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HURUNUI – WAIAU ZONE COMMITTEE
MONDAY, 18 JULY 2016
ST JOHN HALL, 66 CARTERS ROAD, AMBERLEY
TIMETABLE & ORDER OF BUSINESS
NOTE: Zone Committee Public Workshop prior to meeting:
1.00 – 2.45pm Finalising the Zone Committee’s principles that should underpin the development of
property-scale nutrient management. (Workshop papers attached at the end of this
agenda.)
3.00pm

Zone Committee Meeting commences with karakia and formal
order of business
• Apologies
• Announced urgent business
• Interests register (changes or updates)
• Confirmation of minutes – 20 June 2016
• Matters arising
• Correspondence:
o Letter of support from Committee to HWP
o Letter from Committee to chairs of NTFE, AIC and
HWP.

1 - 11
12
13 - 14

1

3.20pm

2

3.25pm

3

3.35pm

Public Contribution

4

3.40pm

Update from Dryland Farmers

5

3.45pm

Update from Zone Manager

6

3.50pm

Ngai Tahu Farms, Amuri Irrigation Company and Hurunui Water
Project (To be confirmed.)

7

4.30pm

BREAK

8

4.50pm

Additional Environment Canterbury monitoring and investigations
for sub-regional process relating to water quality and water
quantity - Tim Davie and Ned Norton (Environment Canterbury)

15 – 39

9

5.30pm

Finalise outcomes that will underpin sub-regional process

40 – 42

10 6.00pm

Proposed project for Immediate Steps Biodiversity Funding –
Ladino (Kowai River) - Jessica Hill (Environment Canterbury)

43 – 45

11 6.10pm

Future of Immediate Steps - Chris Keeling (Environment
Canterbury)

46 – 48

12 6.25pm

Informing regional work programmes:
• biodiversity
• recreation and amenity
Ellie McNae (Environment Canterbury)

49 – 51

13 6.40pm

Zone Facilitator’s report - Ian Whitehouse (Environment
Canterbury)

52

6.45pm

Update on Regional Committee
• Michele Hawke and Winton Dalley
Update from Zone Committee members on activities and meetings
attended that relate to the Committee’s outcomes for the zone

Meeting concludes
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Meeting

Hurunui-Waiau Zone Committee

Date and Time

20 June 2016, 4.30pm

Venue

Balcairn Hall

Members Present

James McCone (Chair), Mayor Winton Dalley, Commissioner David Bedford,
James Costello, Councillor Vince Daly, Ben Ensor, Michele Hawke,
Ken Hughey and Olmec Sinclair.

In Attendance

Environment Canterbury (ECan) – Ian Whitehouse (Zone Facilitator), Saskia
Ball, Michael Bennett, Stephen Bragg, Ian Brown, Kevin Heays, Jess Hill, Lisa
Jenkins, Gin Loughnan, Tammy McMahon & Andrew Parrish.
Hurunui Water Project (HWP) – Alex Adams.
Amuri Irrigation Company (AIC) – David Croft, Alastair Rutherford & Andrew
Barton.
Dry Land Farmers Group (DLFG) – Dan Hodgen.
Fonterra Shareholder Council/Dairy Farmer – Shuan Lissington.
Department of Conservation – John Benn.
Federated Farmers – Lynda Murchison.
Ministry of Primary Industries – Murray Doak.
Public – Jamie McFadden, Henry Pinckney, Lesley Shand, Sue Turnbull & Mark
Zino.
Committee Secretary – Graham Sutherland.

Recording Device

A recording device was in use for the accuracy of the minutes.

Karakia

The karakia was performed by Stephen Bragg.

Apologies

Apologies were received from John Faulkner, Makarini Rupene and Dan
Shand.
THAT THE APOLOGIES BE ACCEPTED.
Hawke/Costello

Conflict of Interest
Declarations

Nil.

Urgent Business

Nil.

Interests Register

No updates to the register of interests were noted.

CARRIED

James McCone said there was some discussion in the lead up to the
workshop on nutrient management principles today, regarding whether he
and John Faulkner had conflicts of interest with respect to nutrient
management, as dairy farmers and due to their involvement with the Amuri
Irrigation Company (AIC).
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James McCone said it was important to discuss this matter to ensure that the
Zone Committee maintains its integrity as a group and its management of
conflicts of interest. He noted that a declaration from the Auditor-General in
2011 and updated in 2013, permitted members to participate on the Zone
Committee despite conflicts of interest, noting that by definition all members
of the Zone Committee are conflicted because they are selected to be on the
committee on the basis of their specific interests, experience and knowledge.
James McCone said a claim was made that he has a particular interest over
and above all other members and this compromises his role as deputy chair.
He asked the Committee to comment on this matter and decide if it
considers this to be material and whether to take any action to address it.
Cr Daly said that with respect to the workshop prior to this meeting where
the concern was directed, it was a matter of hearing input from stakeholders
and with no scope for direction from the Chair. Ben Ensor agreed that most
members were compromised to a greater or lesser degree and the
Committee always operated through decision by consensus, so conflicts are
worked through in the committee discussions.
Ken Hughey said the Committee thought about its governance recently and
carefully considered the matter of the chair and deputy. He said there was
discussion about conflicts of interest at that time, he supported the current
chair and deputy and he thinks it was still a good decision. Ken Hughey said
all members put their interests on the table and work collaboratively towards
shared goals.
THAT THE COMMITTEE ENDORSES JAMES MCCONE AS CHAIR OF THE
MEETING, AS DULY ELECTED DEPUTY CHAIR OF THE HURUNUI-WAIAU ZONE
COMMITTEE.
THAT THE COMMITTEE NOTES THAT IT HAS RECEIVED A DECLARATION FROM
THE AUDITOR-GENERAL REGARDING CONFLICTS OF INTEREST AND IT STANDS
BY ITS DECISIONS REGARDING THE APPOINTMENT OF THE CHAIR AND
DEPUTY CHAIR OF THE COMMITTEE.
Dalley/Hawke
Minutes

CARRIED

THAT THE MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 16 MAY 2016
ARE CONFIRMED, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING AMENDMENTS:


Page 8, item 1, paragraph 7 – change the legislation reference to the
National Policy Statement on Freshwater.



Other minor corrections were noted.

McCone/Bedford

CARRIED

Matters Arising:


James McCone noted that the appointment of Raewyn Solomon’s
replacement was still in progress.



With respect to the ongoing LINZ matter, Ian Whitehouse said the draft
response had been agreed but the appointed subgroup had not
discussed this yet. Kevin Heays commented on the matter of the
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natural character of braided rivers and the related disposal of land by
LINZ. He advised that LINZ has a new Chief Executive Officer and that
may result in a different approach to discussing these issues. The
Committee agreed that the action would roll forward.


Cr Daly asked how the meeting with the Conway River community went,
regarding those in the orange zone. Michael Bennett said ECan staff
were well received and a good discussion was had. He said it was clear
that very few will require resource consents due to Plan Change 5, but
there would be some impact.



Immediate Steps Proposal – Kowai River Mouth Stage 2
At the 16 May 2016 Zone Committee meeting, the decision on this
restoration project was deferred and it was requested that the
Biodiversity Subgroup be provided with a comprehensive cost
breakdown, project history and work plan. This information has now
been provided to the subgroup, it has reviewed the information and it
recommended that the Kowai River Mouth Stage 2 project receives the
requested funding. Michele Hawke said the subgroup had discussed
with staff a preferred process and the requirement to see a full cost
breakdown and plan when asked to support further stages of projects,
so this was a useful exercise.
THAT THE ZONE COMMITTEE AGREES TO PROVIDING $16,730 OF
IMMEDIATE STEPS FUNDING TO THE PROPOSED KOWAI RIVER MOUTH
STAGE 2 PROJECT.
Hawke/Hughey

Correspondence

CARRIED

Letter from the Hurunui Water Project seeking Zone Committee support
A letter was received from the Hurunui Water Project (HWP) asking for Zone
Committee support in principle for the project. James McCone said a letter
had been prepared and circulated to members for comment. It was attached
on page 15 of the agenda and he said it was crafted in a way that references
back to the recommendations in the Zone Implementation Programme (ZIP).
He said the committee members had an opportunity to comment earlier and
he asked if there were any further comments. It was noted that all members
were comfortable with the letter
Draft letter to Hurunui Water Project providing a statement of support
THAT THE LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM THE HURUNUI-WAIAU ZONE
COMMITTEE FOR THE HURUNUI WATER PROJECT, AS ATTACHED TO THE
AGENDA, BE SIGNED BY THE CHAIR (OR DEPUTY) AND BE SENT TO THE
HURUNUI WATER PROJECT.
Hawke/Hughey

CARRIED

Mayor Dalley and James Costello declared conflicts of interest in this matter
and took no part in the discussion or voting.
1. Update on
Regional
Committee

Michele Hawke attended the Regional Committee and noted the following:


There was a good presentation on climate change from NIWA. She said
climate variability was not new to Canterbury, but it was likely to be
wetter in the west and drier in the east. River flows would probably be
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the same overall, but it would come in a different way, with less snow
melt and more rain. She said communities need to plan for this and it
was also a signal to ECan regarding weaving another layer into Regional
and Zone Implementation Programmes to take into account climate
change. Michele Hawke also noted an interesting presentation on
stormwater management from the Waimakariri District Council.


With respect to the Ecosystem Health and Biodiversity Working Group,
progress was being made towards the five-year work programme and
zones will be asked to identify areas of Immediate Steps priorities in
that process. The protection and enhancement of eels was also
discussed and Michele Hawke welcomed the separation of long-fin and
short-fin eels for quota management. She said it was encouraging to
see there may be protection of long-fin eels and specific sites.



Michele Hawke said the Recreation and Amenity Working Group
reconvened and would come to the Zone Committee in August or
September to discuss key projects.



Michele Hawke said there was further information provided that may
be of interest to members and she would forward this to the Committee
Secretary for circulation.

2. Update from
Zone Committee
members on
other activities
and meetings
attended that
relate to the
Committee’s
outcomes for the
Zone.



James Costello said there was a recent meeting of HWP shareholders
and it was the first one in a long time where there was some optimism
and although there were a lot of questions remaining, it was a positive
move forward.



Ben Ensor reported on the establishment of the Cheviot irrigators
group, including the lower Waiau and Hurunui and they hope to be up
and running by the end of July.



Michele Hawke said she attended a braided rivers workshop, which was
a great day where 24 people attended and a high level of information
was presented.

3. General Public
Contribution

James McCone invited comment from the public.


Alex Adams noted James Costello’s comments earlier and said HWP
went back to its shareholders recently regarding the next steps, given it
now has its consents. He said shareholders are looking to supplement
existing operations and build drought resilience rather than change
operations and only 2 or 3 of 70 surveyed were thinking about shifting
to dairy. Most are looking at irrigating 20-30% of their total farm size,
so it would see a smaller irrigated area than originally envisaged and
less nutrient discharge, therefore the nutrient limits on the consents
may not be a limitation. Alex Adams said there was only a small amount
of funds left so just about everything has to go to shareholders now to
approve new fundraising and a high level of support is needed to let the
company raise money from other sources. The company was also
making early contact with potential contractors, looking for some help
and in-kind support to get through the next period. He said the next
three months were a pivotal time for the project.
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Andrew Barton, AIC, said they had prepared a product disclosure
statement with the Financial Markets Authority for the piping scheme
and the market for fundraising closes on 15 July. They have shortlisted
four contractors and will have prices in mid-late July, based on 2017 and
2018 delivery, to compare costs for going earlier. Two banks have been
shortlisted and by the end of July the project will have more certainty.
Andrew Barton said that by the August Zone Committee meeting, he
should be able to advise the results.
Mayor Dalley said that change in the potential format for distribution
for AIC, as well as HWP and Ngāi Tahu Farming maybe moving to piping,
and with potential nutrient management changes associated with the
changing parameters of these projects, the Zone Committee might need
to take all this into account in its future planning.



James McCone said that the three key parties mentioned above were
coming together to talk about possible integrated solutions. Ian
Whitehouse said they were looking for any indication of when an
integrated approach might come or not. David Croft, AIC, said the
chairs of the three organisations have had another meeting to look at
the complexities of this and will develop a strategy. He said they would
present this to the ECan Commissioners first, as they initiated this
process. David Croft said it was complicated, as Ngāi Tahu Farming’s
plans could change yet, so there were many scenarios and there would
need to be a plan based on what if this or that happens.

REPORTS, SPEAKERS AND PRESENTATIONS
4. Proposed
Hurunui District
Plan Biodiversity
Evidence
Bill Bayfield
(ECan)

Bill Bayfield, Chief Executive Officer, Environment Canterbury, gave an
explanation of ECan’s evidence for the Hurunui District Plan Hearings,
specifically the photos used regarding the state of biodiversity in the district.
An investigation and a system review has been undertaken into the
preparation and peer review process of expert evidence.
Bill Bayfield began by saying that when a mistake is made, he considered it
was important to front up and explain what happened and why. He
explained that the Hurunui Biodiversity Working Group was working for
about six months leading to the Hurunui District Plan Review and this
generated proposed rules that ECan supported. He said ECan went to the
hearing and presented evidence in support of the proposed rules. However,
an officer made an error of judgment regarding the inclusion of particular
photos and checking processes also failed, which resulted in the organisation
not meeting the test of good evidence. This was pointed out to ECan and it
then acted to withdraw that specific evidence and ensure that it was no
longer considered in deliberations. Immediately after this, the officer
involved phoned all affected parties to apologise and discuss their actions.
Bill Bayfield said that was largely well received. ECan then conducted a
review and identified firstly an error of judgement being made, then failure
of checks within the organisation and support for the presenting officer.
As a result of this review, additional scrutiny and better support to officers
would be given to ensure the quality of good evidence being provided. Bill
Bayfield said ECan had now met with four parties to apologise and there
would likely be one more. In closing, Bill Bayfield said the organisation
acknowledges that it made a mistake in this matter and has done what it can
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to put it right. He said this has affected the trust towards ECan as staff and
an organisation as a whole and he was committed to re-engaging those
affected and rebuilding trust.
James McCone thanked Bill Bayfield for speaking to the committee and for
his explanation. He then invited questions or comments from the meeting.
Jamie McFadden said this was a difficult issue that affected a lot of people.
He said he did not condone comments reported in the media criticising ECan
staff and he was trying to encourage farmers not to hold it against ECan staff
on the ground. Jamie McFadden acknowledged that two photos were
withdrawn from the evidence but there were still four photos that his group
were contesting. He said a key point was that ECan opposed his group’s
concept to work more with landowners around biodiversity and ECan also
opposed Federated Farmers proposed policies in other areas with respect to
working with landowners and that where biodiversity assessments were
done they should be carried out with the cooperation of the landowners.
Jamie McFadden said there was also an issue of data being gathered through
processes that landowners were not aware of. He suggested that this all
points to an organisational issue and change needs to be led from the top.
Bill Bayfield said that the matter of evidence was now in front of the District
Plan Panel and it was not proper to comment further on that. He noted that
this was a one-off mistake that was being put right, but he did not accept it
was symptomatic of an organisation-wide approach.
James McCone thanked Bill Bayfield for his apology and accepted this on
behalf of the Zone Committee. He acknowledged the comments from Jamie
McFadden and said there was still a lot of work to be done to build bridges in
the biodiversity area and everyone will keep working on that.
5. Overview of
Results of AIC’s
Farm
Environment
Plan Audits
Alastair
Rutherford (AIC)

Alastair Rutherford reported on the progress AIC has made in delivering its
commitments to the Zone Committee to establish an environmental
management collective and implement Farm Environment Plans (FEP) on all
shareholder farms. He also explained the planning and delivery of the first
round of FEP auditing, the results of these audits and how these results are
being used to deliver a programme of continuous development to help
farmers meet Good Management Practice (GMP). He also spoke about
possible expansion of membership of the environmental collective.
Alastair Rutherford said AIC discussed the results within its own governance
structure first and could now present on this and its progress in delivering on
its commitment to the Zone Committee. He said that by and large, AIC had
delivered on its commitments and was doing some forecasts for FEP auditing
over the next few years. With respect to progress to date, there were four
stages, the first being planning and governance. He said AIC was in a role of
quasi governance and an agreed outcome of the ZIP was that AIC take a
leadership role in developing an environmental collective. A Project Manager
was employed and a strategy developed, including decisions about the
auditing structure. An Environmental Subcommittee was appointed to
oversee the governance and roll out of the programme and it has an
important function, to give control and management back to the farmers.
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Alastair Rutherford said that Stage 2 was FEPs all being in place by mid-2015.
In partnership with Dairy NZ, 144 farms were covered by a FEP, 73 had
sustainable milk plans and 49 plans were on non-dairy farms. Stage 3 was
the auditing requirement under the Hurunui-Waiau plan and the system had
been tested and the main issues identified. He said it was necessary to
engage partners like Fonterra and this was a recurring theme to engage in
positive partnerships to deliver on ambitious targets. Alastair Rutherford
said they have done the first 53 audits, which was ahead of targets and
commitments to the Zone Committee.
Stage 4 involved extending the membership to outside of the AIC command
area and there was now agreement with Waiau independent irrigators and
farmers on the south bank of the Hurunui River. Agreements have been sent
out to non-members and for a farmer to be operating as a permitted activity
they must be subject to an environmental collective by 1 Jan 2017.
With respect to auditing, there were six identified key management areas on
the farm that have an impact on water quality and areas identified that work
towards achieving GMP. The audit involves an evaluation and assessment of
key actions carried out to meet progress to GMP. Alastair Rutherford said
the process was not about ticking boxes, but is about continuing
development. The auditor looks at the six management areas and assesses
the level of confidence that targets will be achieved for the farm as high,
medium or low confidence for each area, which generates a grade for the
farm. If all areas are assessed as high, that farmer would have an ‘A’ grade.
A ‘B’ grade would have at least one mid-grade result but the farm would still
have a plan and is on track. This could be a broad category as there may be
only one area or a lot of areas to achieve that grade. The difference between
‘B’ and ‘C’ is whether the farmer has a plan and was on track to achieve the
objectives – if there is no plan to achieve GMP, then it has to be a ‘C’ grade.
A ‘D’ grade means that things were not achieved and the farm has challenges
to face.
Alastair Rutherford said the findings from the audits were that of the 53
farms, 11% achieved ‘A’ grade, 62% achieved ‘B’ grades so they need to do
something and 27% were at ‘C’ or ‘D’ grades and present different challenges
to get them across the line.
Alastair Rutherford noted that nutrient use and effluent were closely linked
and moving to integrated nutrient management rather than just fertiliser
analysis was a key focus. Irrigation quality and efficiency is also where focus
is being applied in future. Alastair Rutherford said a few farmers were
already at GMP and this was a good result, but not all are there and most of
those not at GMP were committed to get there. Alastair Rutherford said they
are in the process of implementing a strategy of improvement, with followup workshops to give farmers the tools to make improvements by looking at
nutrient budgeting and analysing nutrient flow on farms. There would also
be workshops later in the year regarding irrigation efficiency, as well as
mentoring and working individually with farmers and advisers. Consideration
was being given to how to make progress on moving forward with those
farmers with ‘C’ or ‘D’ grades and they were looking at engaging an
independent consultant to look at areas to improve and to identify what can
be done at the scheme level. The process needs to also have some teeth and
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set out a clear process for repeated failure. Options may include expelling
the farmer from the scheme and they would then have to go individually to
ECan for consents.
Alastair Rutherford said data management was a critical issue and the
process needed more robust data management systems. He said they were
looking at resource requirements to put this in place and may work with
other schemes in Canterbury. He said it will be a big commitment over the
next few years as irrigation schemes were now being asked to not only
manage water, but also their nutrient use and discharge and there needs to
be robust systems to deal with this. Alastair Rutherford said they also need
to stretch the timeframe on the environmental management strategy if they
expand it.
In conclusion, Alastair Rutherford said AIC had delivered on FEPs and the
auditing process and had met the requirement of the Hurunui Waiau Rivers
Regional Plan and manuals. He said they will get auditors to audit the system
to ensure it was working appropriately. He said limiting factors were the
data management system and also the potential impacts of AIC’s major
projects like the piping project.
James Costello asked where information about nutrient budgets for non-AIC
members was coming from. Alastair Rutherford said they sought information
from independent advisers and fertiliser companies. He said they have a
good relationship with Ballance, but Ravensdown was going through a
change process and a process for working with them would be developed.
Ken Hughey referred to the matter of opening up to expand the collective
but thereby not achieving the 2017 deadline. He said the Committee had
talked about flexibility to support AIC regarding deadlines. Alastair
Rutherford said the deadline for becoming part of a collective is firm but
there has to be flexibility about when to start auditing for new members
coming on board. He said they may have to push those timelines out and
they would need support from the Zone Committee to approve this. David
Bedford asked if AIC was up for doing more and was willing to change the
Environmental Management Strategy accordingly. Alastair Rutherford said
this was a matter to go to the AIC Board for discussion, as it is a big job,
alongside the significant cost of the piping project, so it needs clear direction
from the Board.
In response to a question from Vince Daly regarding the cost to each farmer
of auditing, Alastair Rutherford said if they are a member of the scheme, it
was covered in the membership fee. For a non-member, it was $800 for
farms smaller than 1,000ha and $1,000 for farms above 1,000ha, which was a
one-off set up cost plus an annual fee. He said preliminary numbers do not
take into account the costs of expansion and as mentioned, the information
technology system is an identified weakness that may incur further cost.
Mayor Dalley said this was likely to be a Canterbury-wide issue and he said
with a shared services mentality prevailing, there may be a project here
regarding the sharing of costs, as it made no sense for each entity to do this
independently. Bill Bayfield said when this was first discussed, there was
fierce independence for each scheme, but all have become aware that it was
not a small undertaking and it may make sense to have a system across the
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whole region. He noted that other zones have come to the same conclusion
and ECan was willing to be part of a discussion about this.
James McCone thanked Alastair Rutherford for the presentation and thanked
AIC for its vision and action on the ground. He said there was Zone
Committee and ECan support to continue to engage and address the
identified hurdles in the expansion of the programme.
6. Quarterly Report
– Zone Team

Kevin Heays, Zone Team Manager, presented his report and said he would
take it as read. He invited specific staff to talk to matters identified.


Michael Bennett discussed riverbed lines and said that two months ago,
he did a presentation on braided river values, Canterbury Water
Management Strategy (CWMS) outcomes and changes to rules. He said
he went to River Rating District meetings because there was confusion
over flood protection lines and river bed lines and the wrong lines were
being referenced. He said there had been some urgent requests for
follow-up and some areas of affected land that needed some tidy up.
Michael Bennett said ECan staff are working on having a more
coordinated approach to riverbed lines and Plan Change 4. He said
there was also a braided riverbed bird survey being done on the Waiau
River and this would involve affected farmers.



Stephen Bragg spoke to Outcome 8 of the Five-Year Outcomes and
Milestones, regarding the enhancement of mahinga kai. He said
Raewyn Solomon and Makarini Rupene had done some work on areas
to be identified – one is around the state of takiwa monitoring. A Ngāi
Tahu review was done of mana whenua involvement over the last 5-6
years and the amount of cultural return that they perceived in terms of
what has been returned on the ground in enhancement and
improvement. It was felt that infrastructure improvements and
biodiversity projects had been promoted, but they wanted to see more
work done on the ground. Stephen Bragg said they also want to see
CWMS teams focusing on delivery of milestones and actions and the
implementation of five dedicated mahinga kai enhancement restoration
projects over a five-year period. He envisaged that a new Kaikoura
Rūnanga representative would be coming to the table soon and may be
able to further inform the process.



Kevin Heays noted that he had a report to distribute about findings by
water scientists in relation to Amberley swamp water level concerns
and would pass this to the Committee Secretary to distribute by email.

James McCone thanked Kevin Heays for the informative report and
congratulated the Zone Team for the good work it was doing and for building
strong relationships on the ground.
7. Update on
Consents
Gin Loughnan
(ECan)

Gin Loughnan, ECan, presented the report and said she would take it as read.
She noted an addition to the last section under Ngāi Tahu Farming, in that
ECan had now received an application for a variation to Ngāi Tahu Farming’s
land use consent, which will be considered as a new application as there was
an increase in scope. She said officers had yet to start processing this.
Another addition was under the AIC piping proposal and they have now
received this application and will process it in due course.
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Alex Adams queried the Ngāi Tahu Farming new application for land use
consent, noting that the old consent granted 18 months ago, was appealed
and went through mediation and eventually dropped. He asked what the
process was for interested parties to get back involved. Gin Loughnan said
there would be an assessment of notification requirements on the new
consent once consenting officers had reviewed the application.
Gin Loughnan said there were two new AIC consents - a new land-use
discharge consent and one for water use, as the existing consent only gave a
water take consent, but now they want a discharge consent, given gains in
efficiency. AIC has a block water agreement with Ngāi Tahu Farming and can
do that by supplying water outside the water use consent area, which they
want to increase to include Balmoral but keep land use the same. In terms of
nutrient loss though, it all needs to be managed within existing nutrient use,
with no overall increase in consented nutrients. Under the water use permit,
AIC can extend land use but nutrient loss is the responsibility of landowners
to determine if they can use that water within nutrient limits.
Alex Adams said he was surprised by the new Ngāi Tahu Farming application
and HWP would be in a difficult situation of getting approval for future
action, when Ngāi Tahu Farming was a 29% shareholder in HWP and 75%
support was needed to move forward with funding proposed actions. He
said HWP was focused on doing the right thing for shareholders but was in a
vulnerable position given the action by Ngāi Tahu Farming. He commented
that this matter further highlights the poor communications between the
major three players in the zone.
David Bedford said there had been discussion between ECan Commissioners
and the chairs of the three entities with respect to an integrated approach
and it was noted that it was up to the governance leadership to do this. He
said it appears that there will never be an integrated approach if each of the
three parties deal with matters through the consenting process and he said
they need to talk to one another outside that process first.
David Croft said he thought Ngāi Tahu Farming would remain bound to HWP
and AIC was not trying to fragment HWP. Andrew Barton said he did not
think this would have a bearing on the upcoming HWP vote, as Ngāi Tahu
Farming does not currently have a nutrient allocation to get water from AIC.
In response to a question about notification of the consent application, Gin
Loughnan said officers would start processing this, will identify the effects
and who it may impact on, then make a decision regarding notification.
Dan Hodgen said there was frustration about HWP being manipulated and
asked the Zone Committee for a strong statement on this matter. Ben Ensor
agreed that the Committee needed to make a statement that it does not
support what was going on. Mayor Dalley commented that this Committee
has no authority to do something about this but he said the Committee had
worked for six years to get the best possible results for the whole Hurunui
community and it appears that the key parties were still not working
together. Ken Hughey shared the frustration felt and said it was almost
unbelievable to see this situation arise after all the previous discussions and
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direction from the Committee. Ben Ensor said he understands that anything
the Committee says would not make any difference to the statutory process,
but he was very frustrated at the lack of communication between the three
main parties and this was working to the detriment of the zone. Mayor
Dalley said they need to ensure what this Committee does is relevant, within
its powers and is a sensible response.
David Bedford reiterated that the Commissioners met the three chairs and
encouraged them to take responsibility for them all to work together.
Afterwards the three chairs went away and had another meeting and were
due to come back with a suggested approach. Since then, staff met with Ngāi
Tahu Farming to make sure the reason it was applying for consent was
articulated clearly so everyone understood what it wanted to achieve and to
ensure HWP was involved and to avoid, where possible, using the consent
process. David Bedford said at the end of the of day the Commissioners
cannot force action on this and cannot deny anyone applying for a consent.
He agreed that the Zone Committee should do something to show its
dissatisfaction and the reason the Commissioners were doing something in
this respect is to support the Zone Committee’s objectives.
Bill Bayfield advised that David Bedford’s comments were entirely the views
of a Commissioner and ECan consenting staff are independent consent
officers who would operate entirely independent of those views when
considering the consent application being discussed.
Ken Hughey said that as a minimum it should be recorded in the minutes that
the Committee is very frustrated, as is the local community, at the lack of
cooperation and communication between the three key parties and the
Committee supports ECan Commissioners in working with the chairs of Ngāi
Tahu Farming, Hurunui Water Project and Amuri Irrigation Company to
achieve an integrated approach to water management in the zone. James
McCone suggested that the Zone Committee invite the three chairs to the
next meeting to discuss the Committee’s concerns.
THAT THE COMMITTEE REQUESTS THAT A LETTER BE PREPARED AND SENT
TO THE CHAIRS OF NGĀI TAHU FARMING, AMURI IRRIGATION COMPANY
AND HURUNUI WATER PROJECT TO CONVEY THAT THE COMMITTEE BELIEVES
THAT ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE COMPANIES INDIVIDUALLY DO NOT APPEAR
TO WORK TOWARDS AN INTEGRATED OUTCOME FOR ALL THREE AND
WORKS AGAINST THE COMMUNITY'S SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, CULTURAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOMES FOR THE ZONE.
Hughey/Ensor
8. Zone Facilitator’s
Report

Ian Whitehouse took his report as read.

Urgent Business

Nil.

Meeting concluded

The meeting concluded at 7.08pm.

Next meeting

Monday, 18 July 2016 in Amberley.

CARRIED

Correspondence
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 9

SUBJECT MATTER:
Outcomes that will underpin sub-regional
process

REPORT BY: Ian Whitehouse, Environment
Canterbury

DATE OF MEETING: 18 July 2016

Action required


Agree the outcomes that will underpin the Hurunui Waiau Rivers Regional Plan (HWRRP)
review/sub-regional process.

Background
Outcomes are a critical component of the sub-regional process. The water management solutions
package, including water quality and quantity limits, developed in the process seeks to achieve the
community’s social, cultural, economic and environmental outcomes for the zone. These outcomes
generally relate to what is to be achieved rather than how it will be achieved.
In the sub-regional process the outcomes are the basis for evaluating the acceptability, or not, of the
current state, modelled “what-if” options (scenarios) and the solutions packages.
Therefore one of the key steps in preparing for the sub regional process is for the Zone Committee
to agree the zone outcomes. These will be tested later with the community as part of the subregional process.
At the workshop prior to the May zone meeting draft outcomes were discussed. Zone committee
members agreed the vision for the zone and some of the outcomes as below.
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Draft community outcomes for Hurunui Waiau zone to underpin sub-regional
process
Vision (modified slightly from ZIP)
The committee envisages:
1. A thriving natural environment, safeguarded by protecting important ecosystems and
biodiversity and by implementing appropriate environmental flow regimes.
2. Healthy water ways that provide abundant mahinga kai and recreational opportunities, with
the health of hapua on the rivers reflecting effective and responsible economic and natural
resource management of the land and rivers that flow into them so that the mauri of the
rivers is maintained and enhanced.
3. A prospering zone, economically and socially, built on the basis of environmentally
sustainable land-based production and tourism, with irrigation water supplied through an
innovative combination of run-of-river takes and off-mainstem-river storage, and managed
by sustainable best practice audited self-management programmes.

Outcomes for sub-regional process (first four outcomes agreed at 20 May workshop)
1. Ecosystem Health and biodiversity
a)
Maintain and, where possible, improve ecosystem health of rivers, streams, lakes,
hapua, wetlands and groundwater.
b)
Maintain and, where possible, improve indigenous biodiversity.
2. Safe for contact recreation or swimming
a)
All rivers, streams, lakes and hapua are safe for contact recreation with specific
water bodies or locations safe for swimming where the community values activities
such as swimming or white-water kayaking.
3. Drinking water
a)
Potable water needs are met.
b)
Animal drinking water needs are met.
4. Mana whenua values
a)
Mahinga kai are safe to harvest and eat and in some locations mahinga kai resources
are available and able to be used for customary use.
b)
Protect wāhi tapu.
c)
Recognise mana whenua values in natural resource management with mana whenua
able to exercise kaitiakitanga
5. Natural character
a)
Natural character is maintained on active braided river beds.
b)
Protect outstanding water bodies, landscapes and features.
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6. Land-based economy
a)
The contribution to the District economy and employment from land-based
production is increased and sustained long-term.
b)
The contribution to the District economy from water-related tourism is increased.
7. Rural communities
a)
Increase the vibrancy and resilience of rural communities.
8. Recreation and amenity
a)
Freshwater-related recreation and amenity values in priority locations are
maintained and, where possible, improved. This includes opportunities for
swimming, fishing, white-water kayaking and rafting, and jet boating.
b)
Maintain the salmon and trout fisheries in the Hurunui and Waiau Rivers.
9. Hydro-electricity
a)
Increase hydro-electric generation where this is in association with irrigation or
small-scale.
“How to” outcomes
10. GMP or better
a)
All farmers are operating at GMP or better. This includes good practices for
managing:
i. the loss of nutrients, sediment and microbial contaminants;
ii. water use and irrigation;
iii. soil health;
iv. wetlands and riparian margins;
v. biodiversity.
11. Irrigation
a)
Provide water to meet irrigation demand (in terms of reliability of supply and extent
of irrigated area).
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 10

SUBJECT MATTER:
Immediate Steps

REPORT TO:
Hurunui-Waiau Zone Committee

DATE OF MEETING:
18 July 2016

PREPARED BY:
Jess Hill, Biodiversity Officer

ACTION:
For decision

Purpose
One Immediate Steps project is presented for funding allocation consideration.
Recommendation
That the Zone Committee support funding this new Immediate Steps Project.
Funding
The purpose of the Immediate Steps (IMS) programme is to protect and restore freshwater
biodiversity and water-use affected terrestrial biodiversity in Canterbury. The HurunuiWaiau Zone Implementation Programme (ZIP) recommended that IMS funding be targeted
to priority areas as this will make the most progress towards CWMS biodiversity goals.
Three priority areas were agreed to at the zone committee meeting on the 19th September
2011. These included the North Pegasus Bay Coastal Wetlands, Coastal Conway streams
(including both the Conway and Waiau river mouths) and the Sumner Lakes Complex. In
April 2013 it was agreed that projects outside the initial three priority areas which met IMS
criteria would be considered for funding.
The total amount of funding which has been allocated to 22 Immediate Steps projects is
$435,323, leaving $64,677 of IMS yet to allocate given a $500,000 funding programme.
Applications for Funding
The Zone Committee has received one new application for approval at this meeting. The
total funding requested is $16,730.

Project Name

Funds Requested from
the Zone Committee

Funds Provided by Other
Sources

Total Fund

Ladino Enhancement

$4,165

$2,947

$7,112

Ecological score: 11/39 (28%)
Project Aim: A dense, intact, native riparian margin along a tributary of Fox’s Creek
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Project Summary:
The project is a hill fed stream along a tributary of Fox’s Creek and in close proximity to the
South Branch of the Kowai River (see Map 1). The project is a creation planting project, a
small amount of remnant rushes remain at the project site, the remainder of the site is
dominated by exotic grasses. A previous planting project has been undertaken by the
landowner within the adjoining downstream wetland area (although the area has been
modified slightly via earthworks, the project has been completed to a very high standard –
see below photos). The proposed project will build on the works already completed and will
result in a moderately sized area being fully restored through native plantings. The project
has received an ecological score of 11/39 and is requesting $4,165 of Immediate Steps
Funding.
Proposed activities:
1. Stock proof fencing (80 m)
2. Native riparian planting (300 plants)
3. Ongoing maintenance
Outcomes sought:
Dense, native riparian planting to provide habitat for native fauna. Permanent fencing to
exclude stock.
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Project location

Left image: illustrating the area to be restored via fencing and native eco-sourced planting.
Right image: the area which has been previously restored by the current landowner.
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Agenda Item 11 - Immediate Steps in the future
Immediate Steps has been very successful over the past six years and provides a valuable tool for
zone committees / regional committee to drive on-the-ground biodiversity action. A review of
Immediate Steps was completed in early 2015. The review was wide-ranging and gathered
information from Zone Committees, the Regional Committee, rūnanga representatives, external
groups, and Environment Canterbury staff. It made a series of recommendations on how to improve
the framework and overall delivery of the programme.
A second phase of work has now been completed, which took the recommendations of the 2015
review and proposes how to operationalise them. In summary:


Commitment has been made through the Long Term Plan 2015-25 process to continue
Immediate Steps



Changes are proposed, which largely focus on the operational processes internal to
Environment Canterbury, but also include some widening of the project assessment criteria.



The proposal aims to improve Immediate Steps as a funding tool, making it more flexible
and streamlined:
a. A more strategic approach through the ongoing development of five year outcomes and
associated zone/regional work programmes
b. A revised project assessment criteria, which aims to make project selection scienceinformed rather than science-led
c. A streamlined administrative approach is developed to enable projects to get underway
quicker
d. A risk-based approach is taken to financial management to get funding out to applicants
quicker and easier.
e. Integration with other work programmes, where opportunities arise, e.g. infrastructure,
land use and water quality, etc.
f.

Monitoring, measuring and reporting of outcomes is consistently incorporated in
project implementation

A summary of the proposal is presented in Attachment 1. This provides more detail.
What does this mean for Zone Committees / Regional Committee?


Immediate Steps funding continues at current levels



Project assessment criteria expanded (beyond ecological value) to include community
engagement, cost effectiveness and alignment with zone/regional five year outcomes –
enables a committee discussion around wider project benefit rather than focussing on the
operational detail
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More strategic use of funds:
o

projects will be more targeted, in line with zone/regional five year outcomes and
work programmes, but committees still retain flexibility to fund impromptu projects

o

limits on carrying over uncommitted funding (funding not attached to a project or
proposed project) from year to year set at 25% of your annual budget

o

ongoing requirement for 1/3 funding contribution by applicant, but the committee
have discretion to fund 100% of project if this is a barrier to a valuable project going
ahead

o

a bigger drive to think about longer term projects and commitment of future years’
funds

o

using Immediate Steps funds to leverage other funds (e.g. industry, central
government, etc.) for bigger projects



Project applicants can get on with their project quicker – a more streamlined administrative
approach means better throughput of projects and a better experience for applicants



Better monitoring and reporting against project outcomes



Development and consideration of new regional flagship projects to give focus to CWMS
targets that need more action



Improved communications and media presence for biodiversity at zone and regional level.

Specific questions
1. Do you support the proposed approach?
2. Will it raise any challenges for you as a Zone Committee?
3. Does it address everything you wanted it to?
4. We propose a delegation for Zone Managers to approve projects up to $5,000 without
bringing these to Zone Committees for a decision. This is so applicants for smaller projects
have a sense of certainty of funding and can get underway quickly without having to wait for
a zone committee decision. Do you support this concept?

Attachments
1. Overview of proposed Immediate Steps framework
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Overview of Proposed Immediate Steps Framework
Core components of the framework
1. Funding
Long-term funding commitment through the LTP 2015-25 until 2025.

Rationale and Comments
Ongoing commitment to funding required. Any changes
to funding levels to be addressed through LTP process.

2. Intent
The primary purpose of the programme is to protect and restore freshwater biodiversity and
water-use affected terrestrial biodiversity through community engagement and funding
support. Biodiversity includes habitats and ecosystem health.

3. A strategic approach: Five year outcomes setting the direction for on-the-ground
priorities
Enables:
 Proactive approach seeking projects in priority areas.
 Planning and delivery over 5 years to maximise biodiversity benefits (enables ecosourcing for example).
 Ability to carry-over committed funds and commit to spending from future budgets
for projects for up to 5 years.
 Some limits of extent of committing future funds – see paper for details.
4. Project Decision Making and Assessment Criteria
Regional and zone committees are primary decision makers for projects.
Revised assessment criteria standardised across all zones:
 Prerequisite criteria
 Direct biodiversity (ecological) benefits and cost effectiveness
 Wider community outcomes such as: community engagement, Ngāi Tahu significance,
alignment to ZC targets, other benefits not captured above.
5. New regional flagships
New or revised regional flagships aimed at protection of high value sites to be developed.
Possible examples are around braided river margins and parts of the high country where there
has been significant land use change over recent years.
6. Communications revamp: focus on behaviour change




Re-branding, as part of wider biodiversity programme.
Emphasis on methods and messages to deliver on the ground action, overcoming
existing attitudes, perceptions and behaviours.
Kotahitanga (togetherness, collective action)

7. Changes to operational processes
Streamlined processes using risk based approach including:
 Zone Committees delegating approval to staff for smaller and low-risk projects
 Simplified process for small applications
 Simplified processes for applicants with good track record
 Administrative improvements such as consolidated invoices
 Working more closely with partners to get momentum in priority areas
 Zone Committees take greater role in leadership and advocacy, and less in
operational detail.
Monitoring programmes to align to regional and zone outcomes and milestones.

Clarified intent.
Importance of community engagement made explicit.
Biodiversity primary purpose. Other benefits allowed
for in decision making.
New emphasis on protection, not just restoration.

New to Immediate Steps.
Currently being developed by Regional and Zone
Committees.
Provides potential for step change in focus and delivery.
Clarifies overall direction but retains some short-term
flexibility.

Significant changes to assessment framework:
 Pre-requisite criteria, checked by staff.
 Biodiversity benefits and cost effectiveness
based on direct ecological benefits.
 Wider community outcomes explicitly include
community engagement and other matters.
These are unclear in the existing assessment
and decision making framework.
 Criteria to be standardised across all zones.
New to Immediate Steps.
Next steps are technical analysis and stakeholder
engagement to develop programmes over the next 12
months for consideration. Aim to provide focus on
CWMS targets that need additional action.
New to Immediate Steps.
Underlying message is that biodiversity is an
organisational and community priority.
Focus is on finding better ways to engage in the face of
poor understanding and attitudes towards
“biodiversity” and existing normative behaviours.
Revised Immediate Steps process.
Aim to make process easier for customers and staff.
Less administration and more certainty, enabling more
to be done.
Examples provided for discussion. Further details being
worked through for discussion and decision by Zone
Committees and management.
Enhanced monitoring and reporting recommended
covering both delivery of programme and outcomes
achieved.

8. Financial Management






Requirements for 1/3 funding from other sources and equal allocation between Zones
retained. Flexibility built into this, if required.
Further analysis required to quantify any increased funding demand due to new
regional initiatives and communication revamp.
Operational changes recommended such as:
o Carryovers permitted for committed funds
o Delegations (as outlined above)
o Limits proposed for extent of committing future funds to retain some
flexibility
o Limits proposed for carry-over of uncommitted funds and redistribution of
surplus (max $25K per annum).
Better financial tracking and reporting tools needed to support process
improvements.

Revised Immediate Steps process.
Aligns to process improvements and five year targets.
Analysis of future funding demand to be addressed as
part of development of any new regional initiatives and
communications revamp.
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Agenda Item 12 - Regional Recreational and Amenity and Regional Biodiversity Initiatives
Date

18 July 2016

Report to

Hurunui-Waiau Zone Committee

From

Ellie McNae, Senior Strategy Advisor, Barbara Nicholas, Regional Committee
Facilitator

Subject

Informing regional work programmes: recreational and amenity initiatives and
regional biodiversity

Purpose
To inform the Zone Committee of work underway to
o
o

address recreation and amenity information gaps, and
develop a 5 year work programme in regional biodiversity

To request their support to identify
o
o

potential recreation and amenity flagship projects in their zone
opportunities for a regional work programme to support biodiversity in the zones

Recommendations:
That the Hurunui-Waiau Zone Committee;
1. Note the scope of the swimming research,
2. Receive the background reports on recreation and amenity topics,
3. Agree to discuss and identify at a workshop in August/September;
 potential flagship recreation and amenity locations and projects, and
 opportunities for step-change in biodiversity protection and enhancement

Background
The Regional Committee has agreed to advance two priority work programmes from 2016 –
recreational and amenity opportunities, and regional biodiversity. The intent for both these work
streams is to support and amplify initiatives at zone scale, and to identify and remedy any gaps
across the region.
They have now asked Environment Canterbury staff to begin conversations with the zone
committees to ensure their work aligns with and supports local initiatives. This is with a particular
focus on recreation and amenity, and biodiversity.

Recreation and amenity opportunities
Since the inception of the CWMS a range of work has been underway to deliver the recreation and
amenity targets. This includes a number of recommendations in Zone Implementation Plans,
publication of research reports into kayaking and jet-boating values, and the establishment of joint
work programmes and projects with partner organisations. Despite this work, there is a general
acknowledgement that insufficient progress has been made in delivering on the recreational and
amenity targets. This includes the presence of significant information gaps, with a key one being
around swimming in freshwater. To address this the CWMS Regional Committee has commissioned a
piece of research into swimming values in Canterbury.
The Regional Committee has also reconvened the Recreation and Amenity Working Group (RAWG),
who have now begun work towards developing a set of 5 year outcomes and a work programme.
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This includes a proposal to work with the Zone Committees to identify and establish Recreation and
Amenity Flagship projects.

Scope of the Swimming Research
Ken Hughey (Lincoln University) has been contracted to deliver a research report that assesses the
full range of values associated with freshwater swimming in the Canterbury region. This will include
assessment of the following factors:
1. Locations where people swim, and the relative popularity/value of these sites at both a local
and regional scale
2. Values that are key to a ‘good’ swimming spot, e.g. presence of amenities, flow rates/water
depths, water quality, presence of a pool, scenic values
3. Barriers to people swimming in freshwater, e.g., accessibility, perceived water quality,
knowledge of sites
4. Appropriateness of current locations for recreational water quality monitoring
5. Value of current indicators used for recreational water quality monitoring
6. Value of the current methods for reporting recreational water quality
The ‘broad’ approach to be used is to work with Environment Canterbury and other relevant
organisations to establish an Expert Panel to guide and then moderate the data collection and
analysis process. Environment Canterbury’s Youth Engagement Team (and others as appropriate)
will engage with schools and youth groups, electronically and face-to-face as appropriate, to gather
raw data. Staff also plan to work with the various CWMS Zone Committees and their Rūnanga
representatives.
Data will be collected and compiled from June – August, with an expert panel workshop to examine
the results scheduled for September. The draft report will be delivered in early October, in time to
inform the selection of monitoring sites at the pre-season recreation meeting. The final report is due
in November.

Identifying Recreation and Amenity Flagship projects
The CWMS Recreation and Amenity Targets state the requirement that there be a positive trend in
the availability or quality of recreational opportunities in each zone by 2020. By 2040 the targets
state that at least one major recreational opportunity in each zone be restored that did not exist in
2010. To drive work towards this goal, the Regional Committee recommended in 2014 the
establishment of at least one multi-party flagship project for recreation and amenity. In the spirit of
the CWMS, the flagship projects could look to achieve outcomes for multiple targets, not just
recreation and amenity.
The Recreation and Amenity Working Group (RAWG) discussed this proposal at their May 2016
meeting and determined that, rather than the Regional Committee selecting flagship projects, each
Zone Committee should nominate their own potential flagship projects.
They acknowledged that current information gaps around the location and nature of some
recreation opportunities may limit the Zone Committees ability to identify potential flagship
projects. To remedy this, Environment Canterbury staff will be convening an information-gathering
workshop with a wide range of recreational interest groups in the coming months. We then propose
coming to each of the Zone Committees with that additional information in August/September, and
working with the Zone Facilitators to identify some potential flagship projects in each of the zones.
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In advance of that workshop, we wanted to present the proposal to Zone Committees, while also
bringing their attention to the currently available information on recreation and amenity values. This
includes the report into kayaking values, jetboating values and a range of maps showing access
points and some recreational sites along Canterbury rivers. Copies of these will be provided at the
meeting.

Regional biodiversity
The Regional Committee has agreed the need to expand and accelerate work to protect and
enhance biodiversity across the region. Five years of the immediate steps funding has enabled zones
and the regional committee to support a range of initiatives, but the risks to biodiversity remain.
In parallel with zone implementation programmes the regional committee is now advising and
supporting a 5 year regional work programme in biodiversity. They have agreed ten priority
outcomes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

The protection, maintenance and enhancement of Canterbury’s braided rivers
The protection, maintenance and enhancement of wetlands is supported
Mahinga kai: longfin eel/tuna is managed in a sustainable way
Mahinga kai: improved fish passage is supported regionally
Management plans for ecologically significant habitats, key sites and corridors are in place
Support the protection, maintenance and restoration of local lagoons, river mouths and
spring fed coastal streams
Support is provided to the management of invasive weeds and pests in areas of biodiversity
value
Biodiversity management is co-ordinated and aligned through a joined up regional approach
Community-based organisation are supported to be more effective
Biodiversity is woven into the landscape with catchment group support, expertise, tools and
farm environment plans

A stocktake is underway of biodiversity- related actions across the region (including review of zone
committee implementation priority work programmes). This will inform an assessment of where
there are ‘gaps’, and opportunities for synergies and partnerships with CWMS partners, and the
subsequent development of the 5-year work programme.
The regional committee is mindful that zone committees know their local communities and
environment and will be aware of the places of greatest need of protection, and where there are
opportunities to make a difference if additional resources and/or expertise is available. The regional
committee is also aware that there may be synergies between biodiversity, mahinga kai and
recreational values.
Their suggestion is that the workshop in August/September not only identifies possible recreation
and amenity flagship projects but also explores opportunities for a step-change in biodiversity
protection and enhancement.
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 13

SUBJECT MATTER:
Zone Facilitator’s Report

REPORT BY: Ian Whitehouse, Environment
Canterbury

DATE OF MEETING: 18 July 2016

Action required


Note the following for information:
1. Ngāi Tahu Farms’ application to vary Balmoral land use consent will be
publicly notified.
2. Informal meetings are being held to ask people how they want to engage and
be informed about the HWRRP review/sub-regional process.
3. Key matters at 15 August zone meeting at Waikari.

1 Ngāi Tahu Farms application for variation to Balmoral land use consent
As verbally reported by Gin Loughnan at the June meeting, Environment Canterbury has
received applications from Ngāi Tahu Farming for water takes and land use consents relating
to their Balmoral land. The land use application seeks an increase in nitrogen loss from the
Balmoral property. Environment Canterbury has decided to publicly notify these consents.
2 Meetings to inform engagement and communication for HWRRP review/sub regional
process
Engagement will underpin the HWRRP review/sub-regional process. Farmers have told
Environment Canterbury that our engagement and communication have been poor on Plan
Change 5 and in relation to biodiversity evidence to the Hurunui District Plan hearing.
Therefore Environment Canterbury has initiated informal meetings with groups of farmers and
other people across the zone to ask how people want to engage and be informed about the
HWRRP review/sub-regional process. Michael Bennett (Land Management Advisor) and Lisa
Jenkins (Planner) have had meetings at Cheviot. Other meetings are being scheduled,
probably in Hanmer, Waipara, Culverden and on south side of Hurunui River.
The feedback at these meetings will inform the engagement and communication strategy for
the HWRRP review/sub-regional. This strategy will be brought to the committee in August.
3 Outline of 15 August zone meeting
The August zone meeting at Waikari will include:
 Discussion of initial engagement and communication on HWRRP Review/sub-regional
process.
 The start of the committee’s review of the ZIP.
4 Revised Zone Committee Work Programme
I have been updating the Committee’s 2016 Work Programme every month to show what has
been completed, what has not been done, and changes to the programme. I have not done
an update this month as I am waiting for the decisions at the July meeting on next steps on
key items (integrated approach to irrigation; zone outcomes, and nutrient management
principles). I plan to bring a revised zone committee work programme to the August meeting.
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Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee Public Workshop
Finalising the Zone Committee’s Nutrient Management Principles
Monday 18 July at 1.00pm at St John’s Hall, AMBERLEY
Background:
The Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee agreed, in April 2016, a set of principles that should underpin
the development of property-scale nutrient management in the zone. Fourteen organisations
commented on these principles at a well-attended public workshop on 20 June. All organisations
provided material for the workshop or PowerPoint slides at the workshop, or both. This material has
been compiled into one document available on the Zone Committee’s webpage at
http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Council/hwzc-workinggroupagenda-20160620.pdf
Consolidated feedback on each Principle is provided in the attached paper. This paper also includes
te additional Principles suggested by some contributors.

Feedback on the Principles at June workshop
 At the workshop there was strong support for the Zone Committee’s principles.
 Suggestions were made to improve the wording of some principles.
 Additional principles were suggested.
 At least three organisations strongly made the point that principles for property-scale
nutrient management are not the starting point for thinking about how to deliver water
quality outcomes. They stressed that the starting point must be the community’s freshwater
outcomes, a scientific assessment of current water quality and a good understanding of
cause and effect. It was noted that property-scale nutrient management is only one tool for
managing water quality.
Suggested revision of Principles
The Zone Facilitator has provided a revised set of Principles on the following pages as a prompt for
Zone Committee discussion.
In revising the Principles the facilitator has:






Provided a preamble to the Principles.
Simplified the Principles.
Deleted the explanatory text relating to each Principle. The Zone Committee may wish to
include some explanatory text, however, the Facilitator suggests the committee focus first
on the Principles not on explanatory text.
Suggested two additional Principles.
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Possible changes to Zone Committee’s Nutrient Management Principles
The following is a prompt for Zone Committee discussion.
Suggested revisions to Zone Committee’s Principles that should
underpin the development of property-scale nutrient management in
the zone
Preamble
The unintended consequences of the so-called “10%-rule” in the Hurunui Waiau Rivers Regional
Plan (HWRRP) raised farmer concerns about approaches to property-scale nutrient management,
particularly nitrogen (N) allocation. In October 2015 the Zone Committee included property-scale
nutrient management as one of the big issues they needed to progress in preparation for the
HWRRP review/sub-regional process. The committee prepared a set of principles for propertyscale nutrient management in the zone in April 2016. Fourteen organisations provided feedback
on these in June 2016. The committee considered this feedback and revised the principles, as
below, in July 2016.
Property-scale nutrient management, including N allocation, is only one of the tools for achieving
water quality. It is likely that a range of tools will be used. The starting point should be the
community’s outcomes for freshwater and a scientifically robust assessment of current water
quality and the reasons for poor quality. This informs what needs to be done to manage water
quality to deliver the community’s outcomes for freshwater. The requirements of the NPS for
Freshwater Management, including the requirement to maintain water quality, must be
considered. It is likely that property-scale nutrient management will be part of the suite of
actions required to maintain, or where needed, improve water quality.
The following principle will be used by the zone committee to advise Environment Canterbury on
changes to the HWRRP and on a water management solutions package for the zone. In using
these principles the zone committee will consider all of the principles not just one or some in
isolation.
Principles
1 Maintain or improve catchment water quality
This is a requirement of the NPS Freshwater Management 2014.
Explanation – deleted as this is an outcome, not a Principle.
2 Meet national bottom lines in the NPS for Freshwater Management
Currently there are national bottom lines (Appendix 2) relating to phytoplankton in lakes, total N
and P in lakes, periphyton in rivers, nitrate toxicity in rivers, ammonia toxicity in rivers and lakes,
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E. coli in lakes and rivers, cyanobacteria in lakes and lake-fed rivers. Other bottom lines may be
added prior to notification of the Hurunui Waiau sub-regional section.
Explanation – deleted as this is an outcome, not a Principle.
1 Manage all contaminants (N, P, sediment and pathogens), not just N
The current focus appears to be on “allocating” N. It is likely that all diffuse discharges will need to
be managed to ensure water quality is maintained or improved. The regulatory approaches are
likely to be different for different contaminants, however, it is important that property-scale
management of discharges does not just focus on N (because farm N-loss rates can be estimated).
Explanation – simplified wording. It is unnecessary to include “not just N”.
2 All land users are required, and if possible incentivised, to use good management practices
(GMP) and property nutrient losses should reflect this
There are now industry-agreed good management practices and widespread recognition that all
land users should be using them. The Farm Portal (a tool being introduced as part of Plan Change
5) can be used to estimate GMP N loss rates for any property in Canterbury. Requiring users to be
at GMP avoids rewarding inefficiency and discourages gaming.
Explanation – simplified wording. The key here is that all land users are using GMPs. Incentives
and the use of property N loss “limits” are ways of getting wide uptake of GMP..
3 The properties, land uses or activities that contribute most to a water quality issue (i.e.
discharge of contaminants) should have to contribute most to addressing the issue
Water quality issues should be managed on the basis of cause and effect, that is, “polluter pays”
with those with the greatest impact having to do the most.
Explanation – Principle retained with no change.
4 Maintain farm viability and economic prosperity, including by recognising:
a) Existing investment;
b) The differing contributions by different land uses to the local and District economy and
employment;
c) The need for flexibility of land use and land management to respond to markets or
adverse climate events;
d) That some development may be necessary to maintain the land value and financial
viability of low-loss farm systems.
Any approach to managing nutrients should not undermine the business viability of high-loss
systems, undermine the land value of low-loss systems or prevent farm businesses from
responding to market changes or adverse climatic events. In practice this will be a balancing act
that also takes into account the contribution from different land uses to the economy and
employment.
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Explanation – simplified wording to retain a single “principle” rather than include four “subprinciples as well. Maintaining farm viability and economic prosperity is the primary principle the
sub-principles just give examples of what this should take into consideration. Other aspects will
also need to be taken into account.
5 Timeframes should be realistic
It should be recognised that all existing land uses have legitimately established in good faith
based on the information available at the time. Where reductions are required or any significant
change to farming systems or land use, the pathways need to be reasonable to achieve over time.
Explanation – Principle retained with no change.
6 Where The degree of regulatory control is justified – including rules and conditions, monitoring,
auditing and reporting – it should be consistent commensurate with the degree of
environmental impact and pressure
If there is limited environmental pressure and if an activity has a low impact then regulation – and
the financial cost of complying with that regulation – should be commensurate with that pressure
and impact.
Explanation – Principle reworded to reflect that regulation will not always be required..
7 Support the use of group approaches to discharge management
Enabling land users to collectively manage discharges is likely to be more efficient than individual
discharge caps or consents and in the long term more likely to “allocate” discharge allowances to
the highest-value land use. In particular, irrigation companies can be effective and efficient and
managing property-scale requirements for diffuse contaminants. This does not preclude individual
approaches to managing nutrients where land owners choose this.
Explanation – Principle retained with no change.
8 Use the best available information to inform evidence-based decision making that has the
confidence of the community
Decisions on the approach to nutrient management at the property scale should be based on the
best available information appropriate to the scale and nature of the issue. This includes
catchment-scale ecological and water-quality information and modelling (including integration
with river flows and groundwater); information on current nutrient losses, realistic on-farm
mitigation options (including cost and reduction in nutrient losses) and on the impact of possible
intensification and land use change; farm financial information including impacts on profit,
revenue, land value and ability to service debt; sensitivity analysis to test the level of resilience to
climate or changes in market values; and information on any wealth transfer effects between
individuals.
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Explanation – Principle reworded to reflect that the community needs to have confidence in the
information.
9

Provide a vision of the long-term approach for property-scale nutrient management, including
N allocation.
Explanation – Principle would ensure there is some certainty on the longer term goal for
property-scale nutrient management, including N allocation, in the zone.

10 “Headroom” will be allocated first to the environment, secondly to provide for “flexibility”
and then to new development.
Explanation – Principle would provide guidance on situations where there is headroom or is it will
be created by all farms being at GMP.
Other additional Principles that have been suggested
a) A right to discharge a contaminant comes with an overriding obligation to minimise that
discharge for any given landuse;
b) The discharge of contaminants to water should not be a tradable property right;
c) A right to discharge a contaminant could be coupled with an obligation to minimise that
discharge in accordance with MGM practices and to periodically surrender all discharge
rights in excess of reasonable requirements
d) Like land should be treated the same
e) The allocation system should be technically feasible, simple to operate and
understandable
f) Allocation approaches should provide for adaptive management and new farm systems
information
g) In under-allocated catchments, where property based nutrient allocation has not been
adopted in setting water quality limits, the system for allocating nutrients must be
determined well before the limit is reached, be clear and easy to understand, and
designed to avoid over-allocation
h) Maintain community wellbeing by having a nutrient management framework that does
not create or exacerbate divisions among different land use types.
i) Develop a long term vision for nutrient management at the property level that goes
beyond meeting minimum statutory requirements and good management practices.
j) Provide adaptive management solutions for the sustainable management of resources
in order to respond to major climatic or environmental effects in real time and between
plan change cycles.
k) Provide leadership and support in pursuing innovation, to positively address the
challenges of working within nutrient limits at the individual property level.
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Responses to the Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee’s Principles that should underpin
the development of property-scale nutrient management in the zone (material provided
at 20 June workshop)
Responses collated by PRINCIPLE
PRINCIPLE 1
1 Maintain or improve catchment water quality
This is a requirement of the NPS Freshwater Management 2014.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
Suggest that principles 1 and 2 could be combined as 2 is not a principle but an outcome or
requirement.
We are concerned the principle may result in a catchment ‘overs and unders’ approach to
maintaining and improving water quality where trade-offs can occur. Suggest that it could be
amended to read: The quality of all water within the Hurunui Waiau Zone is maintained or
where degraded improved.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments on principles. Freshwater objectives must be the starting point for
regulation of nutrient management.
AIC and HWP
AICL Agreed –this principle is included as an objective in our ISMP and we are actively contributing
to this through the roll out of our EMS. However, we note that the term ‘water quality’ means
different things to different people. DRP and NO3N loads and concentrations on their own are not
the sole determinants of ‘water quality’. We believe a lot of work is yet to be done in defining
‘water quality’ and believe additional appropriate commentary needs to be recorded along with
this principle to capture this.
HWP Agreed – “Water Quality” should be outcome focused, rather than numerical
measurement based.

Beef and Lamb
This is about maintaining the focus on any intervention on the objective (and statutory
requirement) to maintain or improve water quality
HWZ state that this principle is included because it is a requirement of the NPS FM. By
comparison B+LNZ principle 9 focuses on the bigger picture and why this principle is important
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Fundamentally this is what the focus of any policy and or work within the zone is about. So if a
proposed approach to managing nutrients at a property level is not going to contribute to
maintaining or improving water quality as a starting point then it should not be adopted.
However within the context of achieving this objective a number of other factors have to be
taken into account. (the balancing act required in achieving sustainable management – section 5)
The question for the committee to bear in mind is the degree to which this principle should
inform every decision it makes in respect to all of the different policy options available to
maintain and improve water quality.
Clearly there is a requirement under the NPS to develop a set of community defined objectives,
(of which principle 1 might be one of those), clearly define the problem and then work out how
you are going to achieve those objectives. It is at that point that it will be very useful to have a set
of principles as you have set out to help guide you in making decisions to achieve those
objectives. Setting nutrient discharge limits at a property level or allocating Nitrogen to a
property level are only a very small part of the potential tool box available to communities to
achieve those objectives.
Beef and Lamb recommendation: Statutory requirement – consider reframing to ensure that the
focus of any discussion or intervention is on maintaining or improving water quality
The development of the principles and any requirement to manage nutrients at a property level
is on the basis that a full NPS process has been undertaken that defines exactly what the
problems are and sets shared community objectives for maintaining and or improving water
quality over time
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Agreed
Rural Advocacy Network
We believe the first step [or overall guiding principle] is: That any nutrient management
framework is based on robust science that clearly identifies if there are water quality issues;
where those issues are; when they occur; the size & nature of each issue & the contributing
factors. A key question to be asked is
“Do we have sufficient information to have a clear
understanding of the water quality of the given water body?” We believe this question needs to
be answered with a yes, before any planning framework - regulatory requirements are drafted.
Fish and Game
Fish and Game supports the principle to maintain or improve catchment water quality as per the
NPS for Freshwater Management (NPS FM), although it is noted there is limited commentary on
why this principle is important from a community perspective and we request that more
justification be added.
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There are many social, recreational/tourism and environmental values in this Zone that range
beyond farm viability and economic prosperity and it is important they are broadly identified
under this principle, as a strong reason for achieving effective property scale nutrient
management.
For example, in accordance with Outcome 4 (Zone 5-Year Delivery Outcomes) the maintenance
and where possible enhancement of ecosystem health should be noted under this principle.
Several parts of the catchment often do not meet ecosystem health requirements and these
should be prioritised for improvement, down to the property level.
We understand the science behind the HWRRP limits will be re-assessed as part of the proposed
2018 plan change and want to ensure this process is scientifically robust and comprehensive.
Fonterra
 We support this principle but note that there is considerable variation in people’s
interpretation of this requirement in the NPSFM.
 To address this variation the Government has proposed to amend the NPSFM to clarify the
scale at which “overall quality of freshwater” should be “maintained or improved”, and what
“maintained” means in the context of the NPSFM.
 The Government is considering that “overall quality is maintained or improved” at the level of
a Freshwater Management Unit (FMU). We support this approach, and also consider that
there is merit in being able to accept offsetting between FMUs as this can often be helpful to
achieving key environmental objectives.
 It would be helpful for the ZC to consider whether the area will remain one FMU or be
managed as multiple FMUs.
DairyNZ
This is a legislative requirement.
Environment Canterbury
LWRP must give effect to NPS-FM.
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2 Meet national bottom lines in the NPS for Freshwater Management
Currently there are national bottom lines (Appendix 2) relating to phytoplankton in lakes, total N
and P in lakes, periphyton in rivers, nitrate toxicity in rivers, ammonia toxicity in rivers and lakes,
E. coli in lakes and rivers, cyanobacteria in lakes and lake-fed rivers. Other bottom lines may be
added prior to notification of the Hurunui Waiau sub-regional section.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
See 1.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Agreed with regards to meeting current national bottom lines for freshwater management units.
The Hurunui Waiau Zone has a diverse range of freshwater from main stem rivers and tributaries,
through to various sub-tributaries and drains. The NPS provides for Regional Councils to set a
range of water quality standards, based on the appropriate ‘attribute states’, at or above national
bottom lines, for identified ‘freshwater management units’.
AIC believes we need to recognise and take into account the ecological diversity and function of
waterways in the Hurunui and Waiau Zone when setting these standards. Developing a more
systematic approach to the allocation of attribute states to waterways across the Zone would also
enable the ecological functions of freshwater units to be identified and an appropriate
management plans developed.
Standards for a tributary of a mainstem river with high water quality attributes would recognise its
high ecological and habitat value. In contrast, a highly modified waterway will have an attribute
state that should result in the standard equating to the NBL. Other Canterbury Regional Plans
have taken into account the lower ecological values of springfed drains. By way of an example,
springfed lower plains streams in the Selwyn Waihora Zone have the NBL 80% level of protection
(NO3N 6.9 mg/l), whereas springfed streams in the lower Amuri Plain currently have a 95% level
of species protection (NO3N 2.3 mg/L).
For some time, AIC has been undertaking its own water quality monitoring and aquatic ecological
assessments for a number of waterways. AIC believes this information could make a valuable
contribution to preparing a more strategic approach to the designation of water quality standards
and developing management plans to cover the diversity of waterways across the Zone based on
the framework set out in the NPS for Freshwater Management.
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AIC is willing to work in partnership with the Zone Committee, ECan and other stakeholders to
achieve this principle and once such a framework is in place the AIC Environmental Collective
could be used to co-ordinate any on-farm changes to give effect to management plans. A tailored
approach that recognises the different values and functions of tributary waterways is preferred
over the simplistic and inappropriate standards in the current Regional Plan.

HWP – Agreed. HWP will begin irrigating with Water User Agreements in place that require
MGM. To an extent this is easier to implement than in an existing irrigation situation.

Beef and Lamb
This is not necessarily a principle that will assist either the committee or the community focussing
their discussions.
It is a statutory requirement that bottom lines will be met over time. While the inclusion of this as
a principle helps to remind us it is not really a reference point for a discussion to come back to
(are we adhering to our principles) but it is an objective that has to be met.
It may seem appropriate and necessary to keep this principle in place. However, if the HWZ
wishes to restrict this document to include only 10 principles, then consider replacing this
principle with an additional principle that helps to focus community discussion and decision
making in guiding the steps required to ensure that bottom lines are exceeded.
Beef and Lamb recommendation: Consider replacing this principle with one that helps to guide
community discussion and committee decision making around balancing the use of natural
resources and or achieving equity across all land users.
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Agreed in principle
Rural Advocacy Network
No comment specifically on this principle
Fish and Game
Fish and Game supports this principle in part, due to the requirement to meet current statutory
legislation and the opportunity to monitor a range of environmental bottom lines in relation to
waterbody health.
However, Fish and Game is wary of some of the NPS bands set for “ecosystem health”, such as
nitrate toxicity, as these levels can allow for significant water quality change within a band which
is not in our view maintaining water quality or suitable for achieving ecosystem health.
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The maintenance of water quality should be continually compared against a range of “actual”
current state water quality indicators to be assessed in conjunction with the prescribed limits in
the operative HWRRP.
Fonterra
 We support this principle
 We also note that above the bottom lines it is possible for a “value” to be improved by the
lowering of one attribute (for example from band A to B) at the same time as there is an
improvement in another attribute (for example from band C to B). A key example of this is the
relationship between nitrogen and phosphorus and their combined impact on the NPS
Ecosystem Health value.
 We consider that it is important that the value sought is realised, not whether a particular
attribute declines (albeit not going below the bottom line). It may be more efficient (both in a
timing and cost sense) to focus on improving a particular attribute that has the greatest
potential to have the greatest positive effect on the water value sought by the community
rather than trying to improve all attributes.
DairyNZ
Agreed, however appropriate classification of all waterways before adopting this approach is
required.
Environment Canterbury
LWRP must give effect to NPS-FM
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3 Manage all contaminants (N, P, sediment and pathogens), not just N
The current focus appears to be on “allocating” N. It is likely that all diffuse discharges will need to
be managed to ensure water quality is maintained or improved. The regulatory approaches are
likely to be different for different contaminants, however, it is important that property-scale
management of discharges does not just focus on N (because farm N-loss rates can be estimated).
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
We agree it is important to manage all contaminants noting however the dynamic relationship
between contaminants and resulting water quality outcomes. This requires a clear
understanding of what the specific limits are intended to achieve and the scientific certainty with
which the results (in addressing an adverse effect) can be guaranteed.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Fully support – the debate has become very focused on N. AIC fully accepts N has an important role
to play in achieving water quality objectives, but may not be as important as other factors.
Didymo is also an important and unwelcome feature of the Hurunui River and should be
considered as part of our management of contaminants.
HWP – Agreed. In a Principle there is no need to select an exclusion, doing so does not
add to the Principle.
Recommendation: change wording to Manage all contaminants (N, P, sediment and pathogens),

not just N that influence water quality
Beef and Lamb
Strongly support that there needs to be a focus on managing across all contaminants that may have
an impact on water quality. As all the principles should be considered together it is important that
each principle is considered as part of a whole approach to managing the potential impacts of land
use on water quality and what the most effective method or priority might be for one property to do
that, will not necessarily be the same for a neighbour or for a different farm system or type on that
same property.
In addition, BLNZ agrees that just because it is easier to estimate N loss at a property level does not
mean that the focus of all mitigations or management across a catchment should be on the
management of Nitrogen.
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In respect to the last bracketed statement, N loss rates can be estimated but so can other loss
rates, P and to a lesser extent sediment. It would be appropriate to leave this statement out of
the principles or amend the wording to more accurately reflect what can and cannot be done in
respect to modelling the loss of the contaminants. While N loss can be estimated its accuracy
varies hugely for different sets of conditions (soil types, rainfall and farm systems).
Beef and Lamb recommendation:
Adopt the principle
Include in explanation a short statement about prioritising the management of contaminants that
will have the biggest impact on meeting water quality objectives.
Either delete or amend last statement - because farm N-loss rates can be estimated or amend to
(or words to that effect)
Not just focus on the loss of Nitrogen beyond the root zone because that can currently be
modelled more accurately for some farm system types
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Agreed
Rural Advocacy Network
No comment specifically on this principle
Fish and Game
Fish and Game supports this principle and the way it addresses managing diffuse discharges in a
proactive manner. Sediment cover and depth can significantly affect aquatic habitat quality and
fish spawning success as recently demonstrated in the Waimakariri Catchment. Improved
pathogen management can significantly improve swimming suitability, drinking water and stock
water quality.
Fonterra
 We support this principle
 See comments above with respect to national bottom lines.
DairyNZ
Allocating and consenting N loss emphasises the focus on this as the limiting factor to the farm
business.
If the aim is to manage all contaminants then appropriate weighting of the messaging whether
regulatory or non-regulatory is required.
Environment Canterbury
Focus on N as proxy for intensity of land use – stocking rate, irrigation, fertiliser, DM
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FEPs focus on other contaminants – generally better managed at property-scale e.g. hot spots,
erosion, runoff
4 All land users are required, and if possible incentivised, to use good management practices
(GMP) and property nutrient losses should reflect this
There are now industry-agreed good management practices and widespread recognition that all
land users should be using them. The Farm Portal (a tool being introduced as part of Plan Change
5) can be used to estimate GMP N loss rates for any property in Canterbury. Requiring users to be
at GMP avoids rewarding inefficiency and discourages gaming.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
Support that all land owners should be operating at GMP though any approach needs to consider
how GMP is defined and used. For example, it may be that GMP established by industry will need
to be exceeded on some sites in order to improve environmental outcomes. This recognises that
at a property level there is consideration about what is needed to maintain or where degraded
improve water quality.
An approach to GMP should not be not be viewed as static and that there are opportunities to
provide for continuous improvement particularly when setting long term resource consents.
GMP at a property level could consider what is needed to maintain, or where degraded improve
water quality.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Fully agree that all land users should be required to meet GMP – AIC is fully committed to farmers
achieving GMP, and is vigorously taking this objective forward through its FEP and FEP Auditing
process.
However, three significant problems with the way this principle could be interpreted:
Firstly, it is AIC’s position that GMP is the standard that all farmers should be adopting and there is
reasonable expectation that farmers should be achieving this without publicly funded incentives.
Where farmers go beyond GMP then it is reasonable that, where possible, incentives can be used.
Second, the way this principle is worded, there is a risk that where other approaches have failed to
get some farmers to GMP that incentives will be seen as a final means to get farmer engagement
to the detriment of the early adopters who have fully embraced the objectives set out in the
HWRRP and required their farmer members to achieve GMP without incentives.
Thirdly, GMP should be interpreted in its wider context i.e. the industry agreed standards, and not
just in terms of GMP for N loss as calculated by the Farm Portal – it must cover all aspects of GMP
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and not just focused on N losses. As worded this objective could be inconsistent with principle 3
above.
HWP – Agreed. Incentives should only be applied after the base, GMP, standard is met.
Given HWP will adopt GMP from the outset, it is likely that any move to incentives will
follow some time later. We prefer to use the words “where practical” (rather than where
possible).
Recommendation: change wording to All land users are required, and where practical if possible

incentivised, to use good management practices (GMP) and property nutrient losses should
reflect this
Beef and Lamb
Beef+Lamb New Zealand acknowledges and supports the industry agreed good management
practices. That document sets out a set of practices that may be applied and used at a property
level to manage environmental risk of different land uses.
The development of this document was to provide guidance in and come to some agreement on
a set of good management practices that could be applied at a property level to manage
environmental risk. It did not provide any commitment as to how these different management
practices would be applied by any individual landowner in achieving compliance with the regional
plan, nor was it an agreement on how they might be applied or adapted to any particular policy
approach.
There is an expectation from all industry bodies of land owners to manage their environmental
risks. The role of B+LNZ as a levy funded organisation is to provide tools to support that, invest in
science and research to improve that understanding and tools, develop and support extension
that supports the uptake of those practices. It is not to tell any individual farmer what those
particular practices should be on their farm.
The underpinning concepts of the industry agreed good management document sets out that
landowners should understand the nutrient loss pathways on your property;
• Assess risks to water quality;
• Manage appropriately;
• Record actions;
• Review regularly.
B+LNZ consider that while the (proposed use) of the farm portal might be useful in applying a
generic assessment of how a particular farm stacks up against a modelled assessment of a farms
Nitrogen loss, that’s all it is. All practices can’t be modelled for all situations and good
management practice will vary from farm to farm depending on the level of risks identified by a
particular farmer.
The use of incentives may or may not result in the adoption of good practice. Good practices
should be adopted by all land users. Any particular policy approach should optimise the uptake of
good management practice on farms on the basis of cost benefit and in the most practical way of
achieving in a reasonable time frame.
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Beef and Lamb recommendation:
Consider reworking this principle to reflect that all land users should be at or moving towards
good management practice and to provide a policy basis to incentivise adoption of the best
possible suite of practices that reflect differences in each property and allow for continuous
change and improvement
Delete reference to farm portal and put reference to industry agreed good management
practices in context
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Need to include the landowners that join a collective and don’t need to use the farm portal.
The key is incentivising, yes, but not just GMP. Firstly you must get farmers to engage, be upskilled,
educated and be part of the process going forward and presume everyone understands the
reason behind this process. Currently only a small percentage are engaged because they
understand the benefits the other larger percentage of farmers just see it as compliance
Collectives will file on behalf of a group of landowners. Individual information of landowners will
only be provided in the event a landowner doesn’t meet the groups EMS after period of
probation that will agreed in the EMS.
Recommendation: All land users are required, and are if possible incentivised, to use good
management practices (GMP) and property nutrient losses should reflect this
Rural Advocacy Network
Principle 4 is not supported. We agree that all landowners should be incentivised to use good
management practices. The so called industry agreed GMPs were decided by a few sector
representatives but there was not consultation with grass roots farmers. These GMPs are not
industry-agreed. In particular GMP 2: Maintain accurate and auditable records of annual farm inputs,
outputs and management practices is not supported by farmers. Contrary to ECan’s public statements
rural sector groups did not agree to how the GMPs were to be applied in policy.
The portal is not being introduced – it is only a proposal at this stage. Our submission on Plan
Change 5 supports the concept of a portal being a useful tool for those landowners that are computer
savvy, but as a voluntary tool not a regulatory one. Recommended changes to principle 4 below with
our suggested addition in bold.
4 All land users are required, and if possible incentivised to use good management practices
(GMPs) and property nutrient losses should reflect this. It is recognised that any nutrient
management framework must have the buy in of landowners in order for it to be effective. This
is crucial in achieving truly collaborative outcomes.
There are now industry-agreed good management practices and widespread recognition that all
land users should be using them. The Farm Portal (a tool being introduced as part of Plan Change 5)
can be used to estimate GMP N loss rates for any property in Canterbury. Requiring users to be at
GMP avoids rewarding inefficiency and discourages gaming.
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Fish and Game
Fish and Game has conditionally supported the introduction of GMP’s and the requirement to
meet them, recognising that many land users will be able to operate as permitted activities into
the future, if they do so.
Incentivising land users through use of a range of potential motivators is fully supported.
Fish and Game consider GMP’s in reality to be nearer to ‘minimum practice standards’, however
we acknowledge use of the term ‘good’ has more positive connotations.
Fonterra
 We generally support this principle, subject to our comments below.
 We support adoption of good management practice by all, regardless of whether a catchment
is under or over allocated. Good management practices may be different depending on the
soils, climate and nature of the environment present. All parties impacting water quality or
quantity should be required to define and adopt good management practices e.g. all parts of
the primary sector, and urban and industrial activities etc.
 We support the concept of using Ecan’s Farm Portal but hold concerns about the current
version of the portal. The portal has been incorporated into the policies and rules within Plan
Change 5. It is currently the subject of many ‘expert’ technical submissions from across the
primary sector that raise significant concerns with the proxies adopted in the portal. We are
unable to give our support to use of the portal until these concerns have been addressed.

DairyNZ
We support all farms operating at industry agreed GMP
Incentive schemes need to be managed to avoid ‘beneficiary farming’ (if practical, may be better
wording)
Methodologies to control ‘gaming’ of numbers or practices should be included.
Currently DairyNZ ONLY supports the Farm Portal as a catchment database.
DairyNZ DOES NOT support the Farm Portal in its current technically flawed state for estimating
GMP N loss rate values.
DairyNZ does believe, if corrected and appropriately reviewed, the Farm Portal could be a useful
tool to be considered in a discussing nitrogen loss at a property scale.
Environment Canterbury
See Objective 3.24 in Land and Water Regional Plan:
All activities operate at good environmental practice or better to optimise efficient resource
use and protect the region’s fresh water resources from quality and quantity degradation.

70

5 The properties, land uses or activities that contribute most to a water quality issue (i.e.
discharge of contaminants) should have to contribute most to addressing the issue
Water quality issues should be managed on the basis of cause and effect, that is, “polluter pays”
with those with the greatest impact having to do the most.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
Agree with this principle.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
This principle may be inconsistent with principle 1. We consider that we do not currently have a
significant water quality issue in the Hurunui and Waiau Rivers, particularly when compared to
other catchments in Central and Mid Canterbury. During extreme low flow events water quality
comes under pressure in the lower reaches of the mainstems for short durations. There are
tributary catchments, with lower ecological values than the mainstems, where water quality can
be improved, and the current planning framework provides a mechanism for that to be achieved
through an EMS and FEPs.
In the event that principle 1 is not achieved, which AIC wishes to avoid, there are many factors that
would need to be considered. The water quality issue could be a result of sediment runoff,
didymo, DRP or NO3N and is likely to require a collective approach across the catchment rather
than being an issue for one group or sector to face. Where an issue can be attributed to a land
use or activity then the issue should be addressed by all those causing the issue.
HWP – Agree in the Main. Given the complexities around defining water quality and the
interdependencies between the various actions and measurements, giving effect to this
Principle will be very challenging.

Beef and Lamb
While this principle strongly aligns with that of B+LNZ and with that of sound resource
management, it like all the principles should be considered with all the principles in mind. And
should also be balanced by what is needed to achieve the water quality objective in the
catchment. Within this principle also lies the assumption that landowners who have done a good
job of managing across a range of contaminants or a contaminant (if that’s their highest risk) then
they should be acknowledged and supported to continue that approach, not further constrained
by a particular approach.
Beef and Lamb recommendation:
Consider adding a line into this principle that reflects Beef+Lamb’s statement around rewarding
good practice.
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For example “The approach reinforces that those who have managed responsibly should not be
required to have their land use constrained as a result of others’ activity”.
North Canterbury Landcare Group
All contributers includes urban, rural and industrial. If it’s not sustainable economically,
environmentally, and socially and the contributors are not required to contribute to the clean it
up, then it is an environmental subsidy or license to pollute. Any nutrient management system
should not reward inefficiency, economically socially or environmentally. We also need to agree
on definition of nutrient use efficiency and industry standards developed. i.e $ of produced per
Kg N loss to water and atmosphere divided by $ capital employed ??????
Rural Advocacy Network
No specific comment

Fish and Game
Ensuring farms with higher nutrient footprints and risk profiles are managed and measured to a
greater degree is supported by Fish and Game. It is very important that any grand-parenting of
nutrient allocation, is offset over time through initiatives such as GMPs, and the associated
consenting pathway under the Matrix of Good Management. This means lower emitters or those
who had already made significant improvements are treated more equitably.
The potential for cumulative effects from the combination of multiple lower emitters should also
be carefully taken into account when weighing up expected land user contributions and the
relative effects; especially in catchments where nutrient allocations have been fully allocated.
Fonterra
 We support this principle.
 At the same time we consider it is premature to start discussions on nutrient allocation
since solutions may vary depending whether reductions in nutrient load are necessary
and, if they are necessary, the scale of reduction.
 If allocation becomes necessary the method adopted needs to be informed by the pros
and cons for the environment and community as a whole.
DairyNZ
Should be considered for all contaminants
All contributors should be addressing the contaminants they contribute proportionally to the size
of their contribution, including if needed any further reductions.
Environment Canterbury
Selwyn Te Waihora, Hinds and Southern Streams all require greatest reductions from those that
contribute most.
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6 Maintain farm viability and economic prosperity, including by recognising:
a) Existing investment;
b) The differing contributions by different land uses to the local and District economy and
employment;
c) The need for flexibility of land use and land management to respond to markets or
adverse climate events;
d) That some development may be necessary to maintain the land value and financial
viability of low-loss farm systems.
Any approach to managing nutrients should not undermine the business viability of high-loss
systems, undermine the land value of low-loss systems or prevent farm businesses from
responding to market changes or adverse climatic events. In practice this will be a balancing act
that also takes into account the contribution from different land uses to the economy and
employment.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
As an alternative, we suggest combining 6 and 7 if the messaging is solely about reductions being
achievable over time. Also suggest could be redrafted to read:
Activities that result in the disproportionate degradation of water quality need to be provided with a
timeframe for corrective action that maintains their economic viability. However, timeframes
must also recognise that effect of the timeframe on the sustainability of the receiving
environment and the limitations placed on other land users in the interim period .
Over time, all land users will be treated equitably under consistent MGM practices and
requirements.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
This principle may be inconsistent with principle 1. We consider that we do not currently have a
significant water quality issue in the Hurunui and Waiau Rivers, particularly when compared to
other catchments in Central and Mid Canterbury. During extreme low flow events water quality
comes under pressure in the lower reaches of the mainstems for short durations. There are
tributary catchments, with lower ecological values than the mainstems, where water quality can
be improved, and the current planning framework provides a mechanism for that to be achieved
through an EMS and FEPs.
In the event that principle 1 is not achieved, which AIC wishes to avoid, there are many factors that
would need to be considered. The water quality issue could be a result of sediment runoff,
didymo, DRP or NO3N and is likely to require a collective approach across the catchment rather
than being an issue for one group or sector to face. Where an issue can be attributed to a land
use or activity then the issue should be addressed by all those causing the issue.
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HWP – Agree in the Main. Given the complexities around defining water quality and the
interdependencies between the various actions and measurements, giving effect to this
Principle will be very challenging.

Beef and Lamb
This like all the principles is critical not to treat in isolation of other principles.
While it is important to consider existing investment and to consider the contribution of different
land uses to the local and district economy, these are both short term thinking. Markets fluctuate
and so will the contributions of different land uses.
Recognising existing investment is critical to short term outcomes, (as well as being required by
the Act). Having the confidence to invest over a longer term is even more important. This is all
about transition from one allocation state to another and the time frames required or given to
achieve that.
Managing nutrients to a certain level based on the information we have available to us now, is
very important and the importance placed on achieving a set of agreed water quality objectives is
unlikely to change, if anything expectations from the community are likely to increase over time.
B+LNZ considers that nutrient management decisions or to allocate nutrients should not be based
on the current market returns or current land use. That discussion is more about a transition to a
desired future water quality state and providing sufficient confidence of what that state will be
and what is required to achieve it.
Maintaining the viability of high loss systems may simply result in those systems not thinking
about the longer term view, maintaining their viability in the short term (30 year Horizon) is
critical to individuals but this is about sufficient transition times to a future desired state and is
covered in other principles, especially principle 7
Beef and Lamb recommendation:
Carefully how this principle will be balanced against the other principles
Carefully consider how applying this principle may result in short term decisions around nutrient
management – i.e. allocating higher loss rates to some parts of the catchment where a long term
desired state would not be achieved if those continue
Consider including a comment about Long term investment certainty
Delete or amend the reference to contributions to the economy as these will fluctuate over time
North Canterbury Landcare Group
This is a contradiction to No 5
a) Existing investment; Define investment!!!! Commercial reality will dictate this. If a
high emitting farmer is sustainable but the operation is unsustainable economically
by meeting GMP then it should not be able to continue and given a period of time to
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b)
c)
d)
e)

change or get out. Investment over what period of time!!!!!! There are generations of
dryland farmers some over 100 years of investment. Do the recent capital
investments of the dairy farmers give them preferential rights over other farmers
even though they are making the biggest impact environmentally and restricting a
100 year investment from further development.
The differing contributions by different land uses to the local and District economy
and employment;
The need for flexibility of land use and land management to respond to markets or
adverse climate events;
Provided the business operation is meeting GMP.
That some development may be is necessary to maintain the land value and
financial viability of low-loss farm systems. This development must align with GMP.
There is land pasture and maintenance to avoid reversion??? and then there is
capital development
Overtime inefficient farming systems will need to change. As above define efficiency

Rural Advocacy Network
No specific comment other than to note that this principle applies to any approach to managing water
quality (not just nutrients).

Fish and Game
Fish and Game supports the intent of this principle to the extent that we do not wish to see farms
and other land use businesses go into receivership or struggle. However the definition or degree
of farm viability and economic prosperity is not well defined, and sometimes the agricultural
sector’s expectations for things like very high irrigation reliability, can appear selfish in relation to
other members of the community.
Farms that are creating a large burden or environmental cost on society should in time be
internalising those costs or finding ways to reduce or remedy the effects of significant nutrient
losses. If this does not happen then the question arises as to how environmentally sustainable
these businesses are and what effect they have on other land users and other community values.
The CWMS has a clear hierarchy of priorities upon which the collaborative process and regional
planning documents are required to address. The Environment and drinking/stock water are First
Order Priorities, with other more consumptive uses of land and water being given Second Order
Priority.
Therefore, Fish and Game cannot support Principle 6 if a business activity or specific business model
is clearly inconsistent with the principles of the Canterbury Water Management Strategy or the
Resource Management Act over the longer term. In these situations a business must adapt to
the changing environmental, economic and social boundaries of the day. Most Canterbury ZIPs
have given equal weighting to Economic prosperity/growth and maintaining water quality.
According to the CWMS and RMA higher order priorities, it is not in fact a balancing act requiring
an overall broad judgement between the environment and economic value.
We therefore request the inclusion of the following words so the first line of this principle reads:
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Maintain farm viability and economic prosperity where possible, including by recognising:
The use of these additional words has already been applied by the Zone Committee in relation to 5Year Outcome 4 “…where possible enhancing, ecosystem health…”. In reality this means some
higher loss business models may not be ultimately sustainable, and some low-loss systems may
have reduced land value, because it is not sustainable to transfer their use into a particular
higher-loss system.
Fish and Game would also not support maintaining the viability and economic prosperity of land use
supplier industries, if the environmental or social cost on society was too high. In the Selwyn
Waihora Catchment a lower input/higher yielding ZIP scenario (for farmers) was dismissed,
because sustaining higher land use inputs meant land use suppliers in the Zone would continue
generating higher financial returns for the economy, despite the burden on the environment and
higher debt/compliance stress for farmers.
Fonterra
 We support this principle.
 When talking about ‘recognising existing investment’ people often refer to investments in
essential farm infrastructure. That is important, but in addition we consider it is also
important to recognise the investments that many farmers have made to improve
resource management practices on their farms. These have been significant in recent
years with all dairy farms now having a farm environment plan in place and with
approximately 520km of waterways now fenced for stock exclusion (amongst other
matters).
 We consider that it is important when developing allocative regimes that we don’t make
judgements/presumptions about what future markets or climatic conditions will exist.
 We caution against generalised statements on impacts to land values since any allocative
regime that limits a farmers actions may impact land values. Just as the value of a low
leaching farm may be impacted by limits on further intensification, the value of a high
leaching farm may also be diminished if significant nitrogen reductions are required.
DairyNZ
Challenging but commendable principle.
Some methodologies attempting to achieve this may not be as effective as desired. Alternative
thoughts following




Building a nutrient allocation system that would be capable of implementing optimal
catchment outcomes in long term (~2040) will reduce some of the pressures of impact on
todays invested capital. A long term allocation methodology should consider the productive
capability of the land, the land connection to the receiving environment, the abilities for
farming businesses to maintain viability, and absorb climatic and economic volatility.
Then build a transition plan from current state.

Environment Canterbury
Balance with Principle 5. Baseline at GMP gives level of protection for existing investment.
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7 Timeframes should be realistic
It should be recognised that all existing land uses have legitimately established in good faith
based on the information available at the time. Where reductions are required or any significant
change to farming systems or land use, the pathways need to be reasonable to achieve over time.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
See 6.
Agree that they must be realistic but also consider that they should take into account how long the
receiving environment would take to improve.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Agreed, but this principle should not be used as an excuse for procrastination and inaction.
Timeframes need to be accompanied with plans and milestones for change. AIC requires this as
part of its FEP and FEP auditing system which is consistent with ECan’s approaches and
requirements to FEP auditing.
HWP – Agreed.

Beef and Lamb
Transition and reasonable timeframes are critical to achieving successful long term resource
management outcomes
There is an opportunity here to signal that reasonable timeframes may be up to 50 years to provide
for adaptive management, technological changes and business transition costs, without inhibiting
the expression of a clear community vision for long term water quality outcomes.
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Yes realistic but not intergenerational
Rural Advocacy Network
No specific comment.

Fish and Game
We agree that where reductions are required the timeframes for change should be reasonable in
creating a trajectory of change. However, we are concerned this process can be open to potential
abuse.
For example, Amuri Irrigation Company (via a letter of agreement between ECan and the Zone
Committee) were granted a waiver for new HWRRP minimum flow levels on the basis that progress
would be made to lower nutrient discharges and improve water quality. There were no firm
commitments in this agreement, and as a result, the improvements made may end up (if not
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already) being re-allocated for expansion purposes rather than long term improvements in water
quality. The recent non-notification of an additional 5000ha of dairy expansion for AIC highlights this
risk.
While farms are likely to have been legitimately established, some of their ongoing practices may no
longer be legitimate; therefore extended pathways should not be applied to obvious or negligent
compliance breaches.
Fonterra
 We support this principle.
 We consider reasonable transition times are essential to the success of the policy and
planning mechanisms. Pushing too hard or too fast could significantly compromise the
short term viability of the farm business; and effects could be worn by the community as
a whole and the environment.
 At the same time we recognise the importance of avoiding unnecessary procrastination as
this will make it more difficult to achieve the environmental outcomes sought.
DairyNZ
Agreed
A supportive pathway for transition is allowed for through any regulation
Environment Canterbury
Timeframes provide for time to adjust
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8 The degree of regulatory control – including rules and conditions, monitoring, auditing and
reporting – should be consistent with the degree of environmental impact and pressure
If there is limited environmental pressure and if an activity has a low impact then regulation – and
the financial cost of complying with that regulation – should be commensurate with that pressure
and impact.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
Agree but there is also a need to consider cumulative effects, particularly in receiving environment.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Agreed, but again this principle should respect principle 3 above, i.e. not just focused on N, but all
risks and potential contaminants and principle 4, that all land use practices should be meeting the
wider definition of GMP.
HWP – Agreed. HWP’s consent conditions are prescriptive with respect to the requirements
for regulatory control because they were drafted in full knowledge of the HWRRP
requirements. In our specific situation meeting this Principle is a given.

Beef and Lamb
B+LNZ strongly support this approach where regulation is required, however regulation is only one
method of maintaining or improving water quality – it is obviously important that when
developing a set of principles all methods of achieving good water quality and positive resource
management outcomes are considered.
There are many very successful non regulatory outcomes that will contribute positively to achieving
water quality objectives and in many cases these will be critical to work alongside regulatory
interventions to result in longer term behaviour change.
Beef and Lamb recommendation: Amend current method to acknowledge a balance of regulatory
and non regulatory methods to achieve desired outcomes or adopt an additional principle that
supports non regulatory methods
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Agreed.
Rural Advocacy Network
Principle 8 is incorrect in its presumption for regulation. Reword as:
8 Where regulation [including rules & conditions, monitoring, auditing & reporting] is justified, it
should be commensurate with the degree of environmental pressure & impact. If there is limited
environmental pressure and if an activity has a low impact [no more than minor] then there is no
justification for those landowners to be burdened with regulation.
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Fish and Game
Fish and Game supports this principle in part in the same way we have given conditional support to
the roll out of the GMP Policy Framework. In addition, we consider the level of regulatory control
and the degree of environmental impact, should also take into account the level of cumulative
effects across multi low or medium emitting properties within a catchment or a collective.
As per Principle 5 comments, the level of regulatory control should also be consistent with
the allocation model requirements to maintain water quality in the catchment.
Recommended wording The degree of regulatory control – including rules and
conditions, monitoring, auditing and reporting – should be consistent with the
degree of environmental impact and pressure at both the individual and cumulative
property scale.
Fonterra
 We support this principle.

See our comments with respect to Principle 10. We encourage gathering
comprehensive evidence of the state of the waterways today to determine the scale of
the problem and inform the methods to be adopted (such as N allocation)
DairyNZ
Remembering the non-regulatory methods for achieving the outcomes
Permitted activities with appropriate monitoring and reporting measures
Environment Canterbury
FEPs and Resource Consents targeted at properties with highest impact
Audit guidelines link frequency of audit with grading
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9 Support the use of group approaches to discharge management
Enabling land users to collectively manage discharges is likely to be more efficient than individual
discharge caps or consents and in the long term more likely to “allocate” discharge allowances to
the highest-value land use. In particular, irrigation companies can be effective and efficient and
managing property-scale requirements for diffuse contaminants. This does not preclude individual
approaches to managing nutrients where land owners choose this.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
Agree with this as a way forward but a group could incentivise and be incentivised to operate at
better than good management practice defined by industry, while recognising that within the
group some may have to be brought up to operating at good management practice first.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Fully support.
HWP – Agree.

Beef and Lamb
Just like all the principles this should be carefully considered in the context of all the principles. i.e if
a particular nutrient management or allocation approach is considered unfair or undesirable by
one sector or group of the community, it is unlikely that transfer or group management of
discharges will be supported or achieve a desired state. This where it is critical to ensure that
when the principles are adopted and applied that as far as possible all principles are met by a
particular approach, not selectively applied.
In the case of group management of discharges or where transfer takes place within these groups,
this would only be desirable if the overall water quality goals were being met and it resulted in
improved efficiency and environmental outcomes. However if the allocation method was for
example grand parenting clearly this approach gives a huge windfall gain to those with the
highest current emissions. That is fundamentally in conflict with the majority of principles
adopted by the committee and the discussion set out here.
Individual farmers who are achieving good environmental outcomes but are not part of a group
scheme should not be disadvantaged simply because they are not part of a group
Beef and Lamb recommendations:
Include some generic guiding discussion for the use of the principles
Insert an additional principle that nutrient management and or allocation methods should treat like
land the same (i.e. not simply be based on current land use)
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Provide for equivalence between group schemes and individual properties
North Canterbury Landcare Group
Needs to be science based with data to back up the current state of mainstem rivers
and tributaries. This is not the case with the Waiau yet discharge consents have
been issued.
Rural Advocacy Network
Delete:

Fish and Game
We support the use of group approaches for discharge management, in order to achieve higher
standards and reduce associated compliance costs/time through improved information,
education and training etc.
Fish and Game would like to see the group approach extended to the creation of more stream/river
care groups. For example, the Waikuku Water Management Group in North Canterbury, or the
Shag River Care Group in Otago (which involved the cooperation of farmers and fisherman).
Fonterra
 We support this principle.
 We support efficient catchment scale solutions. Such approaches can encourage both
innovations in good management practice (through the sharing of information) and
efficient transfers of discharge allowances to the highest value use at any point in time.
This can help ensure that environmental outcomes are achieved at least economic and
social cost, and that the primary sector can adapt to changes in markets, climate etc.
DairyNZ
Collectives are a useful and currently successful tool in the zone.
A preferred allocation methodology for the catchment should still be provided, with scope for the
collective to adopt if desired
Environment Canterbury
Irrigation schemes encouraged to manage within load
Opportunity for same arrangement under farm enterprises provisions
Underpinned by ASM philosophy
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10 Use the best available information to inform evidence-based decision making
Decisions on the approach to nutrient management at the property scale should be based on the
best available information appropriate to the scale and nature of the issue. This includes
catchment-scale ecological and water-quality information and modelling (including integration
with river flows and groundwater); information on current nutrient losses, realistic on-farm
mitigation options (including cost and reduction in nutrient losses) and on the impact of possible
intensification and land use change; farm financial information including impacts on profit,
revenue, land value and ability to service debt; sensitivity analysis to test the level of resilience to
climate or changes in market values; and information on any wealth transfer effects between
individuals.
RESPONSES
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
This also informs what is good management practice within a catchment.
Dialogue supporting this needs to acknowledge Ngāi Tahu values and indicators.
Ngāi Tahu Farming
No specific comments.
AIC and HWP
Agreed, this principle would support AIC’s approach to N load management, using the appropriate
methodology at the appropriate level i.e. Look up Tables for catchment scale management and
Overseer for farm specific management – but underpinning both by reference back to direct
measurements of water quality.
This principle should also be used to develop a better approach to determining nutrient loads and
limits in mainstem rives and recognising the science and evidence has moved on and justifies the
development of a better methodology and relates back to our comments under principles 1 and 2
above.
HWP – Agree in the main.
HWP Propose that words are added to the commentary: Decisions should also be taken in the
knowledge that information sources are gradually improving with respect to accuracy and
reducing uncertainty and that improved understandings will occur in the future.

Beef and Lamb
Beef and Lamb recommendations:
Consider including a line that recognises the limitations of models.
Consider adding a line into this principle that specifically mentions the limitations of modelling in
respect to good management practice and in respect to acknowledging that some farmers will be
managing better (and or worse) than their modelled outcomes
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In the context of all the principles be cautious about overly referring to short term impacts on profit
in designing a longer term desired nutrient management state
North Canterbury Landcare Group
A priority must be investment in improving the accuracy of this information. More measuring and
monitoring of waterways.
Rural Advocacy Network
Principle should apply to all Freshwater planning.

Fish and Game
Fish and Game consider this is of the utmost importance, but it is also necessary to carefully consider
the limitations of evidence against the track record of intensive farming in Canterbury. This
principle should avoid pushing modelling expectations too far where less than a high degree of
certainty exists (which is often the case with modelling – e.g., Overseer Projections).
In order to protect First Order Environmental Priorities, a precautionary approach should be adopted
in relation to resource allocation and management, as opposed to an overly optimistic resource
maximisation approach, where wind back from incorrect modelling or measurement methods
could take generations to achieve.
Fish and Game has major concerns about the proposed changes in methods for measuring and
analysing the load and concentration of Phosphorus in rivers. These concerns will be raised with
the Zone Committee.
Fonterra
 We support this principle.
 We believe the first step should focus on gathering comprehensive evidence on the state
of the waterways today. We understand that there have been some discrepancies in the
past about the quality of water monitoring data. It is important that the community has
confidence in the data used to inform planning decisions.

Once reliable data is available we will be able to determine the scale of the problem
today, and this in turn should inform the methods to be adopted (such as N allocation).

We consider it is premature to commence allocation conversations in the absence of
such information.
DairyNZ
Greater transparency through the catchment modelling by working collaboratively with stakeholders
to ensure greater agreement around catchment data
Engage early in the process – specifically technical work streams
Environment Canterbury
• Ongoing challenge – complexity vs fragmentation
• Level of cooperation between those with knowledge never been better in my experience
• Strongly recommend development of reference farms
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ADDITIONAL PRINCIPLES
Ngai Tahu
The following additional principles could be considered:
1. A right to discharge a contaminant comes with an overriding obligation to minimise that
discharge for any given landuse;
2. The discharge of contaminants to water should not be a tradable property right;
3. A right to discharge a contaminant could be coupled with an obligation to minimise that
discharge in accordance with MGM practices and to periodically surrender all discharge
rights in excess of reasonable requirements
Beef and Lamb
Principle 1: Like land should be treated the same
Allocation should be based on the intrinsic qualities of the land. Two pieces of land with the same
qualities should receive the same allocation. This principle recognises that allocation regimes should
not be overly influenced by existing land use.
Principle 4: The allocation system should be technically feasible, simple to operate and
understandable
A high level of technical feasibility is fundamental to a successful allocation approach. The simpler
the system, the more likely it is to be able to operate effectively. The approach must also be
understandable by land users and the wider community. It must be able to be administered fairly
and at minimum transaction costs to users and the regulator.
Principle 6: Allocation approaches should provide for adaptive management and new farm systems
information
Allocation decisions are primarily made on the information we know now and modelled future
scenarios. Our understanding and the availability of both catchment and farm systems will change
over the life of an allocation system as will possible management techniques. Allocation systems
should provide sufficient flexibility to provide for adaptive management and be reviewed regularly
to incorporate new information. Adequate transition times should be provided to incorporate new
information where allocation changes as a result.
Principle 10: In under-allocated catchments, where property based nutrient allocation has not been
adopted in setting water quality limits, the system for allocating nutrients must be determined well
before the limit is reached, be clear and easy to understand, and designed to avoid over-allocation
The mechanism for allocating nutrients, even if it does not have immediate effect, should be clear
from the time when water quality limits are set. Allocation mechanisms should reflect the level of
risk that the catchment will become over allocated. This may include the adoption of a pre-agreed
catchment-specific environmental threshold (e.g. 75%-90% of a limit) to determine when an
allocation regime should be adopted.
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Rural Advocacy Network
We propose an additional principle as below:
 Maintain community wellbeing by having a nutrient management framework that does
not create or exacerbate divisions among different land use types.

Fish and Game
3a Develop a long term vision for nutrient management at the property level that goes beyond
meeting minimum statutory requirements and good management practices.
This principle acknowledges the benefits to the land-user, the environment and community wellbeing, arising from more effective “property scale nutrient management”. This principle would
further support most of the 5-Year Outcomes set for the Zone.
Why not make this target aspirational, as opposed to just achieving the minimum requirements at a
property scale. For example, aspiring to achieve best practice management over the longer term,
and working towards this extended goal through providing leadership, funding opportunities and
other forms of support. This principle would also recognise and incentivise those already at GMP.
There is an opportunity for Hurunui land users to lead this process rather than be followers, and in
doing so achieve more personal satisfaction, community responsibility, and enhance their business.
A recent example of this approach was demonstrated in the Hawkes Bay, with Justin and Meg King
from Brookwood Station (Takapau). They agreed to be one of the first to trial the Regional Council’s
Farm Environment Plan programme, with some expert assistance. In going through the process
there were some surprising upsides beyond environmental improvement, as reflected in these
quotes:
“There is huge opportunity to use that soil mapping data to fine tune your inputs and to know what
you’re expected outputs are too”.
“The key is to use data, that’s where you can pay for this plan pretty quickly”.
“I’m doing this to improve my property aesthetically, improve my stock performance through shelter
and shade, and, to be honest, those sort of things, especially for the animals, for me come ahead of
water way protection”.
“We’re fencing off a lot of the crap and leaving productive paddocks…and the not-so-productive stuff
is creating something else for the farm either aesthetically with native planting or financially with
pine trees”.
11 Provide adaptive management solutions for the sustainable management of
resources in order to respond to major climatic or environmental effects in real
time and between plan change cycles.
Within Principle 6, the need for flexibility to manage changing events like markets or climatic events
has been recognised for land users. Equally, Fish and Game would like to see flexibility in the
form of more adaptive management for resource consents to address major climatic or
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environmental effects. The use of consent reviews by ECan is virtually non-existent and a far
more dynamic system is required. For example, residents may be put on water supply
restrictions during dry periods when supply runs low. For consented water takes, pro-rata
reductions (beyond inflexible minimum flow levels) should be applied when extreme
environmental effects occur.
12 Provide leadership and support in pursuing innovation, to positively address the challenges of
working within nutrient limits at the individual property level.
Fish and Game would like to see more emphasis on innovation as a means to underpin the
development of property-scale nutrient management. More emphasis on positively addressing the
challenges to working within nutrient limits or caps through innovation is an important principle to
encourage.
As stated in comments on Proposed Principle 3a, this District could be a leader in seeking
sustainable farming practices. Some farmers are not motivated to invest in new technology that has
a pay-back period greater than two years. The Government, Banks and other agencies need to work
together to encourage longer investment horizons for proactive and innovative solutions; where
market conditions exist to allow them.
Rural suppliers should also be encouraged to develop their R&D systems to support more
sustainable farming practices and technologies.
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Hurunui Waiau Zone Water Management Committee
Terms of Reference
The area of the Hurunui Waiau Water Management Zone is shown on the attached map.

Establishment
The Committee is established under the auspices of the Local Government Act 2002 in accordance with the
Canterbury Water Management Strategy 2009.
The Committee is a joint Committee of Environment Canterbury (the Regional Council) and Hurunui District
Council (the Territorial Authority).

Purpose and Functions
The purpose and function of the Committee is to:
•• Facilitate community involvement in the development, implementation, review and updating of a Zone
Implementation Programme that gives effect to the Canterbury Water Management Strategy in the Hurunui
Waiau area; and
•• Monitor progress of the implementation of the Zone Implementation Programme.

Objectives
1)

Develop a Zone Implementation Programme that seeks to advance theCWMS vision, principles, and targets
in the Hurunui Waiau Zone.

2)

Oversee the delivery of the Zone Implementation Programme.

3)

Support other Zone Implementation Programmes and the Regional Implementation Programme to the
extent they have common areas of interest or interface.

4)

Ensure that the community of the Zone are informed, have opportunity for input, and are involved in the
development and delivery of the Hurunui Waiau Implementation Programme.

5)

Consult with other Zone Water Management Committees throughout the development and
implementation of the Hurunui Waiau Implementation Programme on matters impacting on other zone
areas.

6)

Engage with relevant stakeholders throughout the development of the Hurunui Waiau Implementation
Programme.

7)

Recommend the Hurunui Waiau Implementation Programme to their respective Councils.

8)

Review the Implementation Programme on a three yearly cycle and recommend any changes to the
respective Councils.

9)

Monitor the performance of Environment Canterbury, Hurunui District Council, and other agencies in
relation to the implementation of the Hurunui Waiau Implementation Programme.

10) Provide Environment Canterbury and Hurunui District Council with updates on progress against the Zone
Implementation Programme.
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Limitation of Powers
The Committee does not have the authority to commit any Council to any path or expenditure and its
recommendations do not compromise the Councils’ freedom to deliberate and make decisions.
The Committee does not have the authority to submit on proposed Resource Management or Local
Government Plans.
The Committee does not have the authority to submit on resource consent matters.

Committee Membership
The Zone Committee will comprise:
1)

One elected member or Commissioner appointed by Environment Canterbury;

2)

One elected member appointed by each Territorial Authority operating within the Zone Boundary;

3)

One member from each of Tūāhuriri and Kaikōura Rūnanga;

4)

Between 4-7 members appointed from the community and who come from a range of backgrounds and
interests within the community;

5)

Environment Canterbury and Hurunui District Council will appoint their own representatives on the
Committee. Tūāhuriri and Kaikōura Rūnanga will nominate their representatives and the appointments will
be confirmed by Environment Canterbury and Hurunui District Council.

Selection of Community Members
To be eligible for appointment to a Zone Committee the candidate must either live in or have a significant
relationship with the zone. Recommendations on Community Members for the Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee
will be made to Environment Canterbury and Hurunui District Council by a working group of representatives
from Environment Canterbury, Hurunui District Council, Tūāhuriri and Kaikōura Rūnanga. The recommendations
will take into account the balance of interests required for Hurunui Waiau, geographic spread of members and
the ability of the applicants to work in a collaborative, consensus-seeking manner. Environment Canterbury and
Hurunui District Council will receive the recommendations and make the appointments.

Quorum
The quorum at a meeting consists of:
(i) Half of the members if the number of members (including vacancies) is even; or
(ii) A majority of members if the number of members (including vacancies) is odd.

Chair and Deputy Chair
Each year, the Committee shall appoint the Chair and Deputy Chair from the membership by simple majority.
There is no limit on how long a person can be in either of these positions.

Term of Appointment
Members of Committees are appointed for a term of three years. To coincide with Local Government Election
processes terms shall commence from January each year, with each Committee requiring confirmation of
membership by the incoming Council. The term for community members will be staggered so that one third of
the community members is appointed (or reappointed) each year. There is no limit on the number of consecutive
terms.
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Financial Delegations
None

Operating Philosophy
The Committees will at all times operate in accordance with the requirements of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987, and will observe the following principles:
1)

Give effect to the Fundamental Principles, Targets and goals of the CWMS;

2)

Be culturally sensitive observing tikanga Maori;

3)

Apply a Ki uta ki tai (from the mountains to the sea) approach;

4)

Work with the CWMS Regional Committee to support the implementation of the CWMS across the region
as a whole;

5)

Give consideration to and balance the interests of all water interests in the region in debate and
decision-making;

6)

Work in a collaborative and co-operative manner using best endeavours to reach solutions that take
account of the interests of all sectors of the community;

7)

Contribute their knowledge and perspective but not promote the views or positions of any particular
interest or stakeholder group;

8)

Promote a philosophy of integrated water management to achieve the multiple objectives of the range of
interests in water;

9)

Seek consensus in decision-making where at all possible. In the event that neither unanimous agreement
is able to be reached nor a significant majority view formed, in the first instance seek assistance from an
external facilitator to further Committee discussions and deliberations. Where the Committee encounters
fundamental disagreements, despite having sought assistance and exhausted all avenues to resolve
matters, recommend that the respective Councils disband them and appoint a new Committee.

Meeting and Remuneration Guidelines
1)

The Committee will meet at least eight times per annum and with workshops and additional meetings as
required. At times, the workload will be substantially higher. Proxies or alternates are not permitted.

2)

Any Committee may co-opt such other expert or advisory members as it deems necessary to ensure it is
able to achieve its purpose. Any such co-option will be on a non-voting basis.

3)

Remuneration for members will be paid in the form of an honorarium currently set at the following levels:

a. Appointed members
- $4,000 pa
b. Deputy Chair		
- $5,000 pa
c. Chair 			
- $6,000 pa.
Staff or elected members of Territorial Authorities or the Environment Canterbury shall not be eligible for
remuneration.
Mileage will be reimbursed.

Committee Support
The Committee shall be supported staff from the Territorial Councils and Environment Canterbury, primarily
through the Committee Secretary and the Zone Facilitator.
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