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This is a submission on the following proposed plan change – Proposed Plan Change 5 to the
Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.
Federated Farmers could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

The specific provisions of the proposal that the submission relates to and the decisions we seek
from Council are as detailed on the following pages.

Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in support of this submission.
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 5 TO THE CANTERBURY LAND AND WATER
REGIONAL PLAN

Overview
Federated Farmers welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback to Environment Canterbury
(ECan) on Proposed Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.
Federated Farmers has two significant concerns with the process undertaken by Environment
Canterbury during this Proposed Plan Change.
The first relates to the quality and appropriateness of the Proposed Plan Change’s Section 32
report. In particular, Federated Farmers considers the report fails to adequately assess the
potential and likely costs of the un-validated Farm Portal proxies within the Proposed Plan Change
provisions, as is required under the Resource Management Act (RMA). In short, we do not feel the
requirements of Council under section 32 have been met and we ask that a higher level of analysis
is undertaken.
Our second significant procedural concern relates to the rushed timeframes for the development
of, and submissions on, Plan Change 5.
We do not feel that the adoption of the absolute minimum timeframe provided for under the RMA is
appropriate for this large, complex and crucial plan change. A number of key issues material to the
practical farm-level implications of the planning proposals are yet to be determined, in particular
with regard to both the robustness of the Farm Portal and the proxies contained within it.
We have real concerns that stakeholders will not have sufficient time or opportunity to undertake
appropriate user-testing, and this is likely to have serious workability consequences. The modelling
proxies, as currently written in the MGM overview report (MGM, 2015b), do not meet the regulatory
requirements for a regional plan and will require additional plan amendments. This makes it very
difficult for a submitter to have confidence that what they’ve submitted on will reflect the final
situation or that the concerns they’ve raised can realistically be addressed prior to implementation
of the plan at farm level.

General concerns about Proposed Plan Change 5
Federated Farmers has the following concerns about Proposed Plan Change 5:
1. Substantial amendments are needed to the proposed use of proxies within the Farm Portal.
The proxies underpinning the portal appear to be inconsistent, technically flawed and not
validated.
2. We are concerned that these proxies will be applied at a farm level but that no attempt has
been made to understand their veracity/applicability on-farm.
3. Therefore, the proxies should not be used as the sole or primary basis for declining a
consent, particularly if, as is the case with some rules, this results in prohibited activity
status.
4. Significant discrepancies are expected between modelled nutrient budgets and Baseline
GMP Loss Rates for some farming operations, particularly because assumptions within the
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proxies compound potential inaccuracies embedded in the nutrient modelling (including
Overseer).
5. The s32 report does not appear to have adequately considered the economic costs
associated with un-validated proxies.
6. The following options may be potential solutions to addressing these concerns:
a. An alternative consenting pathway, in addition to that provided by the Farm Portal.
b. A formal process for reviewing and moderating portal results, developed and agreed
with stakeholders, to be used when either the Canterbury Regional Council (CRC)
or consent applicants consider that the portal results (e.g. Baseline GMP Loss Rate)
are inaccurate.
c. Incorporating the GMP Loss Rate within the FEP process rather than using it as the
basis for granting a consent.
7. Federated Farmers supports the view that, in order to address concerns about the proxies,
a validation process must occur which:
a. Seeks to meet measures of success that are agreed between the CRC and primary
industry bodies.
b. Assesses the individual input proxies to ascertain the extent of any errors or
variances.
c. Reassesses the input proxies collectively to ascertain the extent of errors or
variances across farm types.

Alternative consenting pathway (in addition to that in the notified Plan Change, which relies
on the Farm Portal)
Federated Farmers requests an alternative consenting pathway in addition to that in the notified
plan change, which relies on results from the Farm Portal. The suggested alternative consenting
pathway would be a voluntary alternative way to demonstrate compliance with GMP, instead of
using the Baseline GMP Loss Rate or GMP Loss Rate determined via the portal. This approach
would involve developing Restricted Discretionary criteria (and associated rules) for demonstrating
compliance with an alternative GMP loss rate against which the land user’s OVERSEER files
would be compared, where the applicant considered the alternative consenting pathway offered a
more accurate and robust comparison with GMP standards than proposed through the Farm Portal
process. The alternative consenting pathway would be applied as a temporary mechanism until
concerns with the Farm Portal are sufficiently addressed, or as a permanent alternative to the
portal should significant concerns remain about its applicability across all farm systems/land uses.

Formal process for reviewing and moderating Farm Portal results
Federated Farmers requests the development of a process under which aberrant results from the
Farm Portal (and its proxies) can be identified and addressed. This process could be used where
either the CRC or consent applicant believes that Farm Portal results (e.g. Baseline GMP Loss
Rate or GMP Loss Rate) are inaccurate. The social and economic impacts of variances between
expected and actual results will likely be context dependent at the farm level (i.e., smaller margins
between expected and actual results through the portal may impact one land user more than
another) and so any such process should include some ability for the land user to request a review.
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Embedding the Baseline GMP Loss Rate within the FEP process (rather than using this as a
basis for granting a consent)
Baseline GMP loss rates (or GMP Loss Rates) could be equated to GMP actions which could be
implemented at a farm level (via Farm Environment Plans) rather than being the primary basis for
granting or declining consent. The Farm Portal could remain in place as a tool for CRC to use for
NPS for Freshwater Management reporting, to inform land users, and to enable sub-regional
decision making. Again, this may be applied either as a temporary measure until concerns about
the portal are sufficiently addressed, or as a permanent alternative to the portal should there
remain significant concerns with the capability of the portal across all farm systems/land uses.

Flexibility of landuse
In order to remain viable, all farms need reasonable flexibility to change land use in response to
physical conditions (such as climate) and markets, and simply to accommodate to cyclical nature
of farming. There is a strong focus in this plan change on preventing intensification of land use.
This is particularly the case in Section 15B, in the sections dealing with Upper Waitaki and the
Greater Waikakahi Zone, and even with those areas zoned Orange under the LWRP. If farming
activities are to be productive and profitable there needs to be the ability to adjust land use and
develop over time. One way to give this flexibility is via the use of flexibility caps, as used in Plan
Changes 1, 2 and 3.
These would establish a permitted N discharge cap (say 15 kg/ha/year) below which low N
dischargers would have limited ability to adjust land use. In addition they would increase the
proportion of farming activities having permitted activity status, which will benefit both the regulator
and land users. It is crucial for manageability of the plan that as many farming activities as
reasonably possible fit into permitted activity categories.
Therefore, Federated Farmers requests that the hearing panel considers building the concept of
flexibility caps into the region-wide provisions and specifically their incorporation into the Section
15B policies and rules.

Specific submissions
Federated Farmers’ submissions on specific provisions of Proposed Plan Change 5 are set out
below, along with decisions sought. In addition to the submissions themselves, we request that
any consequential amendments will be made to give effect to those submissions.
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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 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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support

Part A
Definitions
Accredited
Farm
Consultant

Definition:
Nitrogen
baseline

Support
in part

Support
in part

Unclear as written. Is part b an alternative to a person that
holds a Certificate of Completion in Advanced Sustainable
Nutrient Management or is part b an addition to that
requirement? It is our view that it should be an alternative.

Amend as follows:
Means a person that holds a Certificate of Completion in
Advanced Sustainable Nutrient Management in New Zealand
Agriculture from Massey University or:
a. …; or
b. …
We have concerns with the reference to the average over a 48 The definition is amended as follows (or words to similar
month consecutive period. The alternative baseline should be effect):
calculated as the highest loss over a four year period, rather a. the discharge of nitrogen below the root zone, as
than the average loss.
modelled with OVERSEER® , (where the required data is
inputted into the model in accordance with OVERSEER®
Best Practice Data Input Standards), or an equivalent model
approved by the Chief Executive of Environment Canterbury,
calculated as the greatest loss averaged over a 48 month
consecutive period inclusive, and expressed in kg per hectare
per annum, except in relation to Rules 5.46 and 5.62, where
it is expressed as a total kg per annum from the identified
area of land; and
The definition is amended as follows (or words to similar
effect):
means the discharge of nitrogen below the root zone, as
modelled with OVERSEER®, (where the required data is
inputted into the model in accordance with OVERSEER®
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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 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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Nitrogen loss calculation Best Practice Data Input Standards),
or an equivalent model approved by the Chief Executive of
Environment Canterbury, calculated as the greatest loss
averaged over the most recent four year 01 July to 30 June
period and expressed in kg per hectare per annum. If
OVERSEER® is updated, the most recent version is to be
used.

Policies
Policy 4.11

Oppose

Policy 4.34 (c)

Oppose
in part

Policy 4.36 (b)

Oppose

Policy 4.36 (c)

Support
in part

The policy, which would limit consent duration to as little as 5 Delete proposed Policy 4.11 because it would limit consent
years, would create unnecessary uncertainty, particularly for duration to as little as 5 years and would create unnecessary
those wishing to undertake infrastructure development.
uncertainty, particularly for those wishing to undertake
infrastructure development or other significant investment
decisions.
The policy has been amended to require the provision of Amend as follows:
information on nutrient loss rather than modelled nutrient (c) requiring the provision of information on estimated
loss. Farmers are unlikely to be able to provide information nutrient loss from farming activities to enable better
on actual nutrient loss. The best they are likely to be able to decision-making.
do is provide information on estimated or modelled nutrient
loss.
Alternatively retain the original wording.
The Management Plan expectation should be removed from
Delete Policy 4.36 (b) Because it serves no useful purpose.
the plan altogether as it serves no useful purpose. Instead all Instead all permitted activities should achieve the Industry
permitted activities should achieve the Industry GMP
GMP.
(Industry-agreed Good Management Practices relating to
water quality, 18 September 2015).
This policy is too prescriptive, particularly with regard to Amend Policy 4.36 (c) as follows:
requiring irrigation schemes to report and audit constituent …. and facilitate land use consenting., including irrigation
farms, regardless of whether or not those schemes are in scheme-wide initiatives, reporting and auditing of their
areas deemed to be fully allocated with regard to nutrient constituent farms.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Policy 4.37

Policy 4.37 (a)

Policy 4.38

Policy 4.38AA

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
discharge. This imposition should not be imposed at policy This imposition should not be imposed at policy level,
level.
regardless of whether or not those schemes are in areas
deemed to be fully allocated with regard to nutrient
discharge.
Oppose Federated Farmers opposes constraining N losses within Lake Amend Policy 4.37 to treat Lake Zones similarly to Red Zones
Zones to the Baseline GMP loss rate or the Good Management i.e. allow an N discharge of up to 10 kg/ha/year, as a
Practice Loss Rate. This is inequitable, particularly since there permitted activity.
are already some relatively high discharge activities happening
in these zones. Farmers need some flexibility to adjust land
use over time in response to physical circumstances and
markets. Those in Lake Zones should be treated similarly to
those in Red Zones i.e. allowed to have an N discharge of up
to 10 kg/ha/year, as a permitted activity.
Support Policy 4.38A does not refer to Lake Zones. It should be Amend Policy 4.38A to refer to Lake Zones, to allow for
in part
amended to do so.
lawful exceedances of the N Baseline prior to 13 February
2016.
Oppose This policy restricts N losses to the lesser of the Baseline GMP Amend Policy 4.38 (a) and (b) to allow for an increase of 5 kg
in part
Loss Rate or the GMP Loss Rate, except where Policy 4.38A N/ha/year above the Baseline GMP Loss Rate (with restricted
applies. Were N loss was greater than 20 kg N/ha/year, the discretionary activity status), to enable the flexibility
LWRP previously allowed for an increase of 5 kg N/ha/year previously provided for in the LWRP and which continues to
above the N baseline (permitted until Jan 2016 and restricted be important and appropriate for Orange Zones.
discretionary from Jan 2016). We believe that it is both
important and appropriate for this degree of flexibility to
continue within orange zones.
Support Policy 4.38AA (c) implies that a consent would be required to Delete part (c) because:
in part
exceed the Baseline GMP Loss Rate. Consistent with the
 Increases of up to 5 kg N/ha/year should be provided
existing LWRP provisions and befitting the nutrient discharge
for as a permitted activity, consistent with the
status of Green Zones, increases of up to 5 kg N/ha/year
existing LWRP provisions and befitting the nutrient
should be provided for as a permitted activity.
discharge status of Green Zones.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Policy 4.38AB
Policy 4.38A

Policy 4.38B

Policy 4.38C
Policy 4.38D

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
In addition, part (c) states that it must be demonstrated that
 It is unreasonable to require a demonstration that
water quality will be maintained. It is unreasonable to require
water quality will be maintained, from an individual
this from an individual consent applicant. Indeed it is
consent applicant.
probably impossible to demonstrate this absolutely.
Oppose Meaning unclear and will create uncertainty.
Delete Policy 4.38AB because its meaning is unclear and it
will create uncertainty.
Support This policy, which provides for the lawful exceedance of N Amend Policy 4.38A as follows:
in part
baselines, should also apply to Lake Zones, as stated in our
1) Within the Lake, Red, Orange, Green or Light Blue
submission on Policy 4.37.
Nutrient Allocation Zones…
In addition, the second part of part (a), which requires that a
2) (a) the nitrogen baseline has bee lawfully exceeded
consent application contains evidence that the exceedance
prior to 13 February 2016 and the application
was lawful is unnecessary and should be deleted. The initial
contains evidence that the exceedance was lawful;
statement in part (a) requires the fact of lawful exceedance to
and
be established. The second statement contains needless extra
words.
Support Federated Farmers supports in principle the Farm Portal and Amend Policy 4.38B to provide an alternative pathway for
in part
its proposed use. However, an alternative pathway is needed, farm systems and individual situations where the portal is
and must be provided for farm systems and individual not capable or produces aberrant results.
situations where the portal is not capable (e.g. for arable farm
systems) or produces aberrant results.
Support
Retain Policy 4.38C
Support Policy 4.38D requires compliance with Good Management Amend Policy 4.38D (a) as follows:
in part
Practice Loss Rates by specified dates depending Nutrient (a)1 July 2016 1 January 2017 for any land where part of the
Allocation Zone, beginning with the Lake Zone on 1 July 2016. property is located within the Lake Zone.
The Farm Portal is unlikely to be producing reliable outputs for Because the Farm Portal is unlikely to be producing reliable
the range of farm systems by this time. Therefore, the date outputs for the range of farm systems and not producing
for the Lake Zone should be pushed back to at least 1 January aberrant results over a range of systems by 1 July 2016.
2017 and an alternative pathway must be provided for farm
systems and individual situations where the portal is not
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 4.38E

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
capable or produces aberrant results.
Oppose In relation to this policy, the question should be asked: what is
in part
the problem we are trying to solve? It is recognised that
where there is potential for erosion (e.g. on erosion prone
soils on hill country) there is potential for loss of P along with
sediment loss. However, on relatively flat land, the potential
for P loss is more questionable. While theoretically P could be
leached into groundwater from soils with high hydraulic
conductivity and limited capacity to retain P, there appear to
be no examples of elevated P concentration in groundwater
to indicate that such a process is occurring. Therefore, we
oppose the designation of High Runoff Risk Phosphorus Zones
based on the potential for P leaching from soils with high
hydraulic conductivity and limited capacity to retain P.

Policy 4.39

Support
in part

Policy 4.40
Policy 4.41
Policy 4.41A

Support
Support
Support
in part

Policy 4.41B

Oppose
in part

Part (c) should be expanded to include other community
institutions such as community halls.

(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.)

Amend Policy 4.38E to refer only to P loss where there is
potential for erosion (e.g. on erosion prone soils on hill
country), where there is potential for loss of P along with
sediment loss.
While it is theoretically possible that P could be leached into
groundwater from soils with high hydraulic conductivity and
limited capacity to retain P, there appear to be no examples
of elevated P concentration in groundwater to indicate that
such a process is occurring. The designation of High Runoff
Risk Phosphorus Zones should not be based on the
theoretical potential for P leaching from soils with high
hydraulic conductivity and limited capacity to retain P in the
absence of evidence that there is a problem from this source
of P.
Amend part (c) as follows:
L(c) wastewater discharge from a hospital, a school or other
education or community institution.
Retain Policy 4.40 as written.
Retain Policy 4.41 as written.
Delete part (b) of Policy 4.41A because the requirement
should simply be that nutrient budgets are of a high
standard, regardless of who writes them.

Part (b) requires that the level of scrutiny of nutrient budgets
will be proportional to the qualifications, experience and
performance of the person who prepared the budget. The
requirement should simply be that nutrient budgets are of a
high standard, regardless of who writes them. Therefore,
Federated Farmers submits that part (b) is not necessary and
should be deleted,
Parts (e) and (f) are not clear. With regard to part (e), the N Amend part (e), as follows:
loss calculation is defined as being over the most recent 4 (e) requiring the nitrogen loss calculation to be calculated
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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 the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
years. A calculation using annual input data probably needs
to be called something else. It might be useful to state the
reasons for using annual input data more clearly i.e. objectives
of the FEP not being met, based on previous audits or land use
change.

Policy 4.41C

Oppose
in part

Policy 4.41D

Support

Rules
Rule 5.41A

Support

We have concerns as to whether OVERSEER® should be used
in this way. OVERSEER® is a quasi-equilibrium (long term
average) model that relies on annual estimates alongside
actual and reasonable input data. The model’s predictions
assume a given management practice remains ‘relatively
constant’ over a medium time-period, so we do not consider
that a calculation based on annual input data in the way
proposed would be very meaningful.
In Orange Zones, the LWRP allowed the baseline to be
exceeded by 5 kg N/ha/year (permitted up to Jan 2016 and
restricted discretionary from Jan 2016). For consistency, this
provision should be carried on by Plan Change 5. Therefore,
Orange Zones should be included under part (b) (ii) (allowing a
total of 5 kg/ha/year above the Baseline GMP loss rate) rather
than part (b) (i) (allowing only the Baseline GMP loss rate).

(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.)

prepared using annual input data, as appropriate, in
circumstances where: objectives of the FEP not being met,
based on previous audits, or where there is land use change.
Delete part (f)

Amend Policy 4.41C, as follows:
(i) the Baseline GMP Loss Rate for any land within the Red, or
Lake or Orange Nutrient Allocation Zones; and
(ii) a total of 5 kg/ha/year above the Baseline GMP lLoss
rRate for any land within the Orange, Green or Light Blue
Allocation Zones.
Retain Policy 4.41D as written.

We support the proposed permitted activity status for an Retain Rule 5.41A as written.
irrigation scheme or principal water supplier, where there are
existing conditions in place to manage the loss of nutrients to
water. This adequately reflects that there is a range of existing
permit conditions in place across the region.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 5.42A

Rule 5.43A

Rule 5.44A

Rule 5.44B

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Support The rule is appropriate, but to increase workability and
in part
practicality, it could provide reference to either a minimum
proportion of a farm, or a minimum area of a larger farming
unit, to exclude situations where only a minor or negligible
portion of a larger farming operation is situated in a different
Nutrient Allocation Zone. A minimum area of 10 hectares
would align with the permitted activity rule.
Support Add a requirement that all permitted activities should achieve
Industry Good Management Practices. This would provide a
mechanism to deal will any issues associated with small land
holdings.
Support
in part

Support
in part

Condition 1 requires registration in the Farm Portal. Given
current issues with the Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and
irrigation modules and the fact that it is not capable for some
farm systems such as arable) an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

(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.)

That reference is made to a minimum area of 10 hectares
within Rule 5.42A.

Add the following sentence to Rule 5.43A:
Within the Red Nutrient Allocation Zone, the use of land for
a farming activity on a property 10 hectares or less in area is
a permitted activity., provided Industry Good Management
Practices are applied.
Amend Rule 5.44A as follows:
1)
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems
and individual situations where the Farm Portal
is not capable or produces aberrant results.
2)
Delete the notified Condition 5 and replace with:
5. All farming activities to achieve Industry GMP
by 30 June 2020.

Condition 5 requires the preparation and implementation of a
Management Plan. This requirement should be removed
because it serves no useful purpose. Instead all permitted
activities should achieve Industry GMP.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline Amend Rule 5.44B as follows:
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
capable or produces aberrant results.
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
2) Delete Condition 3.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 5.45A

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
produces aberrant results.

Support
in part

Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
Reference to Condition 3 in Rule 5.44B should be deleted,
consistent with our submission, above, to remove that
condition from Rule 5.44B.

(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.)

3) Add matter for control, as follows:
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.

1) Delete Condition 3
2) Add a matter for discretion, as follows:
Methods for implementing Industry GMPs

Under matters for discretion, it would be useful to add an
item stating how Industry GMPs will be implemented. This is
important given current issues with the portal and the need
for an alternative pathway to achieve water quality outcomes
(as opposed to N discharge estimates).
Rule 5.46A
Rule 5.47A
Rule 5.48A

Support
Support
Oppose

Rule 5.48A imposes prohibited activity status on farming
activities or farming enterprises which exceed the N baseline
or the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, where exceedance will be
adjudged via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with the
Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and irrigation modules and
the fact that it is not capable for some farm systems such as
arable), prohibited activity status based on its outputs is
completely inappropriate. Therefore, activity status should be
12

Retain Rule 5.46A as written.
Retain Rule 5.47A as written.
Amend Rule 5.48A, as follows:
1) Change activity status to non-complying because of
the current problems with the Farm Portal.
2) Provide an alternative pathway to estimate N
baselines and Baseline GMP Loss Rates, for farm
systems and individual situations where the portal is
not capable or produces aberrant results.

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

Rule 5.49A

Support
in part

Rule 5.50A

Oppose

(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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
changed to non-complying and an alternative pathway must
be provided to estimate N baselines and Baseline GMP Loss
Rates, for farm systems and individual situations where the
portal is not capable or produces aberrant results.
Add a requirement that all permitted activities should achieve
Industry Good Management Practices. This would provide a
mechanism to deal will any issues associated with small land
holdings.

Add the following sentence to Rule 5.49A: 5.49A Within the
Lake Zone, the use of land for a farming activity on a
property 10 hectares or less in area is a permitted activity,
provided Industry Agreed Good Management Practices are
applied.
Rule 5.50A restricts N discharge from farming activities within Amend Rule 5.50A to treat Lake Zones similarly to the way
the Lake Zone to the N Baseline (until 30 June 2020) or the Red Zones were previously treated in the LWRP i.e. allow an
Baseline GMP Loss Rate (from 1 July 2020).
N discharge of up to 10 kg/ha/year, as a permitted activity.
Federated Farmers opposes constraining N losses within Lake
Zones to the Baseline GMP loss rate or the Good Management
Practice Loss Rate. This is inequitable, particularly since there
are already some relatively high discharge activities happening
in these zones. Farmers need some flexibility to adjust land
use over time in response to physical circumstances and
markets, and simply to accommodate the normal cyclical
nature of farming. Those in Lake Zones should be treated
similarly to those in Red Zones i.e. allowed to have an N
discharge of up to 10 kg/ha/year, as a permitted activity.

Rule 5.51A
Rule 5.52A

Support
Oppose

Retain Rule 5.51A as written.
Federated Farmers opposes constraining N losses within Lake Delete Rule 5.52A and treat Lake Zones similarly to Red
Zones to the Baseline GMP loss rate or the Good Management Zones.
Practice Loss Rate for the reasons given above, in relation to
Rule 5.50A. Therefore, we oppose prohibited activity status
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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 the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
for exceeding the nitrogen baseline or the Baseline GMP Loss
Rate.

5.53A

Support
in part

5.54A

Support
in part

Rule 5.54B

(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.)

In addition, given current issues with the Farm Portal (e.g.
with the fertiliser and irrigation modules and the fact that it is
not capable for some farm systems such as arable and sheep $
beef), prohibited activity status based on its outputs is
completely inappropriate.
Add a requirement that all permitted activities should achieve
Industry Good Management Practices. This would provide a
mechanism to deal will any issues associated with small land
holdings.
Condition 1 requires registration in the Farm Portal. Given
current issues with the Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and
irrigation modules and the fact that it is not capable for some
farm systems such as arable) an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Add the following sentence to Rule 5.43A:
Within the Orange Nutrient Allocation Zone, the use of land
for a farming activity on a property 10 hectares or less in
area is a permitted activity., provided Industry Good
Management Practices are applied.
Amend Rule 5.44A as follows:
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
2) Delete the notified Condition 4 and replace with:
4. All farming activities to achieve Industry GMP by 30
June 2020.

Condition 4 requires the preparation and implementation of a
Management Plan. This requirement should be removed
because it serves no useful purpose. Instead all permitted
activities should achieve Industry GMP.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline 1)
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
14

Condition 2:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.

(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 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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or 2)
produces aberrant results.
3)
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared or reviewed by an Accredited Farm Consultant
should be deleted as a condition and placed under matters for
control. This would enable a greater number of consents to
go down the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise
the use of accredited consultants if their use results in less
scrutiny by ECan.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Delete Condition 3.
Add a matter for control, as follows:
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.

Rule 5.55A

Support
in part

Rule 5.56AA

Support
in part

Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Condition 2:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Rule 5.57A

Support
in part

Add a requirement that all permitted activities should achieve
Industry Good Management Practices. This would provide a
mechanism to deal will any issues associated with small land
holdings.

Rule 5.57A is amended as follows (or words to similar effect):
5.57A Within the Green or Light Blue Nutrient Allocation
Zone, the use of land for a farming activity on a property 10
hectares or less in area is a permitted activity, provided
Industry Agreed Good Management Practices are applied.
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Condition 2:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 5.57B

Rule 5.57C

Rule 5.58A

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Condition 1 requires registration in the Farm Portal. Given
current issues with the Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and
irrigation modules and the fact that it is not capable for some
farm systems such as arable) an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Support
in part

Support
in part

Condition 4 requires the preparation and implementation of a
Management Plan. This requirement should be removed
because it serves no useful purpose. Instead all permitted
activities should achieve Industry GMP.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared or reviewed by an Accredited Farm Consultant
should be deleted as a condition and placed under matters for
control. This would enable a greater number of consents to
go down the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise
the use of accredited consultants if their use results in less
scrutiny by ECan.
Condition 2:
Federated Farmers supports the ability to increase N loss, but
there should be the ability to increase by more than 5
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(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.)

1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable
or produces aberrant results.
2) Delete the notified Condition 4 and replace with:
4. All farming activities to achieve Industry GMP by
30 June 2020.

1) Condition 2:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Delete Condition 3.
3) Add a matter for control, as follows:
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.

1) Delete condition 2, to enable greater flexibility for
land use change in the Green and Light Blue Zones.
2) Delete matter for discretion 5.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 5.58B

Rule 5.59A

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
kg/ha/year in a green or light blue zone above the N Baseline
or Baseline GMP Loss Rate.
There are sufficient
environmental safeguards in the notified plan and specifically
in the matters for discretion of this rule. For example, all
farming activities are to operate at good practice or better
(Policy 4.34) and matter for discretion 3 require consideration
of the actual or potential adverse effects of the proposal on
surface and groundwater quality and sources of drinking
water;

Support
in part

Support
in part

Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
As for Rule 5.58A, above, there is a need to provided greater
flexibility for land use change in the green and Light Blue
Zones. Therefore, Condition 2 should be deleted.

(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.)

3) If Condition 2 is not deleted:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.

1) Delete condition 2, to enable greater flexibility for
land use change in the Green and Light Blue Zones.
2) If Condition 2 is not deleted:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.

Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
Support subject to the deletion of Condition 2 of Rule 5.58A Retain Rule 5.59A, subject to the deletion of Condition 2 of
and Condition 2 of Rule 5.58B.
Rule 5.58A and Condition 2 of Rule 5.58B.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Schedules
Amendments to
Schedule 7

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Oppose

Schedule 7 to the LWRP contains the matters which must be Delete the amendments to Schedule 7 because:
included in Farm Environment Plans (FEPs) when FEPs are
 The existing Schedule 7 already clearly and
required under the plan rules.
comprehensively identifies issues that need to be
included where relevant in FEPs.
Schedule 7 already clearly and comprehensively identifies
 It is not clear what the benefits of the amendment
issues that need to be included where relevant in FEPs. It isn’t
are.
clear what value is added by the amendments.
 Several primary sector bodies have had FEP
The amendments are vague. It isn’t clear what is meant by the
templates approved by ECan and farmers have
various management areas proposed, how they apply to
started using them.
individual farms and how they are defined. It isn’t clear what
the proposed objectives and targets mean for each If the amendments are retained:
management area and how they are to be reflected in the
1) Amend part 2(g) to refer only to P loss where there is
FEP, particularly at a farm level. There does not seem to be
potential for erosion (e.g. on erosion prone soils on
any option not to use the area management plan approach
hill country), where there is potential for loss of P
even if it is irrelevant to a farm.
along with sediment loss. While it is theoretically
possible that P could be leached into groundwater
Several primary industry bodies and irrigation companies have
from soils with high hydraulic conductivity and
had FEP templates approved by Environment Canterbury as
limited capacity to retain P, there appear to be no
complying with Schedule 7 and farmers have started using
examples of elevated P concentration in
them. It isn’t clear whether these templates will need to be
groundwater to indicate that such a process is
amended and reapproved for compliance with the amended
occurring. The designation of High Runoff Risk
Schedule 7. If so, there is no justification for the cost of doing
Phosphorus Zones should not be based on the
this and the confusion for people who have started using
theoretical potential for P leaching from soils with
them.
high hydraulic conductivity and limited capacity to
retain P in the absence of evidence that there is a
Part 2(g) requires the location of any critical source areas for
problem from this source of P.
phosphorus or sediment loss for any part of the property
2) Ground-truth the map of High Runoff Risk
within the Phosphorus Risk Zone. We recognise that where
Phosphorus Zones.
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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 the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
there is potential for erosion (e.g. on erosion prone soils on
hill country) there is potential for loss of P along with
sediment loss. However, on relatively flat land, the potential
for P loss is more questionable. While theoretically P could be
leached into groundwater from soils with high hydraulic
conductivity and limited capacity to retain P, there appear to
be no examples of elevated P concentration in groundwater
to indicate that such a process is occurring. As stated above,
in relation to Policy 4.38E, we oppose the designation of High
Runoff Risk Phosphorus Zones based on the potential for P
leaching from soils with high hydraulic conductivity and
limited capacity to retain P.

Schedule 7A

Oppose

Schedule 28

Support
in part

Part 4B refers to reports from the Farm Portal which show
Baseline GMP Loss Rates and Good Management Practice Loss
Rates. Given current issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined
above, an alternative pathway is needed, and must be
provided for farm systems and individual situations where the
portal is not capable or produces aberrant results.
Delete Schedule 7A because Farm Management Plans serve
no useful purpose. Require permitted activities to operate at
good management practice, as defined in the document
Industry-agreed Good Management Practices relating to
water quality.
Federated Farmers supports Irrigation New Zealand’s
submission on Schedule 28

Section 15B Waitaki Sub-region
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(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.)

3) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.

Delete Schedule 7A.
Require permitted activities to operate at good management
practice, as defined in the document Industry-agreed Good
Management Practices relating to water quality.
Amend as requested by Irrigation New Zealand

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policies
Policy 15B.4.10

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Support
in part

Part (b) requires all permitted farming activities on properties
greater than 10 ha to prepare and implement a Management
Plan in accordance with Schedule 7A. The Management Plan
expectation should be removed because it serves no useful
purpose. Instead all permitted activities should achieve the
Industry GMP (Industry-agreed Good Management Practices
relating to water quality, 18 September 2015).

Delete part (b) Because it serves no useful purpose. We
support the requirement that all permitted activities should
achieve Industry GMP.
Amend part (c) as follows:
Farming activities with the potential for more significant
losses, greater than 15 kg N/ha/year, being subject to a
resource consent process.

In order to remain viable, all farms need reasonable flexibility
to change land use in response to physical conditions and
markets, and simply to accommodate to cyclical nature of
farming.
Policy 15B.4.11

Support

Policy 15B.4.12

Support
in part

Policy 15B.4.13

Support

Retain Policy 15.4.11 as written.
The methodology set out in Schedule 27 is potentially Replace Policy 15B.4.12 with an adaptive management
problematic. The load limits are fixed (Table 15B(f)), in approach, focusing on good management practice and
contrast to the N discharge estimates (estimated using linking this with environmental indicators.
OVERSEER® ) which are likely to change substantially with
OVERSEER® version changes. In addition there are crucial
issues with the use of OVERSEER®, including a lack of
capability to model some farm systems (e.g. arable).
Consequently, there is a danger of under or over allocating N
discharge. This highlights the problems of using a numberbased system of limits and allocations based on insufficiently
precise modelling tools. A more productive option would be
to develop an adaptive management approach, focusing on
good management practice and linking this with
environmental indicators.
Retain Policy 15B.4.13
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 15B.4.14
Policy 15B.4.15
Policy 15B.4.16

Policy 15B.4.17
Policy 15B.4.18

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Support
Support
Support Policy 15B.4.16 requires that consents for the use of land for
in part
farming activities and the associated discharge of nutrients
are restricted to terms of no more than 15 years, and that
they include conditions to enable reviews where exceedances
of water quality limits for rivers, lakes and groundwater are
identified. Given the conditions for review of consents, there
is no need to impose the 15 year limit on consent duration.
Therefore the requirement to restrict consent duration to no
longer than 15 years is not needed and should be deleted.
Support
Support Federated Farmers supports the policy as written, around the
implementation of GMP’s and farming within water quality
limits.

Policy 15B.4.20

Support
in part

Policy 15B.4.21
Policy 15B.4.22

Support
Support

However, as stated in our submission on Policy 4.36(c), above,
we would not support a requirement on irrigation schemes to
report and audit constituent farms.
Parts (b) and (c) require farming activities in the Ahuriri Zone
or Upper Waitaki Hill Zone to operate at the lower of the
Baseline GMP Loss Rate or the GMP Loss Rate. This would
create considerable difficulty for those who have not already
intensified on part of their land. Some flexibility is required to
accommodate the normal cyclical nature of farming and to
enable adjustments of land use in response to physical
conditions and markets.

(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.)

Retain Policy 15B.4.14
Retain Policy 15B.4.15
Amend Policy 15B.4.16, as follows:
Within the Waitaki Sub-region, resource consents for the use
of land for farming activities and the associated discharge of
nutrients are restricted to terms of no more than 15 years
and include conditions that enable a review of the resource
consent under section 128(1)(a) of the RMA where an
exceedance of the limits in Tables 15B(c), 15B(d) and 15B(e)
is identified.
Retain Policy 15B.4.17
Retain Policy 15B.4.18

Amend Policy 15B.4.20 to provide a degree of flexibility to
farming activities in the Ahuriri Zone or Upper Waitaki Hill
Zone to accommodate the normal cyclical nature of farming
and to enable adjustments of land use in response to
physical conditions and markets. Provide a land use
flexibility cap allowing N discharge of up to 10 kg/ha/year as
a permitted activity.

Retain Policy 15B.4.21
Part (b) has the potential to create considerable difficulty for Amend Policy 15B.4.22 to provide a degree of flexibility to
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Policy 15B.4.24

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
in part
those who have not already intensified on part of their land.
Some flexibility is required to accommodate the normal
cyclical nature of farming and to enable adjustments of land
use in response to physical conditions and markets.
Oppose

(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.)

farming activities in the Ahuriri Zone to accommodate the
normal cyclical nature of farming and to enable adjustments
of land use in response to physical conditions and markets.
Provide a land use flexibility cap allowing N discharge of up
to 10 kg/ha/year as a permitted activity.
Amend Policy 15B.4.24 to focus on good management
practices which would produce positive environmental
outcomes, within an alternative consenting framework as
outlined on page 3 of this submission.

Policy 15B.4.24, relating to the Hakataramea FMU, is based
on farming activities meeting baseline GMP except where that
has been lawfully exceeded prior to 13 Feb 2016 or has been
lawfully exceeded and the increased N loss is the result of
irrigation or winter grazing. Further, in the Hakataramea River
Zone, N losses for the portion of the property irrigated or used Alternatively, mend as follows:
for winter grazing are restricted to 90% of the GMP Loss Rate;
(a) Avoiding the granting of any resource consent that
and farming activities in the Hakataramea Hill Zone and Flat
will allow nitrogen losses from farming activities in
Zone are required to operate at the GMP Loss Rate where that
the Hakataramea Fresh Water Management unit to
is less than the Baseline GMP Loss Rate.
exceed the Baseline GMP Loss Rate plus 5 kg
N/ha/year, except where Policies 15B.4.13 and
These requirements appear to be excessive for an area which
15B.4.15 apply;
is largely an Orange Zone and are likely to be ineffective and
(b) Restricting , in the Hakataramea River Zone, nitrogen
unable to be policed given current problems with the Farm
losses for the portion of the property irrigated or
Portal (discussed previously in Part A). A more reasonable and
used for winter grazing to 90% or less of the Good
workable approach would be for farming activities to focus on
Management Practice Loss Rate.
those good management practices which would produce
positive environmental outcomes, using the Farm Portal as a
tool to assist that process.
As a minimum, the expectation should be Baseline GMP Loss
Rate for irrigated land or land used for winter grazing and
Baseline GMP Loss Rate plus 5kg N/ha/year for other land
(consistent with the LWRP).
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 15B.4.25

Policy 15B.4.26

Policy 15B.4.27

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Support The Valley and Tributaries FMU is largely a Green Zone. Policy
15B.4.25 requires the avoidance of increases in N loss that
would cause the N load limit to be exceeded, only granting
consent to exceed the N baseline where in-stream and
groundwater quality limits will not be exceeded, and requiring
farming activities to operate and the lesser of GMP Loss Rate
or Baseline GMP Loss Rate. By definition, within a Green
Zone, water quality outcomes are met. Therefore, the
presumption should be that there is scope for land use
change/intensification.

Support
in part

Support

With regard to part (b), the requirement should be to
demonstrate that the farming activity will not cause
exceedance of the in-stream and groundwater quality limits.
A substantial proportion of the Greater Waikakahi Zone is
designated as a red zine under the LWRP. Therefore, some
constraint on intensification is justified. However, where
farmers are being held at their Baseline GMP Loss Rate, it is
crucial that there are safeguards against incapability of and
aberrant results from the Farm Portal, and that there is an
alternative consenting pathway as discussed earlier in this
submission (see page 3)

(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.)

Amend Policy 15B.4.24 to focus on good management
practices which would produce positive environmental
outcomes, within an alternative consenting framework as
outlined on page 3 of this submission.
Alternatively, mend as follows:
Only gGranting a resource consent for a farming activity to
exceed the nitrogen baseline where the application
demonstrates that the local in-stream and groundwater
quality limits in Tables 15B(c) and 15B(e) will not be
exceeded as a result of the farming activity.

Amend Policy 15B.4.24 to focus on good management
practices which would produce positive environmental
outcomes, within an alternative consenting framework as
outlined on page 3 of this submission.

Alternatively amend to provide an alternative consenting
pathway, as outlined on page 3 of this submission for use in
situations where the Farm Portal is not capable (e.g. for farm
systems such as arable) or produces aberrant results.
The Whitneys Creek Zone is largely a Green Zone. By Amend Policy 15B.4.24 to focus on good management
definition, within a Green Zone, water quality outcomes are practices which would produce positive environmental
met. Therefore, the presumption should be that there is outcomes, within an alternative consenting framework as
scope for land use change/intensification.
outlined on page 3 of this submission.
With regard to part (b), the requirement should be to Alternatively, mend as follows:
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Policy 15B.4.28
Rules
Section
15B
Rule
Framework

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
demonstrate that the farming activity will not cause Only gGranting a resource consent for a farming activity to
exceedance of the in-stream and groundwater quality limits.
exceed the nitrogen baseline where the application
demonstrates that the local in-stream and groundwater
quality limits in Tables 15B(c) and 15B(e) will not be
exceeded as a result of the farming activity.
Support
Retain

Flexibility of landuse
In order to remain viable, all farms need reasonable flexibility
to change land use in response to physical conditions (such as
climate) and markets, and simply to accommodate to cyclical
nature of farming. There is a strong focus in this plan change
on preventing intensification of land use. This is particularly
the case in Section 15B, in the sections dealing with Upper
Waitaki and the Greater Waikakahi Zone, and even with those
areas zoned Orange under the LWRP. If farming activities are
to be productive and profitable there needs to be the ability
to adjust land use and develop over time. One way to give
this flexibility is via the use of flexibility caps, as used in Plan
Changes 1, 2 and 3.
As well as providing a degree of land use flexibility this will
increase the proportion of farming activities having permitted
activity status, which will benefit both the regulator and land
users.
Therefore, Federated Farmers requests that the hearing panel
24

Build a system of flexibility caps into the Section 15B Rule
framework to enable a degree of flexibility for low N
dischargers. This will allow land users a limited degree of
flexibility to adjust land use in response to physical
conditions (such as climate) and markets, and simply to
accommodate to cyclical nature of farming.
We suggest flexibility caps of 10 Kg N/ha/year for Upper
Waitaki and 15 kg/ha/year for the Lower Waitaki Zones. As
well as providing a degree of land use flexibility this will
increase the proportion of farming activities having
permitted activity status, which will benefit both the
regulator and land users.

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

Rule 15B.5.6
Rule 15B.5.7

Support
Oppose
in part

(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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
considers building the concept of flexibility caps into the
region-wide provisions and specifically their incorporation into
the Section 15B policies and rules.

With the exception of the Greater Waikakahi Zone (part of the
Northern Fan Freshwater Management Unit (FMU)), all of the
FMU’s are in zones designated either Green or Orange under
the LWRP. Therefore, nutrient loss conditions should be those
requested in our submissions of policies 15B.5.24-27

Retain
Amend to apply separate N discharge conditions to the
FMU’s, as follows:
Hakataramea: as requested in submission on Policy 15B.4.24
Waitaki Valley and Tributaries: as requested in submission on
Policy 15B.4.25
The Northern Fan FMU should be split into Greater
Waikakahi (largely Green Zone) and Whitneys Creek
(contains a substantial area of Red Zone) and apply N
discharge conditions as follows:
Red Zone part of Greater Waikakahi: as per notified rule.
Green Zone part of Greater Waikakahi; as requested in
submission on Policy 15B.4.27.
Whitneys Creek: as requested in submission on Policy
15B.4.27.

Rule 15B.5.8
Rule 15B.5.9
Rule 15B.5.10

Support
Support
Oppose
in part

Retain
Retain
There are a myriad of factors that can affect water quality. Amend Condition 3 as follows:
Therefore, Condition 3 needs to specify that the exceedance is The nitrogen loss calculation for the nutrient user group does
related to farming activities.
not cause the relevant limits set out in Tables 15B(c), 15B(d),
15B(e) and 15B(f) to be exceeded due to farming activities;
Federated Farmers opposes Condition 6 which limits farming
activities in Lake Zones to the lesser of N Baseline or Baseline Delete Condition 6.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.11
Rule 15B.5.13A
Rule 15B.5.13B

Rule 15B.5.14

Rule 15B.5.15

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
GMP Loss Rare. To do this is potentially to punish good
behaviour. Therefore the condition should be deleted.
Support
Support
Oppose Lack of compliance with Rule 15B.5.13A could be to do with a
minor matter that has no adverse environmental impact
whatsoever. Therefore non-complying activity status should
be changed to discretionary.
Support Condition 1 requires registration in the Farm Portal. Given
in part
current issues with the Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and
irrigation modules and the fact that it is not capable for some
farm systems such as arable) an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Support
in part

(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.)

Retain
Retain
Amend to change RMA activity status to discretionary.

Amend Rule 15B.5.14 as follows:
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable
or produces aberrant results.
2) Delete the notified Condition 4 and replace with:
4. All farming activities to achieve Industry GMP by
30 June 2020.

Condition 5 requires the preparation and implementation of a
Management Plan. This requirement should be removed
because it serves no useful purpose. Instead all permitted
activities should achieve Industry GMP.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline Amend Rule 15B.5.15 as follows:
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
capable or produces aberrant results.
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
2) Delete Condition 3.
produces aberrant results.
3) Add matter for control, as follows:
a. Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.16
Rule 15B.5.18

Rule 15B.5.18A
Rule 15B.5.18B

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
Oppose Consistent with our submission on Rule 15B.5.16, this rule is Delete Rule 15B.5.16.
no longer needed.
Oppose Rule 15B.5.18 imposes prohibited activity status on farming Amend Rule 15B.5.18, as follows:
activities or farming enterprises which exceed the N baseline
3) Change activity status to non-complying because of
or the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, where exceedance will be
the current problems with the Farm Portal.
adjudged via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with the
4) Provide an alternative pathway to estimate N
Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and irrigation modules and
baselines and Baseline GMP Loss Rates, for farm
the fact that it is not capable for some farm systems such as
systems and individual situations where the portal is
arable), prohibited activity status based on its outputs is
not capable or produces aberrant results.
completely inappropriate. Therefore, activity status should be
changed to non-complying and an alternative pathway must
be provided to estimate N baselines and Baseline GMP Loss
Rates, for farm systems and individual situations where the
portal is not capable or produces aberrant results.
Support
Oppose
in part

Retain
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
capable or produces aberrant results.
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
2) Delete Condition 3 because it potentially places
a massive imposition on a large property and is
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
quite unreasonable.
produces aberrant results.
Condition 3 requires an indigenous biodiversity assessment in
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.18C

Rule 15B.5.19

Rule 15B.5.20

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
conjunction with the land use consent application and
proposed methods to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on
significant indigenous biodiversity. This is potentially a
massive imposition on a large property and is quite
unreasonable.
Oppose This rule imposes non-complying status for farming activities Amend by changing the RMA activity status from nonthat do not comply with all of the conditions of Rule complying to discretionary.
15B.5.18B. Given the uncertain nature of Condition 2 (results
from the Farm Portal) and the unreasonable requirement of
Condition 3 (biodiversity assessment), Federated Farmers is
opposed to non-complying status and request that it be
replaced with discretionary status.
Support Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline Amend Rule 15B.5.19 as follows:
in part
GMP Loss Rate presumably via the Farm Portal. Given current
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm systems
capable or produces aberrant results.
and individual situations where the portal is not capable or
2) Delete Condition 3.
produces aberrant results.
3) Add matter for control, as follows:
a. Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
Oppose Condition 3 requires an indigenous biodiversity assessment in Delete Condition 3 because it potentially places a massive
in part
conjunction with the land use consent application and imposition on a large property and is quite unreasonable.
proposed methods to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.21
Rule 15B.5.22

Rule 15B.5.23

Rule 15B.5.24

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
significant indigenous biodiversity. This is potentially a
massive imposition on a large property and is quite
unreasonable
Support
Oppose Rule 15B.5.22 imposes non-complying status for farming
in part
activities that do not comply with some of the conditions of
previous rules, including two that we opposed (requirement
for preparation or review of a FEP by an Accredited Farm
Consultant and requirement for a biodiversity assessment).
Given unnecessary and unreasonable nature of these
conditions, Federated Farmers is opposed to non-complying
status and request that it be replaced with discretionary
status.
Oppose This rule imposes prohibited activity status on properties
in part
(within the Haldon or Mid Catchment Zone) whose N loss
calculation exceeds the Upper Waitaki Nitrogen Headroom
available to the property or farm enterprises which exceed
the sum of Upper Waitaki Nitrogen Headroom available to the
constituent properties. Given the uncertain nature of N loss
estimate, and indeed the load calculation, we do not believe
the prohibited activity status is appropriate and request that it
be changed to non-complying.
Support Condition 1 requires registration in the Farm Portal. Given
in part
current issues with the Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and
irrigation modules and the fact that it is not capable for some
farm systems such as arable) an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
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(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.)

Retain
Amend by changing the RMA activity status from noncomplying to discretionary.

Amend by changing the RMA activity status from prohibited
to non-complying.

Amend Rule 15B.5.24 as follows:
1) Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable
or produces aberrant results.
2) Delete the notified Condition 4 and replace with:
a. 4. All farming activities to achieve Industry
GMP by 30 June 2020.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.25

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support

Support
in part

Condition 4 requires the preparation and implementation of a
Management Plan. This requirement should be removed
because it serves no useful purpose. Instead all permitted
activities should achieve Industry GMP.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
The Hakataramea Zone is largely and Orange Zone. Consistent
with our submission on Policy 15B.4.24, Federated Farmers
requests that condition 2 is amended to provided the land use
flexibility befitting an Orange Zone i.e. that the N loss
calculation should be able to exceed the baseline GMP Loss
Rate or the GMP Loss Rate by 5 kg/ha/year and that for
property in the Hakataramea River Zone used for winter
grazing or irrigation, the N loss calculation should be able to
come up to the GMP loss Rate figure (instead of 90%).
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1) Amend Rule 15B.5.25 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Delete Condition 3.
3) Add matter for control, as follows:
a. Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.
4) Amend Condition 2 as follows:
(a) Until 30 June 2020, the nitrogen baseline plus 5
kg N/ha/year, unless…
(b) From 1 July 2020:
(i)
either the baseline GMP Loss Rate plus 5 kg
N/ha/year or…
Delete part (ii)

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 15B.5.26

Rule 15B.5.27

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Support Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
in part
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Support
in part

The Hakataramea Zone is largely and Orange Zone. Consistent
with our submission on Policy 15B.4.24, Federated Farmers
requests that condition 2 is amended to provided the land use
flexibility befitting an Orange Zone i.e. that the N loss
calculation should be able to exceed the baseline GMP Loss
Rate or the GMP Loss Rate by 5 kg/ha/year and that for
property in the Hakataramea River Zone used for winter
grazing or irrigation, the N loss calculation should be able to
come up to the GMP loss Rate figure (instead of 90%).
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
The Hakataramea Zone is largely and Orange Zone. Consistent
with our submission on Policy 15B.4.24, Federated Farmers
requests that condition 2 is amended to provided the land use
flexibility befitting an Orange Zone i.e. that the N loss
calculation should be able to exceed the baseline GMP Loss
Rate or the GMP Loss Rate by 5 kg/ha/year and that for
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(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.)

1) Amend Rule 15B.5.26 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Amend Condition 2 as follows:
(a) Until 30 June 2020, the nitrogen baseline plus 5
kg N/ha/year, unless…
(b) From 1 July 2020:
(ii)
either the baseline GMP Loss Rate plus 5 kg
N/ha/year or…
Delete part (ii)

1) Amend Rule 15B.5.27 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Amend Condition 2 as follows:
(a) Until 30 June 2020, the nitrogen baseline plus 5
kg N/ha/year;
(b) From 1 July 2020:
(iii)
either the baseline GMP Loss Rate plus 5 kg
N/ha/year or…
Delete part (ii)

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.28
Rule 15B.5.29

Rule 15B.5.30

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
property in the Hakataramea River Zone used for winter
grazing or irrigation, the N loss calculation should be able to
come up to the GMP loss Rate figure (instead of 90%).
Support
Retain
Oppose Rule 15B.5.29 imposes prohibited activity status on farming Amend Rule 15B.5.29, as follows:
activities or farming enterprises which exceed the N baseline
1) Change activity status to non-complying because of
or the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, where exceedance will be
the current problems with the Farm Portal.
adjudged via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with the
2) Provide an alternative pathway to estimate N
Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and irrigation modules and
baselines and Baseline GMP Loss Rates, for farm
the fact that it is not capable for some farm systems such as
systems and individual situations where the portal is
arable), prohibited activity status based on its outputs is
not capable or produces aberrant results.
completely inappropriate. Therefore, activity status should be
changed to non-complying and an alternative pathway must
be provided to estimate N baselines and Baseline GMP Loss
Rates, for farm systems and individual situations where the
portal is not capable or produces aberrant results.
Support
in part

Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
The Hakataramea Zone is largely and Orange Zone. Consistent
with our submission on Policy 15B.4.24, Federated Farmers
requests that condition 2 is amended to provided the land use
flexibility befitting an Orange Zone i.e. that the N loss
calculation should be able to exceed the baseline GMP Loss
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1) Amend Rule 15B.5.30 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Amend Condition 2 to enable the nitrogen loss
calculation to come up to the nitrogen baseline plus
5 kg N/ha/year (up to 30 June 2020) or the GMP Loss
Rate plus 5kg N/ha/year (from 1 July 2020).
3) Delete Condition 3.
4) Add matter for control, as follows:
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.31

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Rate or the GMP Loss Rate by 5 kg/ha/year.
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
Oppose Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
in part
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
The Hakataramea Zone is largely and Orange Zone. Consistent
with our submission on Policy 15B.4.24, Federated Farmers
requests that condition 2 is amended to provide the land use
flexibility befitting an Orange Zone i.e. that the N loss
calculation should be able to exceed the baseline GMP Loss
Rate or the GMP Loss Rate by 5 kg/ha/year.

Rule 15B.5.32
Rule 15B.5.33

Support
Oppose

(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.)

1) Amend Rule 15B.5.31 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Amend Condition 2 to enable the nitrogen loss
calculation to come up to the nitrogen baseline plus
5 kg N/ha/year (up to 30 June 2020) or the GMP Loss
Rate plus 5kg N/ha/year (from 1 July 2020).

Retain
Rule 15B.5.33 imposes prohibited activity status on farming Amend Rule 15B.5.33, as follows:
activities or farming enterprises which exceed the N baseline
1) Change activity status to non-complying because of
or the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, where exceedance will be
the current problems with the Farm Portal.
adjudged via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with the
2) Provide an alternative pathway to estimate N
Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and irrigation modules and
baselines and Baseline GMP Loss Rates, for farm
the fact that it is not capable for some farm systems such as
systems and individual situations where the portal is
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.34

Rule 15B.5.35

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
arable), prohibited activity status based on its outputs is
completely inappropriate. Therefore, activity status should be
changed to non-complying and an alternative pathway must
be provided to estimate N baselines and Baseline GMP Loss
Rates, for farm systems and individual situations where the
portal is not capable or produces aberrant results.
Support
in part

Support

Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

not capable or produces aberrant results.

1) Amend Rule 15B.5.34 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) Delete Condition 3.
3) Add matter for control, as follows:
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.

Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
The Valley and Tributaries FMU is largely a Green Zone. Retain Rule 15B.5.35
Therefore, the presumption should be that there is scope for
land use change/intensification.
Rule 15B.5.35 allows the use of land for a farming activity, as a
restricted discretionary activity, provided it does not cause the
agricultural load limit to be exceeded.

Rule 15B.5.36

Support

Retain
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 15B.5.37
Rule 15B.5.38

Rule 15B.5.39

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

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
Support
Retain
Oppose Rule 15B.5.38 imposes prohibited activity status on farming Amend by changing RMA activity status from prohibited to
activities if their N loss calculation causes the Valley and Non-complying.
Tributaries Zone agricultural nitrogen load limit, calculated in
accordance with Schedule 7, to be exceeded. Given the
degree of uncertainty around the agricultural load limit
calculation, Federated Farmers believes that prohibited RMA
activity status is inappropriate and should be amended to
Non-complying status.
Support The Greater Waikakahi Zone spans an area containing both
1) For Green Zone land (or any other land on which
in part
Red and Green Zone land, as designated under the LWRP. The
water quality outcomes are now met): apply rules
Rule is appropriate for Red Zone land (water quality outcomes
which are the same as those for the Valley and
not met) but not for Green Zone land (meets water quality
Tributaries Zone, with our requested amendments
outcomes). Therefore, the Green Zone land (or any other land
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).
on which water quality outcomes are now met) should be
2) Amend Rule 15B.5.39 as follows:
treated similarly to the Valley and Tributaries Zone
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline, Baseline
3) Delete Condition 3.
GMP Loss Rate and GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given
4) Add matter for control, as follows:
current issues with the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
alternative pathway is needed, and must be provided for farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.
systems and individual situations where the portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.40

Rule 15B.5.41

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
Oppose Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
in part
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Support
in part

The Greater Waikakahi Zone spans an area containing both
Red and Green Zone land, as designated under the LWRP. The
Rule is appropriate for Red Zone land (water quality outcomes
not met) but not for Green Zone land (meets water quality
outcomes). Therefore, the Green Zone land (or any other land
on which water quality outcomes are now met) should be
treated similarly to the Valley and Tributaries Zone
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.
The Greater Waikakahi Zone spans an area containing both
Red and Green Zone land, as designated under the LWRP. The
Rule is appropriate for Red Zone land (water quality outcomes
not met) but not for Green Zone land (meets water quality
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(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.)

1) Amend Rule 15B.5.40 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) For Green Zone land (or any other land on which
water quality outcomes are now met): apply rules
which are the same as for the Valley and Tributaries
Zone,
with
our
requested
amendments
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).

1) Amend Rule 15B.5.41 as follows:
Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
2) For Green Zone land (or any other land on which
water quality outcomes are now met): apply rules
which are the same as those for the Valley and
Tributaries Zone, with our requested amendments
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).

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

Rule 15B.5.42
Rule 15B.5.43

Support
Oppose

Rule 15B.5.44

(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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
outcomes). Therefore, the Green Zone land (or any other land
on which water quality outcomes are now met) should be
treated similarly to the Valley and Tributaries Zone
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).

Support

Rule 15B.5.43 imposes prohibited activity status on farming
activities or farming enterprises which exceed the N baseline,
Baseline GMP Loss Rate or GMP Loss Rate, where exceedance
will be adjudged via the Farm Portal. Given current issues
with the Farm Portal (e.g. with the fertiliser and irrigation
modules and the fact that it is not capable for some farm
systems such as arable), prohibited activity status based on its
outputs is completely inappropriate. Therefore, activity status
should be changed to non-complying and an alternative
pathway must be provided to estimate N baselines and
Baseline GMP Loss Rates, for farm systems and individual
situations where the portal is not capable or produces
aberrant results.
The Greater Waikakahi Zone spans an area containing both
Red and Green Zone land, as designated under the LWRP. The
Rule is appropriate for Red Zone land (water quality outcomes
not met) but not for Green Zone land (meets water quality
outcomes). Therefore, the Green Zone land (or any other land
on which water quality outcomes are now met) should be
treated similarly to the Valley and Tributaries Zone
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).
Condition 2 requires estimates of the N Baseline and Baseline
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Retain
1) Amend by changing RMA activity status from
prohibited to Non-complying.
2) For Green Zone land (or any other land on which
water quality outcomes are now met): apply rules
which are the same as those for the Valley and
Tributaries Zone, with our requested amendments
(Rules15B.5.34 – 15.5.38).

4) Amend Rule 15B.5.44 as follows:

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Rule 15B.5.45

(2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
your views.)
Oppose/ Reasons
Support
in part
GMP Loss Rate via the Farm Portal. Given current issues with
the Farm Portal, as outlined above, an alternative pathway is
needed, and must be provided for farm systems and
individual situations where the portal is not capable or
produces aberrant results.

Support

(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.)

Provide an alternative pathway for farm systems and
individual situations where the Farm Portal is not
capable or produces aberrant results.
5) Delete Condition 3.
6) Add matter for control, as follows:
Methods to ensure the quality of the Farm
Environment Plan and nutrient budget.

Condition 3, the requirement for the FEP and nutrient budget
to be prepared by an Accredited Farm Consultant should be
deleted as a condition and placed under matters for control.
This would enable a greater number of consents to go down
the controlled activity pathway but still incentivise the use of
accredited consultants if their use results in less scrutiny by
ECan.
The Whitneys Creek Zone is largely a Green Zone. Therefore, Retain Rule 15B.5.45
the presumption should be that there is scope for land use
change/intensification.
Rule 15B.5.45 allows the use of land for a farming activity, as a
restricted discretionary activity, provided it does not cause the
agricultural load limit to be exceeded.

Rule 15B.5.46
Rule 15B.5.47
Rule 15B.5.48

Support
Support
Oppose

Retain
Retain
Rule 15B.5.48 imposes prohibited activity status on farming Amend by changing RMA activity status from prohibited to
activities if their N loss calculation causes the Whitneys Creek Non-complying.
Zone agricultural nitrogen load limit, calculated in accordance
with Schedule 7, to be exceeded. Given the degree of
uncertainty around the agricultural load limit calculation,
Federated Farmers believes that prohibited RMA activity
status is inappropriate and should be amended to Non38

(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 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.)

Oppose/ Reasons
Support
complying status.

Conclusion
Federated Farmers thanks Environment Canterbury for the opportunity to submit on Proposed Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and
Water Regional Plan. We look forward to ongoing dialogue about Plan Change 5 and continuing to work constructively with Council.

Willy Leferink
Chair, Canterbury Regional Policy Committee
Mid Canterbury Provincial President
Federated Farmers of New Zealand
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