meet, so that
they provide nationally consistent advice of the
highest standard to farmers.

to be amended to identify that in the long term
more satisfactory and robust modelling rules for
determining GMP N loss values will be required
when using the Farm Portal.
Ravensdown also seeks a note to be added to the
definition to identify an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot be
addressed by the Farm Portal.
Ravensdown seeks for Council to introduce a
new definition as follows:
“Certified Nutrient Management Adviser:
Means a Nutrient Management Advisor certified
under the Nutrient Manager Adviser Certification
Programme Ltd.”

In 2012, DairyNZ commissioned the Fertiliser
Association to establish the programme as part
of the Ministry for Primary Industries’ Primary
Growth Partnership (PGP).
The programme has an Advisory Group (PDF)
with pan sector representation, including
Regional Council, university and primary
sector representatives, supporting recognised
qualifications and ongoing proficiency of those
who advise on nutrient use and management in
the farming community.
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Section 2;
page 3-1

Definitions:
Certified Farm
Environment Plan
Auditor

Oppose/support
in part

Ravensdown considers the list of alternative
qualifications included in 1. (a) to (c) are not
comparable and therefore not logical.

Ravensdown opposes the current definition of
Certified Farm Environment Plan Auditor and
seeks Council to amend it as follows:

In particular, the qualification 1 (c) is a
mandatory prerequisite for the qualification
1(b) which in turn is a mandatory pre-requisite
for 1 (a).

1. at least five years’ professional experience in
the management of pastoral, horticultural or
arable farm systems: and

By treating the three levels in 1. as equivalent
and introducing the term ‘OR’, the actual
qualification required for a Certified Farm
Environment Plan Auditor under this section is
simply 1(c) – holds a tertiary qualification in
agricultural science or demonstrated an
equivalent level of knowledge and experience
It should be noted that only the Advance
Sustainable Nutrient Management Course
requires the demonstration of use and
application of OVERSEER to produce
Nutrient Management Plans which address
nutrient loss limits. This may or may not be a
desirable requirement for a Certified Farm
Environment Plan Auditor. If it is a desirable
requirement, then the Advance Sustainable
Nutrient Management Course should be a
minimum requirement for Certification, not the
perquisite courses.

(a) holds a Certificate of Completion in
Advanced Sustainable Nutrient Management
in New Zealand from Massey University; or
(b) holds a Certificate of Completion in
Sustainable Nutrient Management in New
Zealand Agriculture from Massey
University; or
(c) holds a tertiary qualification in agricultural
science or demonstrated an equivalent level
of knowledge and experience; and
Or in the alternative:

(a) holds a Certificate of Completion in
Advanced Sustainable Nutrient Management
in New Zealand from Massey University; or
(b) holds a Certificate of Completion in
Sustainable Nutrient Management in New
Zealand Agriculture from Massey
University; or
(c) holds a tertiary qualification in agricultural
science or demonstrated an equivalent level
of knowledge and experience; and ...
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(The reason for this amendment is that listing the
Advanced Sustainable Nutrient Management
course and its prerequisites as equivalent but
different options is not logical.)
Section 2;
page 3-2

Definitions: Good
Management
Practice

Support

The industry agreed definition for Good
Management Practice is supported

Section 2;
page 3-2

Definitions: Good
Management
Practice Loss Rate

Oppose/Support As discussed above, if the issues associated
in part
with the Farm Portal are resolved,
Ravensdown supports the definition of Good
Management Practice Loss Rate.
However, if the issues with the Farm Portal are
not resolved, Ravensdown seeks the definition
be deleted.
Ravensdown also considers there is a need to
provide for those farms systems which the
Farm Portal cannot generate a satisfactory
GMP loss rate must be provided for within the
definition for GMP Loss.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
industry agreed definition for industry good
management practice.
Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the definition of Good
Management Practice Loss Rate as written.
However, if these issues are not resolved,
Ravensdown seeks for the GMP Loss Rate
definition to be amended to identify that in the
long term more satisfactory and robust modelling
rules for determining GMP N loss values will be
required when using the Farm Portal.
Ravensdown also seeks for Council to amend the
definition for Good Management Loss Rate to
provide for those farms systems which the Farm
Portal cannot generate a satisfactory GMP loss
rate.

Section 2;
page 3-2

Definitions:
Management Plan

Support

The general principles listed in the definition
are supported as they represent agreed
practices.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
definition of Management Plan as proposed.
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Section 2;
page 3-2

Definitions:
Nitrogen Baseline

Support

The proposed amendments are acceptable to
Ravensdown Limited.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend the
definition of Nitrogen Baseline as proposed.

Section 2;
page 3-2

Definitions:
Nitrogen Loss
Calculation

Support

The proposed amendments are acceptable to
Ravensdown Limited.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend the
definition of Nitrogen Loss Calculation as
proposed.

Section 2;
page 3-2

Definitions:
Phosphorus Risk
Zone

Support

The proposed definition is acceptable to
Ravensdown Limited.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
proposed definition of Phosphorus Risk Zone as
proposed.

Oppose in Part

The definition is too broad and captures
farming activities that are not considered to be
high risk of nutrient losses to waterways. The
definition should be limited to those activities
of concern.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend the
definition of Winter Grazing to read (or similar):

Section 2;
page 3-3

Definitions:
Winter Grazing

“Means the grazing of cattle within the period of
1 May to 30 September, where the cattle are
contained for break-feeding of in-situ forage
brassica and root vegetable crops or
supplementary feed that has been brought onto
the property.”

Section 4;
page 4-2

Policy 4.11

Oppose

Ravensdown is concerned the policy intends to
limit the duration of resource consents based
on timeframes set in a non-statutory document
(the Progressive Implementation Programme).
Limiting a consent duration should be effects
based, not time dependent on other processes.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to delete Policy
4.11, or establish a set of criteria to be used to
determine a duration of a consent while the
Progressive Implementation Programme is being
implemented using environmental outcomes.

Section 4;
page 4-2

Policy 4.34

Support

The proposed amendment to delete the word
‘modelled’ in reference to providing
information on nutrient loss is acceptable to
Ravensdown Limited, as the information on
nutrient loss to inform decision making could

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
4.34 as proposed.
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be modelled nutrient loss or where appropriate
and possible measured.
Section 4;
pages 4-2/3

Policy 4.36

Oppose/
support in part

Ravensdown supports Clause (a) recognising
the role of implementing good practice, but
would prefer the reference to be ‘good
management practice’.
Ravensdown also supports Clause (b) in
principle as the Schedule 7A requirements
apply to specific farm activities.
While Ravensdown supports Clause (bb) in
principle, concerns raised in Part I above
regarding issues associated with the Farm
Portal need to be addressed.
If the issues associated with the Farm Portal
are resolved, Ravensdown supports Policy 4.36
with some minor amendments.
However, if the issues with the Farm Portal are
not resolved, Ravensdown considers that N
losses should not exceed the nitrogen baseline
and should be managed in accordance with the
GMP narratives as part of a consent process,
and Policy 4.36 (bb) to be amended to reflect
this approach.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the overall intent of Policy
4.36, with the amendment sought below.
Ravensdown also seeks some minor amendments
of clarification to Clause (bb) to read (or similar):
“(bb) farming activities that do not meet the
permitted activity standards with the potential for
more significant nutrient losses, manage ing their
nitrogen losses in general accordance with the
Good Management Practices* Loss Rates and
being subject to and as part of a resource consent
process; and”
*means the Industry-agreed GMP document.
Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain Policy
4.36 Clauses (a) and (c) as written.

It is also considered clarity is required in
Clause (bb) to identify which farming activity
is being addressed, and the phrase ‘potential
for more significant nutrient losses’ is vague
and should be deleted.
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Section 2;
page 4-3

Policy 4.37

Oppose/
support in part

Ravensdown notes that Clause (a) requires the
granting of resource consent allowing N loss
from a farming activity to exceed the Baseline
GMP Loss Rate in lake or red zones to be
avoided. Ravensdown considers with the
issues associated with the Farm Portal
discussed in Part I of this submission, some
level of discretion is required.
As discussed above, if the issues associated
with the Farm Portal are resolved,
Ravensdown supports Policy 4.37 subject to
some minor amendment.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the intent of Policy 4.37,
subject to some minor amendments sought
below.
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
4.37 as follows:


“(a) avoiding the granting of any
resource consent that will not allow the
nitrogen losses from a farming activity to
exceed the Baseline GMP Loss Rate,
except where Policy 4.38A applies;
and;”

Ravensdown supports the use of Farm
Environment Plan in Clause (c) but considers
reference to the FMP describing actions and
timeframes to undertake good management
practice to achieve management objectives is
redundant as it is included in Schedule 7.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:





An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Amend Clause (a) to read (or similar):



Amend Clause (b) to include:
-

-

An alternative pathway in addition to
that provided by the portal, and for
farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process for
reviewing and moderating inaccurate
portal results;
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-



Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Amend Clause (c) to read (or similar):
“(c) requiring a Farm Environment Plan
as part of any application for resource
consent to use land for a farming activity,
and requiring that Farm Environment
Plan to be prepared in accordance with:
(i) describe the specific on-farm actions
that will be undertaken (and the
timeframe within which these actions will
be undertaken) to implement the Good
Management Practices;
and
(ii) provide an explanation of how these
on-farm actions will ensure progress
towards the attainment of the
management objectives and targets in
Schedule 7 of this plan.”

Section 2;
page 4-3

Policy 4.38

Oppose/
support in part

As discussed above, if the issues associated
with the Farm Portal are resolved,

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
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Ravensdown supports Policy 4.38 subject to
some minor amendment.
Ravensdown supports the use of Farm
Environment Plan in Clause (c) but considers
reference to the FMP describing actions and
timeframes to undertake good management
practice to achieve management objectives is
redundant as it is included in Schedule 7.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the intent of Policy 4.38,
subject to a minor amendment sought below.
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
4.38 as follows:


-

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Amend Clause (b) to include:



An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.
Amend Clause (c) to read (or similar):
“c. requiring a Farm Environment Plan
as part of any application for resource
consent to use land for a farming activity,
and requiring that Farm Environment
Plan to be prepared in accordance with:
(i) describe the specific on-farm actions
that will be undertaken (and the
timeframe within which these actions will
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be undertaken) to implement the Good
Management Practices;
and
(ii) provide an explanation of how these
on-farm actions will ensure progress
towards the attainment of the
management objectives and targets in
Schedule 7 of this plan.”
Section 2;
page 4-4

Policy 4.38AA

Oppose/
supported in
part

As discussed above, if the issues associated
with the Farm Portal are resolved,
Ravensdown supports Policy 4.38AA subject
to some minor amendment.
While Ravensdown agrees that there should be
some provision for providing exceedance of
Baseline GMP Loss Rates, the current wording
of the policy sets a very high bar for a consent
application.
Ravensdown supports the use of Farm
Environment Plan in Clause (d) but considers
reference to the FMP describing actions and
timeframes to undertake good management
practice to achieve management objectives is
redundant as it is included in Schedule 7.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the intent of Policy 4.38AA,
subject to a minor amendment sought below.
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
4.38AA as follows:


Amend Clause (c) to read (or similar):
“(c ) not granting any resource consent
to exceed the Baseline GMP Loss Rate
unless the application for resource
consent demonstrates will be assessed
against the impact granting that consent
will have on the ability to maintain that
water quality will be maintained; and”



Amend Clause (b) to include:

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:

21





-

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

-

-



An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Amend Clause (d) to read (or similar):
“c. requiring a Farm Environment Plan
as part of any application for resource
consent to use land for a farming activity,
and requiring that Farm Environment
Plan to be prepared in accordance with:
(i) describe the specific on-farm actions
that will be undertaken (and the
timeframe within which these actions will
be undertaken) to implement the Good
Management Practices;
and
(ii) provide an explanation of how these
on-farm actions will ensure progress
towards the attainment of the

22

management objectives and targets in
Schedule 7 of this plan.”
Section 2;
page 4-4

Policy 4.38AB

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes this policy as it is vague
and lacks any clear criteria for decision
makers, and is contrary to the Permitted
Baseline principle, and matters to be
considered when assessing the receiving
environment. Effects that are associated with
permitted activities are deemed to be
appropriate, and should not be revisited when
the consent authority decides it wants to.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to delete Policy
4.38AB

Section 2;
page 4-4

Policy 4.38A

Oppose/support
in part

Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports Policy 4.38A.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the overall intent of Policy
4.38A.

Section 2;
page 4-5

Policy 4.38B

Oppose in part

Ravensdown considers Policy 4.38B is not
Ravensdown seeks for Council to delete Policy
addressing effects on water quality, but
4.38B.
monitoring land use intensification and change.
Whilst Ravensdown supports the use of the
Farm Portal for catchment accounting
purposes, it appears as if Council is intending
to use the information provided through the
Farm Portal as a tool to determine if there has
been land use intensification or change. This
approach is opposed as it is not the intent of
the Farm Portal (assuming the issues identified
in Part I above are addressed), and the effects
on water quality are not monitored by
23

submitting information on a farm activity into
the Portal.
Section 2;
page 4-5

Section 2;
page 4-5

Section 2;
page 4-5

Policy 4.38C

Policy 4.38D

Policy 4.38E

Oppose/support
in part

Oppose/support
in part

Support

As discussed above, if the issues associated
with the Farm Portal are resolved,
Ravensdown supports Policy 4.38C.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

Ravensdown supports the timeframe including
in the Policy.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the overall intent and
timeframe included in Policy 4.38C.

Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports Policy 4.38D.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

If retained, Ravensdown considers the
timeframes provided for are too short and
should be extended.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the overall intent of Policy
4.38D, subject to changes in the timeframes
sought below:

Ravensdown supports the process included in
the Policy to identify risk areas for high runoff
and associated P and sediment loss risk, and
documented management approaches to reduce
losses.



In Clause (a) 1 July 2016 becomes 1 July
2018;



In Clause (b) 1 January 2017 becomes 1
January 2019;



In Clause (c) 1 July 2017 becomes 1 July
2019;



In Clause (d) 1 January 2018 becomes 1
January 2020.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 4.38E as it is currently written.
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Section 2;
page 4-5

Policy 4.40

Support

Ravensdown supports the principle of using a
Farm Environment Plan to document desirable
farm practices.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 4.40 as it is currently written.

Section 2;
page 4-5

Policy 4.41

Support in part

While Ravensdown supports in principle the
intent of Policy 4.41, it is concerned that the
term ‘meaningfully implemented’ included in
clause 2 is subjective and not defined.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 4.41, and deletes from Clause (b) the
word ‘meaningfully’.

Section 2;
page 4-6

Policy 4.41A

Support in
part/Oppose in
part

While Ravensdown supports the overall intent
of Policy 4.41A, it is concerned there are
phrases included that are undefined or not
necessary and the intent of Clause (b) is
opposed.

Ravensdown seeks for council to retain the intent
of Policy 4.41A while including the following
minor amendments:

Ravensdown also considers the Policy should
identify that nutrient budgets are prepared by
Certified Nutrient Management Advisers.

“4.41A The contribution that the preparation of
accurate nutrient budgets and Farm Environment
Plans make to the attainment of the water quality
outcomes is recognised by:
(a) requiring the preparation of nutrient budgets
in accordance with the Overseer Best Practice
Input Standards by a Certified Nutrient
Management Adviser; and
(b) applying to any nutrient budget that forms
part of an application for resource consent a
level of scrutiny that is proportional to the
qualifications, experience and performance of the
person who prepared the budget; and
(c)(b) providing a controlled activity consent
pathway for resource consent applications where
the nutrient budget has been prepared or
reviewed a Certified Nutrient Management
Advisor and the Farm Environment Plan has that
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have been prepared or reviewed by an Accredited
Farm Consultant.”
Section 2;
page 4-6

Policy 4.41B

Support in
part/Oppose in
part

Ravensdown supports the intent of Policy
4.41B to establish auditing for good
management practices, and rewarding good
performance.
Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports Policy 4.41B.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the overall intent of Policy
4.41B.
Ravensdown also seeks for Council to:

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:
 An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
 An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
 Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.



Ravensdown also notes there is no indication
in the Policy where the audit grades can be
found to determine whether there are
appropriate.

Amend Clause (a) to include;
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.



Provide a note or a schedule in the plan
that provides information on the audit
grades being proposed;

Ravensdown also considers nutrient budgets
estimates N loss required under Clause (e) &(f)
should be valid for at least 3 years, unless there
is a significant change in the farm system.



Require the nitrogen loss calculation in
Clause (e) to be prepared once every
three years unless there is a significant
farm system change identified by the
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The Certified Farm Management Plan Auditor
could advise the farmer/Council when a
significant change in farm system has occurred
meaning a nutrient budget is needed within the
3-year period.
Section 2;
page 4.6

Policy 4.41C

Oppose in part

Certified Farm Management Plan
Auditor.

As discussed above, if the issues associated
with the Farm Portal are resolved,
Ravensdown supports Policy 4.41C subject to
some minor amendment.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to retain the intent of Policy 4.41C,
subject to a minor amendment sought below.

Section 2;
page 4-7

Policy 4.41D

Support

Ravensdown supports the intent of Policy
4.41D and the process of accountability based
on reporting methods to ensure good
management practice within irrigation
schemes.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 4.41D as it is currently written.

Section 5;
page 5-3

Rule 5.41A

Support

Ravensdown supports the general intent of
Rule 5.41A, and in particular the permitted
activity status.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Rule 5.41A as it is currently written.

Section 5;
page 5-4

Rule 5.43A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status for farms 10ha or less.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
permitted activity status of Rule 5.43A, and
amend it to add the following (or similar) to the
end of the rule:

However, Ravensdown considers that all land
use activities including lifestyle blocks should
comply with Industry Agreed Good
Management Practices.
Section 5;
page 5-4

Rule 5.44A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status of the rule.

“… subject to complying with Good Management
Practices.”
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Rule
5.44A to:
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However, there are a number of matters
Ravensdown consider need to be addressed
including:


A nutrient budget should be valid for
at least three years, unless there is a
material in the farm system change



A realistic timeframe is required if
Farm Environment Plans and Nutrient
Budgets are to be provided for all
farms - a staged, priority based
approach is supported;



An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be
modelled;







Section 5;
page 5-4

Rule 5.44B

Support in part

An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent;
Concerns raised above regarding the
definition of ‘winter grazing’ referred
to condition 4 need to be addressed.

Ravensdown supports controlled activity status
for farming activities on a property greater













Require a nutrient budget to be updated
after three years, unless there is a
significant farm system change
Amend Clause 1 to read: “The property is
registered in the Farm Portal by 1 July
2017 2018 and information about the
farming activity and the property is
reviewed and updated by the property
owner or their agent, every 24 36 months
thereafter or upon a material farm system
change; and”;
An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is required
for reviewing and moderating inaccurate
portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Address the concerns above regarding the
definition of ‘winter grazing’.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
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than 10 ha that do not comply with one or
more conditions of Rule 5.44A.
Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.44B.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:
 An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
 An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
 Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Section 5;
page 5-5

Rule 5.45A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports restricted discretionary
activity status for farming activities on
properties greater than 10ha that do not comply
with Conditions 2 or 3 of Rule 5.44B.
Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.45A.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:
 Retain the controlled activity status of
Rule 5.44B;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:
 Retain the restricted activity status of
Rule 5.45A;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
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An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;

-



An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;

-



Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Also under matters for discretion, Ravensdown
seeks the inclusion of a provision to consider
demonstration of meeting Good Management
Practice.
Section 5;
page 5-6

Rule 5.46A

Support in part

An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

 Under matters for discretion, include
provision to consider demonstration of
meeting Good Management Practice.

Ravensdown supports discretionary activity
status for farming activities as part of a
farming enterprise.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.46A.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:
 An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;


An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;

 Retain the discretionary activity status of
Rule 5.46A;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
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Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

-

Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Section 5;
page 5-6

Rule 5.47A

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 5.47A. As discussed in
Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 5.47A as a
discretionary activity.

Section 5;
page 5-7

Rule 5.48A

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 5.48A as a noncomplying activity, and provide for farm systems
which cannot use the Farm Portal to generate a
GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP N loss
value.

As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Section 5;
page 5-7

Rule 5.49A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status for farms 10ha or less.
However, Ravensdown considers that all land
use activities including lifestyle blocks should

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
permitted activity status of Rule 5.49A, and
amend it to add the following (or similar) to the
end of the rule:
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Section 5;
page 5-7

Rule 5.50A

Support in part

comply with Industry Agreed Good
Management Practices.

“… subject to complying with Good Management
Practices.”

Ravensdown supports restricted discretionary
activity status for farming activities on
properties greater than 10ha in the Lake Zone.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.50A.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:
 An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
 An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
 Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.
Also under matters for discretion, Ravensdown
seeks the inclusion of a provision to consider
demonstration of meeting Good Management
Practice.

Section 5;
page 5-8

Rule 5.51A

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 5.51A. As discussed in
Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust

 Retain the restricted activity status of
Rule 5.50A;
 Amend Condition 2 to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.
 Under matters for discretion, include
provision to consider demonstration of
meeting Good Management Practice.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 5.51A as a
discretionary activity.
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modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.
Section 5;
page 5-8

Rule 5.52A

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
activities identified in Rule 5.52A as a nonPC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based complying activity, and provide:
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
 An alternative pathway is required in
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.
addition to that provided by the portal,
Ravensdown considers that even if the Farm
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
Portal issues are resolved:
 An additional formal process is required
 An alternative pathway is required in
for reviewing and moderating inaccurate
addition to that provided by the portal,
portal results;
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
 Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
 An additional formal process is
FEP process, rather than using this as a
required for reviewing and moderating
basis for granting a consent.
inaccurate portal results;
 Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Section 5;
page 5-9

Rule 5.53A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status for farms 10ha or less.
However, Ravensdown considers that all land
use activities including lifestyle blocks should
comply with Industry Agreed Good
Management Practices.

Section 5;
page 5-9

Rule 5.54A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status of the rule.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
permitted activity status of Rule 5.53A, and
amend it to add the following (or similar) to the
end of the rule:
“… subject to complying with Good Management
Practices.”
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Rule
5.54A to:

However, there are a number of matters
Ravensdown consider need to be addressed
including:
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A nutrient budget should be valid for
at least three years, unless there is a
material in the farm system change





A realistic timeframe is required if
Farm Environment Plans and Nutrient
Budgets are to be provided for all
farms - a staged, priority based
approach is supported;
An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;







An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
 Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent;
 Concerns raised above regarding the
definition of ‘winter grazing’ referred
to condition 4 need to be addressed.









Section 5;
page 5-9

Rule 5.54B

Support in part

Ravensdown supports controlled activity status
for farming activities on a property greater
than 10 ha that do not comply with one or
more conditions of Rule 5.54A.

Require a nutrient budget to be updated
after three years, unless there is a
significant farm system change
Amend Clause 1 to read: “The property is
registered in the Farm Portal by 1 July
2017 2018 and information about the
farming activity and the property is
reviewed and updated by the property
owner or their agent, every 24 36 months
thereafter or upon a material farm system
change; and”;
An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is required
for reviewing and moderating inaccurate
portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Address the concerns above regarding the
definition of ‘winter grazing’.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:
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Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.54B.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section 5;
page 5-10

Rule 5.55A

Support in part

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown supports restricted discretionary
activity status for farming activities on
properties greater than 10ha that do not comply
with Conditions 2 or 3 of Rule 5.54B.
Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.55A.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;

 Retain the controlled activity status of
Rule 5.54B;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:
 Retain the restricted activity status of
Rule 5.55A;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
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An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Also under matters for discretion, Ravensdown
seeks the inclusion of a provision to consider
demonstration of meeting Good Management
Practice.
Section 5;
page 5-11

Rule 5.56AA

Support in part

-

An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.
 Under matters for discretion, include
provision to consider demonstration of
meeting Good Management Practice.

Ravensdown supports discretionary activity
status for farming activities as part of a
farming enterprise.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.56AA.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

 Retain the discretionary activity status of
Rule 5.56AA;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
-

-

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
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Section 5;
page 5-11

Rule 5.56AB

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 5.56AB.
As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers the activity status should be based on
robust modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Section 5;
page 5- 11

Rule 5.57A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status for farms 10ha or less.
However, Ravensdown considers that all land
use activities including lifestyle blocks should
comply with Industry Agreed Good
Management Practices.

Section 5;
page 5-12

Rule 5.57B

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status of the rule.
However, there are a number of matters
Ravensdown consider need to be addressed
including:
 A nutrient budget should be valid for
at least three years, unless there is a
material change in the farm system
change


A realistic timeframe is required if
Farm Environment Plans and Nutrient

Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 5.56AB as a
discretionary activity.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
permitted activity status of Rule 5.57A, and
amend it to add the following (or similar) to the
end of the rule:
“… subject to complying with Good Management
Practices.”
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Rule
5.57B to:




Require a nutrient budget to be updated
after three years, unless there is a
significant farm system change
Amend Clause 1 to read: “The property is
registered in the Farm Portal by 1 July
2017 2018 and information about the
farming activity and the property is
reviewed and updated by the property
owner or their agent, every 24 36 months
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Section 5;
page 5-12

Rule 5.57C

Support in part

Budgets are to be provided for all
farms - a staged, priority based
approach is supported;
An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be
modelled;



An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent;



Concerns raised above regarding the
definition of ‘winter grazing’ referred
to condition 4 need to be addressed.

Ravensdown supports controlled activity status
for farming activities on a property greater
than 10 ha that do not comply with one or
more conditions of Rule 5.57B.
Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.57C.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:

thereafter or upon a material farm system
change; and”;







An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is required
for reviewing and moderating inaccurate
portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.
Address the concerns above regarding the
definition of ‘winter grazing’.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:
 Retain the controlled activity status of
Rule 5.57C;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
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Section 5;
page 5-13

Rule 5.58A

Support in part

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown supports restricted discretionary
activity status for farming activities on
properties greater than 10ha that do not comply
with Conditions 2 or 3 of Rule 5.57C.
Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.58A.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

-

-

portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.
If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:
 Retain the restricted activity status of
Rule 5.58A;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
- An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
- An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
- Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Also under matters for discretion, Ravensdown
seeks the inclusion of a provision to consider
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demonstration of meeting Good Management
Practice.

Section 5;
page 5- 13

Rule 5.58B

Support in part

Ravensdown supports discretionary activity
status for farming activities as part of a
farming enterprise.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to resolve the
issues associated with the Farm Portal as
discussed in Part I of this submission.

Similar to above, if the issues associated with
the Farm Portal are resolved, Ravensdown
supports the approach in Rule 5.58B.

If these issues are resolved, Ravensdown seeks
for Council to:

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section 5;
page 5-14

Rule 5.59A

Oppose

 Under matters for discretion, include
provision to consider demonstration of
meeting Good Management Practice.

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 5.59A. As discussed in
Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on

 Retain the discretionary activity status of
Rule 5.58B;
 Amend condition (2) to provide:
-

-

-

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the
portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and
moderating inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using
this as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 5.59A as a
discretionary activity.
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activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.
Schedule 7;

Part B:

page 6-5

Farm Environment
Plan Default
Content
4B

Oppose in part

Ravensdown generally supports the principles
and intent of Schedule 7, Part B, subject to the
issues associated with the Farm Portal
discussed above in Part I of this submission.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown also considers 4B (a) is
‘technically’ incorrect as one nutrient budget
will not show the nitrogen baseline or the
nitrogen loss calculation. These are both values
determined by a number of nitrogen budgets.
Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
timeframes included in 4B (b) are too short,
and need to be extended.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend
Schedule 7 to provide for:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;



An additional formal process is required
for reviewing and moderating inaccurate
portal results;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.



Amend Clause 4B (a) to read:
“(a) a nutrient budgets which shows the
nitrogen baseline and nitrogen loss
calculation for the property or farming
enterprise”



Extend the timeframes in 4B (b) as
follows:
- In Clause (i) 1 July 2016 becomes 1
July 2018;
- In Clause (ii) 1 January 2017
becomes 1 January 2019;
- In Clause (iii) 1 July 2017 becomes 1
July 2019;
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Schedule 7;

Part B:

pages 6-3/8

Farm Environment
Plan Default
Content

Oppose in part

Management Area:
Nutrient
Management

While Ravensdown understands the intent of
the Objective, the interpretation of “nutrient
use efficiency”, particularly within the
OVERSEER Nutrient Budget report, is given
by the ratio of nutrient outputs divided by
nutrient inputs. This ratio does not necessarily
provide for environmental or economic best
practice and is not aligned to the targets
presented in Schedule 7 Nutrient Management
Targets listed under this Objective.
For these reasons “Maximising nutrient use
efficiency” is not an appropriate objective for
this Management Area.

In Clause (iv) 1 January 2018
becomes 1 January 2020.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend the
Objective to read:
“To maximise manage nutrient use efficiency
responsibly while minimising losses to water.”
Ravensdown also seeks for Council to amend
Clause (3) of the Management Area: Nutrient
Management to read:
“(3) The amount and rate of fertiliser applied
does not exceed the is matched the predicted
agronomic requirements of the crop.”

Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
requirement in (3) ‘not to exceed’ sets a very
high bar given the reliance of land users on
modelling expected fertiliser requirements.

Schedule
7A:

Schedule 7A:

pages 6-9/10

Management Plan
for farming
Activities

Schedule 28;

Schedule 28:

Pages 611/17

Good Management
Practice Models

Support

Ravensdown considers the general principles
presented in Schedule 7A represent agreed
practices.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain Schedule
7A as written

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the current form of
Schedule 28, for the reasons discussed in Part I
of this submission regarding the modelling

Ravensdown seeks for Council to delete the
content of Schedule 28 (effectively leave it
blank) to be populated when modelling issues
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rules and the issues associated with the Farm
Portal.

have been resolved as discussed in relation to
Part I of this submission.

Ravensdown considers Schedule 28 is
incomplete and needs amendments in order for
it to be accurate and purposeful.
Section
15B.1;
page 4-5

Definitions:

Oppose

Upper Waitaki
Nitrogen
Headroom

Ravensdown opposes the definition based on
the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal,
as discussed in Part I above.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend the
definition with a note that the Nitrogen
Headroom needs to be reassessed once the issues
relating to the Farm Portal are addressed.

Ravensdown considers there can be no
certainty regarding any headroom calculated if
the farm portal is not reliable.
Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.2

Oppose

Ravensdown notes the term ‘land use
intensification’ is not defined in the plan.

“… the adverse effects of land and water use
intensification on wahi tapu …”

page 4-6

Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.10

Support in part

page 4-8

Section
15B.4;

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
15B.4.2 to read:

Policy 15B.4.11

Support

While Ravensdown supports the overall intent
of the policy, it considers water quality
outcomes will be achieved by farming
activities managing nutrient losses, rather than
expecting all farming to minimise nutrient
losses for an undetermined time period.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Clause
(a) of Policy 15B.4.10 to read (or similar):

Ravensdown supports the general intent of the
policy.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.11 as it is currently written.

“All farming activities minimising managing
nutrient losses through implementation of good
practice; and”

page 4-8
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Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.12

Support in part.

page 4-8

Ravensdown supports the intent of the policy
to re-calculate the N load due to a change in
the Overseer version is supported.
However, the process in Schedule 27 is not
well understood, and involves the use of GMP
values from the Farm Portal, which given
Ravensdown’s submission above (in Part I of
the submission) is not supported, unless the
concerns regarding the Farm Portal are
addressed.

Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.13

Support in part

page 4-8

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section
15B.4;
page 4-8

Policy 15B.4.14

Support in part

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal apply
need to be addressed.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.12 as it is currently written,
subject to addressing the issues associated with
the Farm Portal discussed above being resolved.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.13 while:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;



Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.



Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.14 while:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
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Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.15

Support in part

page 4-9

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section
15B.4;
page 4-9

Policy 15B.4.16

Oppose

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown considers there is no justification
for limiting a term for consent a 15 years if the
farming activity is manging its nutrient
management to GMP. Council is able to rely






Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.15 while:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.




Ravensdown seeks for Council to delete the 15year restriction from Policy 15B.4.16.
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on the review clause where effects are greater
than anticipated, or if there is an exceedance of
a limit in the tables if the farming activity is in
the same catchment as the exceedance.
Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.17

Support

Ravensdown supports the intent of Policy
15B.4.17.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.17 as written.

Policy 15B.4.18

Oppose in part

Ravensdown opposes Clauses (b) iii, iv and v
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
15B.4.18 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, by:

page 4-9
Section
15B.4;
page 4-9

Clause (b)(iii) and (iv) seek to apply a nitrogen
discharge allowance at the paddock scale. The
Farm Portal only describes GMP losses on a
parcel basis, and for situations where the
irrigation or winter grazing is occurring on a
portion of that parcel the GMP losses from the
Farm Portal will not be an accurate reflection
of the farming activity on that parcel. To
attempt to comply with this requirement will
require multiple nutrient budgets per farm,
which is not the intent of the plan change. The
Farm Portal has been developed to estimate the
farm properties nitrogen losses at GMP, not
apportion those losses at the paddock scale.
Furthermore, Ravensdown notes that Tables
15B (c) and (e) are in-stream and groundwater
limits, not an N load, while Table 15B (f) is an
N load, but after attenuation. It appears
therefore that the policy restricts farms to an N
loss value before attenuation. It is not clear to



Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;






Amending Policy 15B.4.18 (b) to provide
a clear direction on the extent to which
irrigation schemes or principle water
suppliers can limit N loss such that their
contribution to the catchment load and
46

Ravensdown how an irrigation scheme or
principle water supplier can ensure that these
limits are not exceeded – this seems
impracticable.

water quality outcomes is controlled and
will ultimately meet catchment limits,
rather than presenting the catchment
limits and outcomes as the control point;


Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.20

Support in part

page 4-10

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section
15B.4;
page 4-10/11

Policy 15B.4.21

Support in part

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:

Delete Policy 15B.4.18 (b) (ii), (iii) and
(iv).

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.20 while:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.




Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.21 while:



Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
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An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.





Furthermore, the term ‘sharing of nitrogen
losses’ is undefined and presumably refers to
the averaging or offsetting N losses across
properties.
Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.22

Support in part

page 4-11

Ravensdown supports the intent of the policy
and in particular the provision for the
exceedance of the nitrogen baseline by 1.6 kg
N/ha/yr in certain catchments in Clause (a).
In relation to Clause (b), Ravensdown
considers to be amended to require the farming
activity to no more than the greater of the
average nitrogen loss rate or the nitrogen
baseline for clarity.

Section
15B.4;
page 4-11

Policy 15B.4.24

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the policy subject to the
concerns discussed above regarding issues
with the use of Farm Portal and the derived
GMP values.
Even if the Farm Portal issues are resolved,
Ravensdown considers:

the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.
Replacing the term ‘sharing of nitrogen
losses’ with either ‘averaging or
offsetting’.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.22 as written, while amending
Clause (b) to read:
“in the Ahuriri Zone, by requiring farming
activities to restrict their nitrogen losses to no
more than the greater of the average nitrogen
loss rate that occurred between 1 January 2011
and 31 December 2015, or the nitrogen
baseline.”
Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Policy
15B.4.24 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, by:



Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
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An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.





Similar to Policy 15B.4.18 above, the policy
appears to be written to determine nitrogen
allocation within a property as opposed to a
nitrogen discharge allowance for the entire
property, as it limits N losses to portions of the
property used for irrigation or winter grazing.
Ravensdown does not consider this is
appropriate or practical and will result in plan
implementation issues.
Section
15B.4;
page 4-11/12

Policy 15B.4.25

Support in part

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:



An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;

the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending the policy to provide a clear
direction on the extent to which irrigation
schemes or principle water suppliers can
limit N loss such that their contribution
to the catchment load and water quality
outcomes is controlled and will
ultimately meet catchment limits, rather
than presenting the catchment limits and
outcomes as the control point.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.25 while:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;



Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
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Section
15B.4;

Policy 15B.4.26

Support in part

page 4-12

Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.26 while:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.





Furthermore, as discussed above in regards to
Policy 15B.4.18, the policy appears apply
within a property as opposed to a nitrogen
discharge allowance for the entire property.
Ravensdown does not consider this is
appropriate or practical and will result in plan
implementation issues.
Section
15B.4;
page 4-12

Policy 15B.4.27

Support in part

While Ravensdown supports the intent of the
policy, concerns raised earlier regarding the
GMP values derived by the Farm Portal need
to be addressed.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Policy 15B.4.27 while:
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Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




Section
15B.5;

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.




Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;



Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.

Rule 15B.5.6

Support

Ravensdown supports the intent of Rule
15B.5.6.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Rule 15B.5.6 as written.

Rule 15B.5.7

Oppose/support
in part

While Ravensdown supports the controlled
activity status of the rule, it opposes the rule
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.7 subject
to addressing the issues with the Farm Portal
discussed above, and by:

page 4-13/14
Section
15B.5;
page 4-14

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;






Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
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An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.




Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Deleting Condition 2 (b).

Ravensdown opposes the requirement in
condition 2(b) to apply a nitrogen discharge
allowance at the paddock scale. The Farm
Portal only describes GMP losses on a parcel
basis, and for situations where the irrigation or
winter grazing is occurring on a portion of that
parcel the GMP losses from the Farm Portal
will not be an accurate reflection of the
farming activity on that parcel. To attempt to
comply with this requirement will require
multiple nutrient budgets per farm, which is
not the intent of the plan change. The Farm
Portal has been developed to estimate the farm
properties nitrogen losses at GMP, not
apportion those losses at the paddock scale.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-15

Rule 15B.5.9

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.
Even if the Farm Portal issues are resolved,
Ravensdown considers:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.9 as a
discretionary activity, subject to addressing the
issues with the Farm Portal discussed above, and
by:



Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
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Section
15B.5;
page 4-15/16

Rule 15B.5.10

Oppose

An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Similar to the concerns raised above on Policy
15B.4.18, there is no clear mechanism in Rule
15B.5.10 by which the nitrogen loss
calculation assessment can be made, as the
nitrogen losses beyond the root zone
(presumably) aggregated across the properties
in the Nutrient User Group, and the there is no
direct link between those nitrogen losses and
the water quality parameters being measured in
Tables 15B(c), (d), (e) and (f). Furthermore,
any exceedance cannot directly be attributed to
that particular Nutrient User Group and may
have been from other sources, such as
background or natural sources.
Ravensdown also opposes the rule subject to
the concerns discussed above regarding issues
with the use of Farm Portal and the derived
GMP values.
Even if the Farm Portal issues are resolved,
Ravensdown considers:



An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;




Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Rule
15B.5.10 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, by:







Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Add a condition that provides a clear
direction on the extent to which members
of a nutrient user group can limit
nitrogen losses such that their
contribution to the catchment load and
water quality outcomes is controlled and
will ultimately meet catchment limits,
rather than presenting the catchment
limits and outcomes as the control point.
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Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.11

Oppose

page 4-16

Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.
Even if the Farm Portal issues are resolved,
Ravensdown considers:




Section
15B.5;

An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Rule 15B.5.13A

Support in part

Ravensdown supports the permitted activity
status provided in Rule 15B.5.13A.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
permitted activity status provided in Rule
15B.5.13A.

Rule 15B.5.13B

Oppose

Ravensdown considers non-compliance with
the conditions of 15B.5.13B should be
provided for as a restricted discretionary
activity, rather than a non-complying activity,
with the Council’s discretion restricted to the
conditions of Rule 15B.5.13A that are not met.

Ravensdown seeks for Rule 15B.5.13B to be
amended to provide for activities that do not meet
the Conditions of Rule 15B.5.13A as a restricted
discretionary activity, with Council restricting its
discretion to the conditions of Rule 15B.5.13A
that are not met.

page 4-17
Section
15B.5;
page 4-17

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.11 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

54

Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.14

Support in part

page 4-17/18

While Ravensdown supports the permitted
activity pathway for farms >10ha, this support
is subject to addressing the issues discussed
above regarding the Farm Portal.
Furthermore, Ravensdown notes that
Condition 4 seems to indicate that a farm can
have less than 20ha of winter grazing or 50ha
of irrigation but cannot increase that area even
up to the permitted activity thresholds – this is
not consistent with the permitted activity
thresholds included in Part A of PC 5.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
permitted activity status of Rule 15B.5.14, and
amend the rule to provide for:







Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Condition 4 to be amended to read;
“For any property with an area less than
50 hectares of irrigation or 20 hectares
of winter grazing as at 13 February
2016, there is no increase in the area of
land that is irrigated with water or used
for winter grazing beyond the area of
land that was irrigated or used for winter
grazing as at 13 February 2016; and”

Section
15B.5;
page 4-18

Rule 15B.5.15

Support in part

While Ravensdown supports the controlled
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.15
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
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Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.15 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.









Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Amending Condition 3 to read:
“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser) submitted
with the application for resource consent
has been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”

Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.
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Section
15B.5;
page 4-18/19

Rule 15B.5.16

Oppose/support
in part

While Ravensdown supports the Restricted
Discretionary Activity status, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.15
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.16 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:







Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.
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Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.17

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.17. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.17 as a
discretionary activity.

Rule 15B.5.18

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.18 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

page 4-19

Section
15B.5;
page 4-19

As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.18A

Support

Ravensdown supports the general intent of
Rule 15B.5.18A, and in particular the
permitted activity status.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
of Rule 15B.5.18A as it is currently written.

Rule 15B.5.18B

Support

Ravensdown supports the intent of Rule
15B.5.18B and the restricted discretionary
activity status for activities identified.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the intent
and activity status of Rule 15B.5.18B as written,
and amend Condition 1 to require the FEP to be
prepared by an Accredited Farm Advisor and the
nutrient budget accompanying the FEP to be
prepared by a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.

page 4-20
Section
15B.5;
page 4-20/21

Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.15
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),

58

while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Section
15B.5;

Oppose

Rule 15B.5.19

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the controlled
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

page 4-21

Section
15B.5;
page 4-21/22

Ravensdown considers non-compliance with
the conditions of 15B.5.18B should be
provided for as a restricted discretionary
activity in the interim, rather than a noncomplying activity, with the Council’s
discretion restricted to the conditions of Rule
15B.5.18B that are not met.

Rule 15B.5.18C

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.19 where

Ravensdown seeks for Rule 15B.5.13C to be
amended to provide for activities that do not meet
the Conditions of Rule 15B.5.18B as a restricted
discretionary activity, with Council restricting its
discretion to the conditions of Rule 15B.5.18B
that are not met.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.19
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:







Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
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compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.



-

Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-22/23

Rule 15B.5.20

Support

While Ravensdown supports the restricted
discretionary activity status of the rule, this
support is subject to the concerns discussed
above regarding issues with the use of Farm
Portal and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:



An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;

a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Amending Condition 3 to read:
“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser) submitted with the
application for resource consent has
been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.20 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:






Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
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Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.



Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.19
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-23

Rule 15B.5.21

Support

While Ravensdown supports the discretionary
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
discretionary activity status of Rule 15B.5.21
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:






Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
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Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.19
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Section
15B.5;

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.22. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.22 as a
discretionary activity.

Rule 15B.5.23

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.23 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

page 4-23

As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Section
15B.5;

Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.

Rule 15B.5.22

page 4-23

Section
15B.5;



Rule 15B.5.24

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the permitted
in part
activity status of the rules, Conditions 2 and 3

Ravensdown seeks for Council to amend Rule
15B.5.24 to read:
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page 4-23/24

are not in accordance with the permitted
activity thresholds in the Farm Portal and are
considered to be overly restrictive.
Ravensdown considers that the permitted
activity thresholds proposed by council in the
Farm Portal should apply to the Hakataramea
River Zone and Hill Zone.

Section
15B.5;
page 4-24/25

Rule 15B.5.25

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the controlled
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.25 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),

“Condition 2. No more than 50 ha of tThe
property…, and
Condition 3. No more than 20 ha of tThe
property…”

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.25
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Delete Condition 2(b)(ii);
Amending Condition 3 to read:
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while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Furthermore, Ravensdown opposes the
requirement in Condition 2(b)(ii) to apply a
nitrogen discharge allowance at the paddock
scale. The Farm Portal only describes GMP
losses on a parcel basis, and for situations
where the irrigation or winter grazing is
occurring on a portion of that parcel the GMP
losses from the Farm Portal will not be an
accurate reflection of the farming activity on
that parcel. To attempt to comply with this
requirement will require multiple nutrient
budgets per farm, which is not the intent of the
plan change. The Farm Portal has been
developed to estimate the farm properties
nitrogen losses at GMP, not apportion those
losses at the paddock scale.

-

“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser) submitted with the
application for resource consent has
been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”

Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-25

Rule 15B.5.26

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the restricted
in part
discretionary activity status, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.26 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:
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Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.25 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.











Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Delete Condition 2(b)(ii);
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.

Furthermore, Ravensdown opposes the
requirement in condition 2(b)(ii) to apply a
nitrogen discharge allowance at the paddock
scale. The Farm Portal only describes GMP
losses on a parcel basis, and for situations
where the irrigation or winter grazing is
occurring on a portion of that parcel the GMP
losses from the Farm Portal will not be an
accurate reflection of the farming activity on
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that parcel. To attempt to comply with this
requirement will require multiple nutrient
budgets per farm, which is not the intent of the
plan change. The Farm Portal has been
developed to estimate the farm properties
nitrogen losses at GMP, not apportion those
losses at the paddock scale.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-26

Rule 15B.5.27

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the discretionary
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.25 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
discretionary activity status of Rule 15B.5.27
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:









Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Delete Condition 2(b)(ii);
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qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Furthermore, Ravensdown opposes the
requirement in condition 2(b)(ii) to apply a
nitrogen discharge allowance at the paddock
scale. The Farm Portal only describes GMP
losses on a parcel basis, and for situations
where the irrigation or winter grazing is
occurring on a portion of that parcel the GMP
losses from the Farm Portal will not be an
accurate reflection of the farming activity on
that parcel. To attempt to comply with this
requirement will require multiple nutrient
budgets per farm, which is not the intent of the
plan change. The Farm Portal has been
developed to estimate the farm properties
nitrogen losses at GMP, not apportion those
losses at the paddock scale.

Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.28

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.28. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.28 as a
discretionary activity.

Rule 15B.5.29

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.29 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
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Section
15B.5;
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page 4-26

Section
15B.5;
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on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal. generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.
As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Rule 15B.5.30

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the controlled
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.30 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.30
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:









Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Amending Condition 3 to read:
“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a
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qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.

Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser) submitted with the
application for resource consent has
been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”

Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-27/28

Rule 15B.5.31

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the restricted
in part
discretionary activity status, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.30
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.31 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:







Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.
69

Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required
Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.32

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.32. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.32 as a
discretionary activity.

Rule 15B.5.33

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.33 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

page 4-28

Section
15B.5;
page 4-28

As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-28/29

Rule 15B.5.34

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the controlled
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.34
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
70

Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.34 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.









Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Amending Condition 3 to read:
“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser) submitted with the
application for resource consent has
been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”
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Section
15B.5;
page 4-29

Rule 15B.5.35

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the Restricted
in part
Discretionary Activity status, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.34 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.34 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:









Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Clarify the term ‘agricultural nitrogen
load limit’, with specific reference to its
use in Schedule 27.
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The term “Agricultural nitrogen load limit’
does not feature in Schedule 27, and so clarity
is required what this term refers to.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-29/30

Rule 15B.5.36

Support

While Ravensdown supports the discretionary
activity status, this support is subject to the
concerns discussed above regarding issues
with the use of Farm Portal and the derived
GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.34
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
discretionary activity status of Rule 15B.5.36
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:







Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.
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accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.37

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.37. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.37 as a
discretionary activity.

Rule 15B.5.38

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.38 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

page 4-30

Section
15B.5;
page 4-30

As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-30/31

Rule 15B.5.39

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the controlled
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.39
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
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An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.39 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Ravensdown opposes the requirement in
Condition 2(b)(ii) to apply a nitrogen discharge
allowance at the paddock scale. The Farm
Portal only describes GMP losses on a parcel
basis, and for situations where the irrigation or
winter grazing is occurring on a portion of that
parcel the GMP losses from the Farm Portal
will not be an accurate reflection of the
farming activity on that parcel. To attempt to
comply with this requirement will require
multiple nutrient budgets per farm, which is
not the intent of the plan change. The Farm
Portal has been developed to estimate the farm
properties nitrogen losses at GMP, not
apportion those losses at the paddock scale.








Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Delete Condition 2(b)(ii);
Amending Condition 3 to read:
“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser) submitted with the
application for resource consent has
been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”
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Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-31/32

Rule 15B.5.40

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the restricted
in part
discretionary activity status, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.39 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.40 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:









Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Delete Condition 2(b)(ii).
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nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Furthermore, Ravensdown opposes the
requirement in Condition 2(b)(ii) to apply a
nitrogen discharge allowance at the paddock
scale. The Farm Portal only describes GMP
losses on a parcel basis, and for situations
where the irrigation or winter grazing is
occurring on a portion of that parcel the GMP
losses from the Farm Portal will not be an
accurate reflection of the farming activity on
that parcel. To attempt to comply with this
requirement will require multiple nutrient
budgets per farm, which is not the intent of the
plan change. The Farm Portal has been
developed to estimate the farm properties
nitrogen losses at GMP, not apportion those
losses at the paddock scale.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-32

Rule 15B.5.41

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the discretionary
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
discretionary activity status of Rule 15B.5.41
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:





Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
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An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.39 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;



Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;



Delete Condition 2(b)(ii).

Furthermore, Ravensdown opposes the
requirement in condition 2(b)(ii) to apply a
nitrogen discharge allowance at the paddock
scale. The Farm Portal only describes GMP
losses on a parcel basis, and for situations
where the irrigation or winter grazing is
occurring on a portion of that parcel the GMP
losses from the Farm Portal will not be an
accurate reflection of the farming activity on
that parcel. To attempt to comply with this
requirement will require multiple nutrient
budgets per farm, which is not the intent of the
plan change. The Farm Portal has been
developed to estimate the farm properties
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nitrogen losses at GMP, not apportion those
losses at the paddock scale.
Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.42

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.42. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.42 as a
discretionary activity.

Rule 15B.5.43

Oppose

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.43 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

page 4-32

Section
15B.5;
page 4-32

As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-33

Rule 15B.5.44

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the controlled
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.
Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:


An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
controlled activity status of Rule 15B.5.449
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:



Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
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An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Ravensdown is concerned there is no
consistency between Rule 15B.5.44 where
compliance with Condition 3 requires a FEP
prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant
and a nutrient budget prepared by a Certified
Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.







“The Farm Environment Plan and
nutrient budget (prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser) submitted with the
application for resource consent has
been prepared or reviewed by an
Accredited Farm Consultant.”

Furthermore, Ravensdown considers the
Nutrient Budget required in Condition 3 should
be prepared by a Certified Nutrient
Management Advisor, as per the new
definition proposed in Part I of this
submission.

Section
15B.5;
page 4-33/34

Rule 15B.5.45

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the restricted
in part
discretionary activity status, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser;
Amending Condition 3 to read:

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
restricted discretionary activity status of Rule
15B.5.45 subject to addressing the issues with the
Farm Portal discussed above, and by:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
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Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.







Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.44
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-34

Rule 15B.5.46

Support/Oppose While Ravensdown supports the discretionary
in part
activity status of the rule, this support is
subject to the concerns discussed above
regarding issues with the use of Farm Portal
and the derived GMP values.

Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal, and for farms that cannot be
modelled;
Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;
Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management Adviser

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the
discretionary activity status of Rule 15B.5.46
subject to addressing the issues with the Farm
Portal discussed above, and by:


Addressing the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above;
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Notwithstanding this support, even if the Farm
Portal issues are resolved, Ravensdown
considers:




An alternative pathway is required in
addition to that provided by the portal,
and for farms that cannot be modelled;
An additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;
Embedding the GMP loss rate within
the FEP process, rather than using this
as a basis for granting a consent.

Furthermore, Ravensdown is concerned there
is no consistency between Rule 15B.5.44
where compliance with Condition 3 requires a
FEP prepared by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and a nutrient budget prepared by a
Certified Nutrient Management Adviser (if
Ravensdown’s submission above is accepted),
while in Condition 1 in this rule no such
qualified people are required to assess the FEP,
nor presumably the Nitrogen Budget
accompanying the FEP. Ravensdown
considers consistency is required.
Section
15B.5;
page 4-34

Rule 15B.5.47

Oppose

Ravensdown opposes the non-complying
activity status of Rule 15B.5.47. As discussed
in Part 1 above, Ravensdown considers the
activity status should be based on robust
modelling to ensure any restrictions on
activities are justified. Discretionary consent
should apply rather than non-complying.



Providing an alternative pathway is
required in addition to that provided by
the portal;



Providing an additional formal process is
required for reviewing and moderating
inaccurate portal results;



Embedding the GMP loss rate within the
FEP process, rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent;



Amending Condition 1 to require the
FEP to be prepared by an Accredited
Farm Advisor and the nutrient budget
accompanying the FEP to be prepared by
a Certified Nutrient Management
Adviser.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
farming activities identified in Rule 15B.5.47 as a
discretionary activity.
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Section
15B.5;

Rule 15B.5.48

Oppose

page 4-34

As discussed in Part 1 above, Ravensdown
considers it is not justified or appropriate for
PC 5 to adopt a prohibited activity status based
on the uncertainty with the modelling rules that
establish the proxy numbers in the Farm Portal.
As per the comments in Part I above,
Ravensdown seeks an alternative pathway for
circumstances where the farm system cannot
be addressed by the Farm Portal.

Section
15B.5;

Ravensdown seeks for Council to provide for
activities identified in Rule 15B.5.48 as a
discretionary activity, and provide for farm
systems which cannot use the Farm Portal to
generate a GMP N loss value or a Baseline GMP
N loss value.

Tables 15B(a) to
(f)

Support in part

While Ravensdown supports the water quality
and nitrogen load limits in these tables, this
support is subject to further scrutiny and their
appropriate use within the proposed provisions,
subject to the concerns listed in submission
above.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain the water
quality and nitrogen load limits in Tables 15B (a)
– (f), subject to further scrutiny and their
appropriate use in the PC5 provisions.

Schedule 27:

Schedule 27:

page 5-4/6

On-land Nitrogen
Load Conversions

Support in
part/Oppose in
part

Ravensdown supports Schedule 27 as it is an
attempt to provide for reviewing available
nitrogen loads for intensification when
Overseer versions are updated.

Ravensdown seeks for Council to retain Schedule
27, but address the issues associated with the
Farm Portal discussed above before Schedule 27
can be used.

page 4-37/43

However, this support is subject to concerns
discussed above regarding issues with the use
of Farm Portal and the derived GMP values, as
Schedule 27 includes use of the GMP loss rates
from the Farm Portal.
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