








F. The specific provisions of the proposal that this submission relates to and the decisions it seeks
from Council are as detailed in the table in Section B below.

G. The outcomes sought and the wording used is a suggestion only. Where a suggestion is proposed
itis with the intention of 'or words to that effect'. The outcomes sought may require consequential
changes to the Plan, including Objectives, Policies, or other rules, or restructuring of the Plan, or
parts thereof, to give effect to the relief sought.

We welcome the opportunity to further discuss any of the points above with Environment
Canterbury, should you wish for more information. For any inquiries relating to this feedback please
contact Kiri Rupert on 03 696 3903 or rupertreddeer@outlook.co.nz.

Yours faithfully,

oyt

Kiri Rupert

12 September 2019




Specific Provision in the
Proposed Plan

Submission

Decision sought from Environment
Canterbury

1. Livestock exclusion from
waterbodies (in
Waimakiriri and OTOP
zones)

Section 8.4.30, pages 68, 69,

Section 14.4.15, page 134

| oppose the provision in part, specifically the inclusion of
intermittently flowing waterbodies including open drains and
other artificial watercourses with surface water in them.

The reasons for this are:

e “Intermittent flowing” is too broad a term. Our property
Scotland is virtually flat, typical Canterbury Plains land of
heavy clay soils. During heavy and prolonged rain events
surface water builds up and moves across the land in vast
sheets, sometimes the whole area will be covered in a thin
layer of moving surface water. It is impossible to define

where this waterbody starts or finishes and it only lasts for a
few hours at a time. It would be impossible to exclude stock

from this situation.

e In a hill or down-lands country situation, excluding stock
from an actual defined ephemeral waterways is impractical

and unlikely to achieve a positive effect on water quality. For

example during a rain event, excess surface water will flow
down the hills collecting worm castings, faeces and other
sediments, then channel into gullies. Whether these gullies
are fenced off or not will not change the amount of
sediments collected on the hillsides. As an alternative, good

mitigation practices such as sediment traps and constructed

wetlands/filtration zones at the bottom of the gully would
do a better job at containing sediment before it entered
permanent long-term waterways.

| seek that the provision is amended as set out
below

As an alternative | propose:

e That the provision defines “intermittently
flowing” as ephemeral waterways or a
specific body of water in a location flowing
for a minimum length of time e.g. a stream
in a gully that flows for 24 hours

e That the Plan recognises that stock
exclusion from ephemeral waterways may
not be needed to achieve good water
quality and better environmental
outcomes. Alternative measures are
available and work better.

e A Farm Environment Plan would do a better

job at identifying specific areas of risk to
water quality, and the mitigation options
for each risk, rather than a blanket
requirement to exclude stock regardless of
cost, practicality or effectiveness.




2. Rubbish/Offal pits

Section 5.24, page 26

| oppose that offal pits will need to be a consented activity
unless there is 3m of soil or sand between the point of discharge
and highest groundwater level

The reasons for this are:

“Highest groundwater level” is too broad and overarching.
The whole of the Canterbury Plains could be considered a
flood plain; how are farmers to determine where there
could have been floodwater in the distant past? Our
property Leamington borders the Orari River and likely has
been flooded historically. Under the proposed rule change,
we may not be able to obtain consent for an offal pit. As
with all farming, with livestock there are deadstock and
there is a requirement to dispose of dead animals. Without
an offal pit we would have very limited abilities to deal with
dead animals. Freshly dead animals could be sold for animal
feed etc. However, unlike other farming enterprises, with
deer farming there are large periods of the year when the
animals are left to their own devices and disturbed as little
as possible for the sake of animal safety (young fawns are
easily mis-mothered during fawning so hinds are disturbed
as little as possible for some 6 weeks) or human safety
(during the mating season Feb-May, adult stags are
dangerous so we avoid entering paddocks as much as
possible). If an animal dies during this period, it becomes
very rotten and decomposed by the time we see it. It is not
an option to leave it in the paddock. If we can’t use an offal
pit, we would have no way of disposing of these dead
animals.

| seek that the provision is amended as set out
below

As an alternative | propose:

e The provision be worded as “seasonal high
water table” to cover current groundwater
levels, rather than “highest groundwater
level” which could include a once in
100year flood event




