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Federated Farmers of New Zealand
Submission on Proposed Plan Change 2 to the
Waimakariri River Regional Plan

13 September 2019

SUBMISSION TO ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY ON PROPOSED PLAN
CHANGE 2 TO THE WAIMKARIRI RIVER REGIONAL PLAN
Form 5
Submission on publicly notified proposal for policy statement or plan
Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991

To:

Environment Canterbury

Name of submitter:

North Canterbury Province, Federated Farmers of New Zealand

Contact person:

Dr Lionel Hume
Senior Policy Advisor

Address for service:

Federated Farmers of New Zealand
P.O. Box 414
Ashburton 7740

Phone:
Mobile:
Email:

03 307 8145
027 470 9008
lhume@fedfarm.org.nz

This is a submission on the following proposed plan change – Proposed Plan Change 2 to the
Waimakariri River Regional Plan.
Federated Farmers could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

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

Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in support of this submission.

SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 2 TO THE WAIMAKARIRI RIVER REGIONAL
PLAN

Introduction
Federated Farmers welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback to Environment Canterbury
(ECan) on Proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan (WRRP).
The purpose of Proposed Plan Change 2 is to remove provisions that relate to the area covered by
Section 8 (Waimakariri sub-region) of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP), from
the WRRP.
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The WRRP continues to apply to the main stem of the Waimakariri River, the upper catchment
including its headwaters, and an area of land south of the Waimakariri River.

Submissions
Federated Farmers’ submissions on specific provisions of Proposed Plan Change 7 are set out
below, along with decisions sought. In addition to the submissions themselves, we request that any
consequential amendments will be made to give effect to those submissions.
Federated Farmers supports the overall intent and purpose of Proposed Plan Change 2.
Federated Farmers supports Proposed Plan Change 2, specifically including the following:






Changes to the introductory text, describing the area covered by the plan.
Amendments to figures/maps to accommodate Section 8 of Plan Change 7 to the CLWRP.
The removal of references to water bodies and areas of land (including information about,
and requirements with regard to, those water bodies and areas of land) which will be covered
by Section 8 of Plan Change 7 to the CLWRP.
The removal of references to the water quality rules in Chapter 4 of the Canterbury Natural
Resources Regional Plan.
The new definition of the Waimakariri River Catchment.

Conclusion
Federated Farmers thanks Environment Canterbury for the opportunity to submit on Proposed Plan
Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan. We look forward to ongoing dialogue about Plan
Change 2 and continuing to work constructively with Council.

Cameron Henderson
President, North Canterbury Province
Federated Farmers of New Zealand
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Federated Farmers of New Zealand
Submission on Proposed Plan Change 7 to the
Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan

13 September 2019

SUBMISSION TO ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY ON PROPOSED PLAN
CHANGE 7 TO THE CANTERBURY LAND AND WATER REGIONAL PLAN
Form 5
Submission on publicly notified proposal for policy statement or plan
Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991

To:

Environment Canterbury

Name of submitter:

Combined Canterbury Provinces, Federated Farmers of New Zealand

Contact person:

Dr Lionel Hume
Senior Policy Advisor

Address for service:

Federated Farmers of New Zealand
P.O. Box 414
Ashburton 7740

Phone:
Mobile:
Email:

03 307 8145
027 470 9008
lhume@fedfarm.org.nz

This is a submission on the following proposed plan change – Proposed Plan Change 7 to the
Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.
Federated Farmers could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

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

Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in support of this submission.
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 7 TO THE CANTERBURY LAND AND WATER
REGIONAL PLAN

Overview
Federated Farmers welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback to Environment Canterbury
(ECan) on Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.
Specific feedback on the omnibus plan change section (Sections 2, 4 and 5 of the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP)), the Waimakariri sub-regional plan section (Section 8 of the
CLWRP), the Ashburton section (Section 13) of the CLWRP and the OTOP sub-regional plan
(Section 14 of the CLWRP) is given below.
Federated Farmers has serious concerns about the notification of the Waimakariri and OTOP subregional plans at this stage, in particular for the following reasons:





These sub-regional plans contain provisions flowing from Plan Change 5 regarding the
implementation of Good Management Practice (GMP) and specifically the implementation of
Baseline GMP Nitrogen Loss Rates and GMP Nitrogen Loss Rates via the Farm Portal.
This is problematic given current issues with the Farm Portal and its modelling proxies and
Overseer modelling generally, and lack of clarity about access to the alternative/equivalent
consenting path (for situations where the Farm Portal cannot generate a Baseline GMP
Nitrogen Loss Rate or a GMP Nitrogen Loss Rate, or generates a number that is
demonstrated to be erroneous).
The Farm Portal and Overseer currently do not work for some farm systems, for example
arable.

In order for these plans to be successfully implemented, the issues outlined above need to be
resolved. A Good Management Practice Implementation Working Group addressed these issues,
as required by the High Court as part of the terms for settling appeals on Plan Change 5. This work
needed to be completed and incorporated into PC7 prior to its notification. Indeed, the Working
Group recommended that notification be delayed until these issues were resolved. In the case of
farm systems (such as arable), which are unable to be modelled by Overseer, the ‘fix’ will take some
time (years rather than months) so a cost-effective process needs to be developed to cover these
farm systems for the interim period.
Following on from the concerns outlined above, we believe that the submission timeframe provided,
even though it has been extended from the RMA minimum, is not appropriate for this large, complex
and crucial plan change. Plan Change 7 is effectively three plan changes rolled into one. This issue
is accentuated by timing, with the submission period coinciding with the busiest time of the year
(calving) for those in the dairy industry, and clashing with consultation on the Government’s Essential
Freshwater Action for healthy waterways consultation.
Federated Farmers has a further significant concern about the appropriateness of the Proposed Plan
Change’s Section 32 report. In particular, we consider the report fails to adequately assess the
potential and likely costs associated with implementation of the Waimakariri and OTOP sections of
the plan change, especially provisions which reduce reliability of water supply or require reductions
in nitrogen discharge.
In short, we do not feel the requirements of Council under section 32 have been met and we ask that
a greater level of analysis is undertaken.
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The Wamakariri and OTOP sub-regional plans (Sections 8 and 14) have highlighted issues of overallocation of water and reliability of supply. It is crucial that, in addition to considering and addressing
issues within zones, a broad, region-wide view is taken. One way to address issues of overallocation is to introduce water from outside the zone, such as alpine-sourced water in the case of
the OTOP Zone. It is vital that this option remains open. When considering and addressing reliability
issues, water storage (especially at a community or regional scale) can be a vital tool. In this regard,
it is crucial to keep storage options open, such as the possibility of storage in Lees Valley, North
Canterbury. The development of community or regional scale storage will become increasingly
important as the need to build resilience to climate change becomes more pressing.
Summary of high level concerns:
 Federated Farmers has serious concerns about the notification of the Waimakariri and OTOP
sub-regional plans given issues with the implementation of Good Management Practice
(GMP) and specifically the implementation of Baseline GMP Nitrogen Loss Rates and GMP
Nitrogen Loss Rates via the Farm Portal, which is relied upon in these plans.
 A Good Management Practice Implementation Working Group was set up to address these
issues, as required by the High Court as part of the terms for settling appeals on Plan Change
5. This work needed to be completed and incorporated into PC7 prior to its notification.
 The submission timeframe provided, is inadequate for this large, complex and crucial plan
change.
 The Proposed Plan Change’s Section 32 report fails to adequately assess the potential and
likely costs associated with implementation of the Waimakariri and OTOP sections of the plan
change, especially provisions which reduce reliability of water supply or require reductions in
nitrogen discharge.

Specific submissions
Federated Farmers’ submissions on specific provisions of Proposed Plan Change 7 are set out
below, along with decisions sought. In addition to the submissions themselves, we request that any
consequential amendments will be made to give effect to those submissions.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons

Section 2 How the Plan Works and Definitions
Definitions
Defnition:
Baseline
commercial
vegetable
growing area

Support

The definition recognises the nature of commercial vegetable Retain as notified.
growing, particularly the fact that vegetable growing
operations tend to move and do not permanently occupy a
fixed parcel of land.

Definition:
Commercial
vegetable
growing
operation

Support

This definition will enable recognition of the unique Retain as notified.
characteristics and needs of commercial vegetable growing.

Definition:
Highest
groundwater
level.

Oppose
in part

We are unsure why there is a need to introduce this definition Retain the existing definition unless sufficient explanation and
to replace the current definition of Seasonal High Water Table. justification can be provided for the change proposed.
What is the problem, if any, that is being addressed? If there
is not a specific problem, we would suggest retaining the
existing definition.

Definition:
Indigenous
freshwater
species habitat

Oppose

Before this definition is adopted, there needs to be thorough Delete the definition of: Indigenous freshwater species
analysis and discussion (especially with land owners and habitat.
managers) about what is intended to be captured, the value of
these habitats, how they will be mapped and within what
4

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

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

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

Reasons
timeframes, who is resourcing or funding the assessments,
how widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to the inclusion of this definition and its use
throughout the plan (including maps).
It should be noted that indigenous freshwater species are
ubiquitous, so Indigenous freshwater species habitat, taken to
its logical extreme, could encompass all freshwater in the
Canterbury Region.

Definition:
Managed
aquifer
recharge

Support

Federated Farmers supports this definition because the Retain the definition of Managed aquifer recharge as notified.
technique is a powerful tool for managing both water quantity
and water quality issues both in Canterbury and nationwide.

Definition:
Oppose
Seasonal High in part
Water Table

As above, we question why it is necessary to delete this Retain this definition unless sufficient explanation and
definition and replace it with the new definition of Highest justification can be provided for the change proposed.
groundwater level . What is the problem, if any, that is being
addressed? If there is not a specific problem, we would suggest
retaining the existing definition.

Vegetation
clearance

The amendment recognises that the Canterbury Regional Pest Retain the amended definition as notified.
Management Plan has replaced the previous Canterbury Pest
Management Strategy.

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

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

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

Reasons

Section 4 Policies
Policies
Policy 4.31 and Oppose
4.61A

Policy 4.36A

Support
in part

These policies refer to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
As expanded on above, there needs to be thorough analysis
and discussion about the identification and value of these
habitats, what is intended to be captured, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.
Until this is done, Federated Farmers is opposed to all
references to indigenous freshwater species habitat.

Delete Policies 4.31 and 4.61A.
There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion about the
identification and value of these habitats, how assessment
will be done and who will resource/fund this, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.

Federated Farmers supports this new policy to the extent that
it recognises the constraints associated with commercial
vegetable growing operations and seeks to accommodate
these in the context of nutrient management.
However, we have concerns about parts b. and d.
Part b. requires avoidance of the establishment of a new
commercial vegetable growing operation, or any expansion of
an existing commercial vegetable growing operation beyond
the baseline commercial vegetable growing area….
In the context of increasing population and the need for locally
grown healthy food, there needs to be provision for increased
production, even if this does lead to some increase in nitrogen
loss.

Delete part b. to provide for new or expanded commercial
vegetable growing operations, in order to enable current and
future needs to be met.
Delete part d. because the constraint appears to be driven by
administrative convenience rather than environmental
imperatives.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
(It should be noted that all commercial vegetable growing
operations are required to operate at Good Management
Practice (Part a.))
Part d. requires constraint of growing operations, as far as
possible, to a single nutrient allocation zone or sub-region.
This constraint appears to be driven by administrative
convenience rather than environmental imperatives.
Therefore we oppose parts b. and c.

Policy 4.47

Oppose
in part

The proposed amendment to Part b. would require the adverse Amend Part b. as follows:
effects of small-scale diversions, to enable gravel removal or … are minimised as much as practicable;
other earthworks, to be minimised.
The amendment seems reasonable but it is unclear what it
would mean in practical terms.

Policy 4.87

Support

The amendment recognises that the Canterbury Regional Pest Retain the amended policy as notified.
Management Plan has replaced the previous Canterbury Pest
Management Strategy.

Policy 4.99

Support

Federated Farmers supports Policy 4.99 which provides for the Retain the policy as notified.
use of managed aquifer recharge (MAR) to improve the quality
and/or quantity of freshwater. MAR is potentially a powerful
tool for the management of specific water quality and quantity
issues in Canterbury and nationwide. Initial trials in Canterbury
have been promising and the technique is widely used
internationally.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 4.100

Policy 4.101

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

Oppose

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

Reasons
Federated Farmers supports Policy 4.100 which will facilitate
the taking and use of surface water for MAR.
Part b. of the policy states that, if an existing water permit is
held which authorises the take and use of surface water for
irrigation, a portion of that water may be used for managed
aquifer recharge, provided that there is no net increase in the
total rate of take or volume of water compared with that
authorised under the existing permit.
In addition to situations where flow and/or allocation limits (in
Sections 6 – 15 of this plan) are exceeded, we request that a
portion of consented irrigation water should also be able to be
used for managed aquifer recharge in situations where
environmental flows and/or allocation limits will not be
exceeded.

Retain function of Policy 4.100 as notified.

This policy refer to Indigenous Freshwater Species Habitat. We
have expanded upon our concerns above in this regard (see
under the accompanying definition and Policies 4.31 and
4.61A). There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion
about the identification and value of these habitats, how
widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially

Delete Policy 4.101.
There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion about the
identification and value of these habitats, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.

8

Extend the scope of the Policy by re-writing, as follows:
When considering the taking of surface water for managed
aquifer recharge in relation to the environmental flow and/or
allocation limits in Sections 6 – 15 of this plan:
a. Where the rate of take and or volume sought exceeds
the environmental flow and/or allocation limits (in
Sections 6 – 15 of this plan), restrict any further overallocation of surface water to proposals which
demonstrate the environmental benefits of the
managed aquifer recharge to the receiving water
body outweigh any adverse effects; and
b. If the applicant holds an existing water permit that
authorises the take and use of water for irrigation and
proposes to use a portion of that water for managed
aquifer recharge, require that there is no net increase
in the total rate or volume of water compared with
that authorised under the existing permit.

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

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

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

Reasons
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to all references to Indigenous Freshwater Species
Habitat.

Policy 4.102

Oppose
in part

Both parts of the policy especially the part relating to existing Federated Farmers recommends amendment as follows: As
structures need to have a practicability qualification attached far as practicable, Sstructures enable the safe passage of
to them.
indigenous fish, while avoiding as far as practicable, the
passage of any invasive, pest or nuisance fish species by:
….

Policy 4.103

Oppose
in part

The policy should be qualified to refer only to water sample Federated Farmers recommends amendment as follows:
data required by a consent condition.
Any resource consent granted with a consent condition
requiring the collection of water quality samples, shall also
include a condition requiring all the water quality sample data
required by the consent condition to be submitted to
Environment Canterbury in a format suitable for…

Section 5 Region-wide rules
Rules
Rules 5.9, 5.11, Oppose
5.13, 5.15, 5.17, in part
5.19, 5.26, 5.28,
5.36,
5.40,
5.110,
5.115,
5.117,
5.120,

Throughout the plan change there are requirements to
consider (e.g. in the exercise of discretion) Any adverse effects
on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu,
including wahi tapu and wahi taonga.
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Delete this requirement (matter of discretion) for these rules,
and throughout the plan, until such time as there has been
sufficient information and assessment about where these
sites and values are, and what the consequent land
management implications will be. There needs to be
widespread discussion with land owners and managers of

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
5.123,
5.126,
5.128,
5.133,
5.161,
5.164,
5.176,
5.178,
5.180 and 5.191

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

Rule 5.26A

Support

The rule is reasonable.

Retain Rule 5.26A as notified.

Rule 5.28A

Support

The rule is reasonable.

Retain Rule 5.28A as notified.

Rule 5.40A

Oppose

Rule 5.41

Support

The activity status should be discretionary, consistent with Amend Rule 5.40A, as follows:
Rules 5.26A and 5.28A.
…that does not meet the condition of Rule 5.40 is a noncomplying discretionary activity.
Refers to new rules to accommodate commercial vegetable Retain Rule 5.41 as notified.
growing operations.

Rule 5.42CA

Support

The rule permits the discharge of nutrients from a vegetable Retain Rule 5.42CA as notified.
growing operation on a property 0.5 ha or less. Such a
permitted activity threshold is appropriate to minimise the
impact on other land users, while providing for reasonable
home or small-scale vegetable growing without the need for a
consent.

Rule 5.42CB

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports the rule insofar as it caters for the Delete Condition 3 because it appears to be driven by
particular needs of commercial vegetable growing operations. administrative convenience rather than environmental
imperatives.

Oppose/
Support

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

Reasons
There needs to be much greater clarity about what this affected land, leading to much greater clarity about what this
requirement means, how it will be worked through, how these requirement means, how it will be worked through and what
areas/values will be assessed, identified and notified to the cost implications are.
affected land owners, and what any cost implications are. The
understanding and support of land owners and managers are
necessary for the successful implementation of these
requirements.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
However, we oppose Condition 3 because it appears to be
driven by administrative convenience rather than
environmental imperatives.

Rule 5.42CC

Oppose
in part

Oppose reference to condition 3 of Rule 5.42CB because we Delete reference to condition 3 of Rule 5.42CB.
asked for that condition to be deleted, above.

Rule 5.42CD

Support

The rule is consistent with other like rules throughout the Retain Rule 5.42CD as notified.
CLWRP.

Rule 5.42CE

Oppose

Condition 2 of Rule 5.42CC requires that: the nitrogen loss rate
from the new or expanded commercial vegetable growing
operation does not exceed the lawful nitrogen loss rate
applicable to the proposed location.
Rule 5.42CE assigns prohibited activity status to noncompliance with that condition.
In the context of increasing population and the need for locally
grown, healthy food, there needs to be provision for increased
production, even if this does lead to some increase in nitrogen
loss.
(It should be noted that all commercial vegetable growing
operations are required to operate at Good Management
Practice (Part a. of Policy 4.36A))
Therefore, Federated Farmers is opposed to the use of
prohibited activity status in Rule 5.42CE and requests that it be
changed to non-complying activity status.

Irrigation
Schemes

Support

The notes refer to new rules to accommodate commercial Retain amended notes as notified.
vegetable growing operations.
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Amend Rule 5.42CE as follows:
The discharge of nutrients from a commercial vegetable
growing operation that does not comply with condition 2 of
Rule 5.42CC is a non-complying prohibited activity.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Notes:
Rules 5.60 and
5.61
Rule 5.71

Rules
5.74

5.72

Rule 5.96

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

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

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

Support
deletion
Oppose
in part

Consistent with other aspects of the plan change as notified.

Delete as notified.

The proposed amendment to Rule 5.71, to refer to Indigenous
Freshwater Species Habitat, would prohibit the access of
farmed cattle, deer or pigs to these habitats. As explained in
greater detail above, it is our view that, before this amendment
is adopted, there needs to be thorough analysis and discussion
(especially with land owners and managers) about the value of
these habitats, their mapping, how widespread they are likely
to become, what areas would be covered by them and what
the impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is
done, Federated Farmers is opposed to the definition of
Indigenous Freshwater Species Habitat and its incorporation
into Rule 5.71.
Federated Farmers supports the other amendments to Rule
5.71.

Amend the notified Rule 5.71 by removing the reference to
Indigenous Freshwater Species Habitat , as follows:
….inanga spawning habitat, or in any Indigenous Freshwater
Species Habitat;…

– Support
deletion
Oppose

The issue of flow-sensitive catchments is best dealt with at sub- Delete as notified.
regional level.
The first question that needs to be asked is why there is a need
to introduce the definition highest groundwater level to
replace the current definition of Seasonal High Water Table.
What is the problem, if any, that is being addressed? If there

12

Delete reference to highest groundwater level and retain
reference to seasonal high water table, unless sufficient
explanation and justification can be provided for the change
proposed.

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

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

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

Reasons
is not a specific problem, we would suggest retaining the
existing definition.

Rule
5.120, Oppose
5.136,
5.137,
5.138,
5.139,
5.140, 5.140A,
5.141,
5.148,
5.151,
5.152,
5.163,
5.167,
5.168 and 5.191

These rules refer to indigenous freshwater species habitat. Our Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat
concerns have been expanded upon in greater detail above. In
our view, there needs to be thorough analysis and discussion
about the identification and value of these habitats, how
widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to all references to indigenous freshwater species
habitat.
It should be noted that indigenous freshwater species are
ubiquitous within New Zealand, so Indigenous freshwater
species habitat, taken to its logical extreme, could encompass
all freshwater in the Canterbury Region.

Rule 5.140

This rule refers to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
As stated above, there needs to be thorough analysis and
discussion about the identification and value of these habitats,
how widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to the reference to indigenous freshwater species
habitat.

Oppose
in part

13

Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
Condition 1.
Re-write Condition 5. b. to clarify the culvert installation
requirements

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

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

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

Reasons
Condition 5. b. is unclear e.g. what does …25% of the internal
width of the culvert is below the bed of the river… mean?

Rules 5.141 and Oppose
5.152
in part

These rules refer to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion about the
identification and value of these habitats, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.
Until this is done, Federated Farmers is opposed to the
reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
The required concentrations of suspended solids in Condition
3 need to be technically justified.

Rule 5.141A

The rule should have restricted discretionary activity status, Change activity status to restricted discretionary, with
with matters for discretion to cover the conditions in Rules matters for discretion to cover the conditions in Rules 5.135 –
5.135 – 5.141.
5.141.

Oppose
in part

Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
Condition 2.
Delete Condition 3 until the required concentrations of
suspended solids are technically justified.

Rules
5.148 Oppose
5.149 and 5.150 in part

These gravel extraction rules prevent the diversion of water
within the bed of a river. This might be difficult in practice and
there needs to be provision for limited diversion of water.
Rather than excluding diversion, an effects-based approach
might be appropriate for the very limited volumes of extraction
permitted by these rules.

Rule 5.151

This rule refers to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
As expanded upon above, in our view there needs to be Condition 1.
thorough analysis and discussion about the identification and

Oppose
in part
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Amend Rule 5.148, as follows:
…, but excluding the diversion of water within the bed of a
river,…
Add a new Condition, as follows:
The activity does not prevent fish passage or result in the
stranding of fish;

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

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

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

Reasons
value of these habitats, how widespread they are likely to Re-write Condition 5. b. to clarify the culvert installation
become, what areas will be covered by them and what the requirements.
impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is done,
Federated Farmers is opposed to the reference to indigenous
freshwater species habitat.
Condition 5. b. is unclear e.g. what does …25% of the internal
width of the culvert is below the bed of the river… mean?
The condition lacks specificity and clarity and is likely to create
uncertainty or confusion for plan users.

Rule 5.152A

Oppose
in part

Restricted discretionary activity status would be more Change activity status to restricted discretionary, with
appropriate, with matters for discretion to cover the matters for discretion to cover the conditions in Rules 5.151
conditions in Rules 5.151 and 5.152.
and 5.152.

Rule 5.163

Oppose
in part

We support the amendment to Condition 4 recognising the Retain the amendment to Condition 4, as notified.
new name: Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan.
Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
However, we have concern about the reference to indigenous Condition 7.
freshwater species habitat (Condition 7).
As expanded upon previously, we consider that there needs to
be thorough analysis and discussion about the identification
and value of these habitats, how widespread they are likely to
become, what areas will be covered by them and what the
impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is done,
Federated Farmers is opposed to the reference to indigenous
freshwater species habitat.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 5.168

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Oppose
in part

Reasons

Rule 5.170

Support

We support the amendment to Rule 5.170 recognising the new Retain the amendment to Condition 5.170, as notified.
name: Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan.

We support the amendment to Condition 4 to enable Retain the amendment to Condition 4, as notified.
earthworks within 5 m of a flood control structure, conditional Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
upon permission from the entity responsible for maintaining Condition 3.
that structure.
The rule (Condition 3) refers to indigenous freshwater species
habitat.
As expanded upon previously, we consider that there needs to
be thorough analysis and discussion about the identification
and value of these habitats, how widespread they are likely to
become, what areas will be covered by them and what the
impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is done,
Federated Farmers is opposed to the reference to indigenous
freshwater species habitat.

Rules 5.175 and Oppose
5.177

The question that needs to be asked is why there is a need to Retain the existing definition.
delete the definition of Seasonal high water table and replace
it with the new definition of Highest groundwater level . What
is the problem, if any, that is being addressed? If there is not a
specific problem, we would suggest retaining the existing
definition.

Rule 5.177

We support the amended rule, apart from the reference to Retain the amended rule as notified, apart from the reference
Highest groundwater level, for the reasons stated above. We to Highest groundwater level. We consider that the existing

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

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

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

Reasons
consider that the existing term Seasonal high water table term Seasonal high water table should continue to be used
should continue to be used instead.
instead.

Rule 5.178

Support
in part

We support the amended rule, apart from the reference to
Highest groundwater level, for the reasons stated above. We
consider that the existing term Seasonal high water table
should continue to be used instead.

Retain the amended rule as notified, apart from the reference
to Highest groundwater level. We consider that the existing
term Seasonal high water table should continue to be used
instead.

Rules 5.189 and Support
5.190

Federated Farmers supports Rules 5.189 and 5.190 consistent Retain Rule 5.189 as notified
with the NES for Plantation Forestry.

Rules 5.191 – Support
5.193

Federated Farmers supports Rules 5.191, 5.192 and 5.193 Retain Rules 5.191, 5.192 and 5.193, as notified.
which provide for the construction and use of managed aquifer
recharge (MAR) systems to improve the quality and/or
quantity of freshwater. MAR is potentially a powerful tool for
the management of specific water quality and water quantity
issues in Canterbury and nationwide. Initial trials in Canterbury
have been promising and the technique is widely used
internationally.

Section 8 Waimakariri
Introductory
Oppose
material under in part
the
heading
Zone
Committee

Outcome 9 states that: Land and freshwater management in
the Waimakariri Water Zone supports, over time, maintenance
of current high-quality drinking water in Christchurch’s
aquifers.
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Amend following Zone Committee outcomes, as follows:
… a proportion of recharge to the deep aquifer system beneath
Belfast and North Christchurch is likely to be derived from an
area within the Waimakariri sub-region.

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

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

8.4 Policies
Policies 8.4.1 – support
8.4.3

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

Reasons
Following Outcome 9, it is stated that a proportion of recharge
to Christchurch’s deep aquifer system is likely to be derived
from an area within the Waimakariri sub-region.
For balance, additional context needs to be provided here, as
follows:
1) The term likely only applies to Belfast and North
Christchurch. Any effect on aquifers below the main part of
Christchurch is much less certain;
2) Even over a 50-100 year timeframe, any increases in nitrate
concentration would be below the Maximum Acceptable Value
for safe drinking water; and
3) Any effect would be long term (timeframe of 50 – 100 years).

Any effect on the aquifers below the main part of Christchurch
is much less certain. It should also be noted that, currently,
there is no evidence of elevated nitrate concentrations in
Christchurch’s aquifers, that any effect would be long term
(timeframe of 50 – 100 years) and, even over that timeframe
(assuming a worst case scenario), any increases in nitrate
concentration would be below the Maximum Acceptable
Value for safe drinking water.

To facilitate the repair of earthquake damaged land.

Retain Policies 8.4.1 – 8.4.3 as notified.

Policy 8.4.4

Support

Requires the management of freshwater through the Retain Policy 8.4.4 as notified.
establishment of 2 freshwater management units and the
setting of, and managing to, water quality and water quantity
limits for each area.

Policy 8.4.5

Oppose

Natural State Water body status is proposed for View Hill Delete Policy 8.4.5 because Natural State Waterbody status is
Creek, Coopers Creek and the Eyre River. This level of not appropriate for the water bodies named and the proposal
protection is not appropriate for these water bodies particular has not been considered by the Zone Committee.
since they are all ephemeral, and in the case of View Hill Creek
and the Eyre river, typically flow for less than half of the year.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
This matter was not discussed/considered by the Zone
Committee.

Policy 8.4.9

Oppose
in part

Part c. of Policy 8.4.9 requires the reservation of allocations of Delete parts c. and d. of Policy 8.4.9 until such time as
water from the Cam/Ruataniwha, and Ashley/Rakahuri Rivers, sufficient clarity is provided.
and Silverstream, for mahinga kai enhancement purposes.
Further discussion and consideration is needed about
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply.
It is crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands this allocation and supports it.
Part d. of the policy extends the region-wide stock exclusion
rules to springs (waipuna) and other surface water bodies. This
requirement is too vague, to the extent it could include any
surface water body, permanent or temporary.

Policy 8.4.10

Oppose
in part

Oppose in part subject to the appropriateness of minimum Retain Policy 8.4.10 as notified subject to the appropriateness
flows and allocations in Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3.
of minimum flows and allocations in Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3.

Policy 8.4.12

Oppose
in part

The policy requires the avoidance of flows in surface Amend Policy 8.4.12, as follows:
waterbodies falling below the minimum flows in Tables 8-1, 8- Seek to aAvoid flows in surface water bodies falling below the
2 and 8-3, and proposes the imposition of pro-rata partial minimum flows…
restrictions. We are opposed to the policy because it is not
always possible to avoid flows falling below specified minimum
flows. Preventing the further taking of water at a particular
flow threshold may not stop further decreases in flow.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.13

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

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

Reasons
The policy states requirements regarding consent applications Delete Policy 8.4.13 until such time as sufficient clarity is
to take and use water from the mahinga kai enhancement provided.
allocation.
Further discussion and consideration is needed about
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply,
before this policy comes into effect. It is crucial that other
water users and the wider community understands this
allocation and supports it.

Policy 8.4.17

Support
in part

Policy 8.4.17 prevents the transfer of water taken from the Retain Policy 8.4.17
Ashley/Rakahuri River or its tributaries above State Highway 1.
The aim of the policy is presumably to address over-allocation.
Federated Farmers supports the policy to the extent that it will
reduce the need for clawbacks from existing water users.
However, when considering the effectiveness of the policy,
there are two important points to consider. Firstly, preventing
transfer will lead to less efficient allocation by preventing the
‘flow’ of water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water
is not transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for its
current use. Consented water is unlikely to be surrendered, or
not used, merely because it cannot be transferred.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.18

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

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

Reasons
In over-allocated surface water catchments, Policy 8.4.18 Retain Policy 8.4.18
prevents the transfer of water (where a permit has not been
exercised for the previous 5 years) and requires the surrender
of a proportion of the consented take upon transfer. The aim
of the policy is to prevent over allocation.
Federated Farmers supports the policy to the extent that it will
reduce the need for clawbacks from existing water users.
However, when considering the effectiveness of the policy,
there are two important points to consider. Firstly, preventing
or providing a disincentive for transfer will lead to less efficient
allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of water to its greatest value
use. Secondly, if the water is not transferred, it is likely to
continue to be used for its current use. Consented water is
unlikely to be surrendered, or not used, merely because it
cannot be transferred.

Policies 8.4.19, Support
8.4.20
and in part
8.4.21

Federated Farmers supports the use of targeted stream Retain Policies 8.4.19 and 8.4.21 as notified.
augmentation for environmental purposes. It should also be Delete Policy 8.4.20, or amend as below.
able to be used to support reliability of supply. To that end,
Policy 8.4.20 should be deleted or amended to enable
augmentation, partly or wholly, for the purpose of improving
reliability of supply.

Policy 8.4.20

This policy prevents the abstraction of water discharged for the Delete Policy 8.4.20 or amend as follows:
purpose of targeted stream augmentation, in all

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

Policy 8.4.22

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

Support
in part

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

Reasons
circumstances. Federated Farmers is opposed to this blanket
constraint. Targeted stream augmentation should also be able
to be appropriately and responsibly used to support reliability
of supply. To that end, Policy 8.4.20 should be deleted or
amended to enable consideration of augmentation, partly or
wholly, for the purpose of improving reliability of supply. It
should be noted that increased reliability of supply does have
environmental benefits e.g. in enabling more efficient and
effective use of irrigation water.
There is also a practical difficulty in implementing this policy
because it would be impossible to distinguish that water
discharged for the purpose of targeted stream augmentation
from any other water that it might mix with in the water body
concerned. (Even if there is no current abstraction from the
water body concerned, the discharged water will eventually
reach a water body from which there is abstraction.)

Ecological benefits from the discharge of water from targeted
stream augmentation into a surface water body are protected
by avoiding, in all circumstances, abstraction of that
discharged water., unless the purpose of the augmentation,
wholly or in part, is to increase reliability of supply.

Policy 8.4.22 states that any proposal to maximise the
efficiency of water conveyance should take into account the
benefits of existing water losses for diluting the nitrate-N
concentration in groundwater and their importance in
supporting groundwater levels and stream flows. Federated
Farmers agrees with the need to consider these factors but any
moves to limit the development of more efficient conveyance

Amend Policy 8.4.22, by adding a statement at the end, as
follows:
Any moves to limit the development of more efficient
conveyance of water must be made in consultation with, and
with the agreement of, the owners of the infrastructure.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
would need to be made in consultation with and with the
agreement of the owners of the infrastructure.

Policy 8.4.23

Support

Retain Policy 8.23, as notified.

Policy 8.4.24

Oppose
in part

Policy 8.4.24 requires the consideration of records of past Amend Policy 8.4.24, as follows:
water use when determining an efficient allocation for the …RMA, consider records of past water useuse the
replacement of a lawfully established water permit. The methodologies in Schedule 10.
determination of reasonable allocation should not be confined
to consideration of previous use because previous use does not
necessarily indicate need in a dry year. Allocation in
Canterbury is designed to provide 90% reliability i.e. to be fully
used only in a one in ten dry year. The full range of
methodologies in Schedule 10 of the CLWRP should be
available, including the field validated model approach
(effectively the Irricalc daily water balance model), which is
probably the most reliable approach because it is not
dependent on the weather experienced in the previous few
years.

Policy 8.4.25

Oppose

Policy 8.4.25 requires the achievement of nitrate-N limits, via Delete part a. of Policy 8.4.25, or amend to adopt the Plan
constraints on intensive winter grazing and reductions in Change 5 winter grazing thresholds.
nitrate loss from Nitrate Priority Areas
Retain part b. of Policy 8.4.25, providing that our submissions
on Table 8-9 are accepted.
It is proposed that the Waimakariri Water Zone Permitted
Activity winter grazing areas should be reduced across the
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons
whole Waimakariri Water Zone to achieve nitrate-N limits for
the Waimakariri sub-region and to manage future impacts on
water bodies outside the Waimakariri sub-region. The
permitted activity thresholds recommended are: no consent
required up to 5 ha of total land area; 5% of total land area
between 5 and 1000 ha, capped at 50 ha above 1000 ha.
For any consideration about permitted activity thresholds for
intensive winter grazing, the starting point should be the
permitted activity rules in PC5 of the CLWRP which allow the
following:10 ha of winter grazing up to 100 ha of total land
area: 10% of land area in winter grazing between 100 & 1000
ha of total land area; and a maximum of 100 ha). These rules
have been well considered and have been through rigorous
hearing and appeal processes. The vague statement in the
Zone Implementation Programme Addendum (ZIPA) that,
“Permitted activity rules in Plan Change 5 of the CLWRP could
offset any nitrate reduction gains from Good Management
Practice (GMP) and cause significant in nitrogen discharges to
some sensitive water bodies e.g. Ashley Estuary (Te Aka Aka)”,
needs to be justified. Any assumptions about demand for
increased intensive winter grazing needs to be justified, as
does landowner willingness to provide this.
Adoption of the Plan Change 5 winter grazing threshold has
recently been discussed with regard to the upcoming Plan
24

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

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

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

Reasons
Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau Rivers Regional Plan.
Concern was expressed that if all farmers increased their
winter grazing up to the 10% threshold, the nutrient load limits
for the Hurunui River would be exceeded. However, it was
convincingly demonstrated that an increase of that magnitude
would be very unlikely. There simply isn’t demand for it and
many farmers choose not to engage in intensive winter grazing.
Ten years of Beef+Lamb NZ data (2006 – 20016) showed that
there was no long term trend in dryland winter forage area,
despite year to year fluctuations (of up to 30%) around the long
term average of 1.9% of land area (presentation by Ned
Norton, ECan, 7 March 2018). Farm survey work done by Josh
Brown for the Hurunui District Landcare Group showed that an
unlikely worst case scenario would be an increase in the winter
forage area of 50% across all dryland farms in the catchment,
from 1.9% to 2.9% of the total farm area in forage (workshop
presentation, 29 January 2018). Multiple lines of evidence
suggest that future increases in N loss from farming properties
under the proposed 10% winter grazing threshold, are likely to
be small (in the order of 0–3%) (Ned Norton – workshop
presentation, 29 January 2018).
Although the Waimakariri Zone has its own unique features,
there is no particular reason to believe that the increase in
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

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

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

Reasons
winter grazing resulting from a PC5-type threshold would be
any greater than that estimated for the Hurunui Zone.
The Hurunui work indicates that winter grazing is extremely
unlikely to reach either a 10% or 5% threshold. The
recommended Waimakariri thresholds would probably affect
the distribution of winter grazing without affecting the total
area. We would argue that it would be very be useful, in some
instances, for individuals to be able to go up to 10% as
permitted activity. For example, a lot of pasture renewal goes
through a crop phase and a 5% threshold would potentially
constrain this process. A 5% threshold would remove a lot of
useful flexibility for dryland farmers.
Further, all cows have to be wintered somewhere. Is there any
overall gain in having them sent elsewhere, in the unlikely
event that the 5% threshold had this effect?
Therefore, Federated Farmers opposes this recommendation
and recommends that the Plan Change 5 permitted activity
thresholds for winter grazing be adopted.
With regard to the proposed Nitrate Priority Areas, Federated
Farmers supports the adoption of a staged approach to
reduction (where needed) of estimated N discharge, with a
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

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

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

Reasons
component of adaptive management, beginning with the
achievement of Baseline GMP.
However, we oppose the required reductions out to 2080
stated in Table 8-9. An initial reduction followed by an
adaptive approach would be far more appropriate, especially
given that there will be several plan reviews over that period
Mitigation modelling (by Dairy NZ using 5 case-study farms),
has shown that getting to GMP involves cost for some farms,
with profit reductions of 0 to 16 percent. For most farms,
mitigations beyond GMP (10, 20 and 30% reductions beyond
GMP) involved N fertiliser and stocking rate reductions which
had significant impacts on profitability, with profit reductions
of up to 28% for N leaching reductions of up to 22%. These
impacts are very likely to have flow-on effects for the local
economy, through reduced milk production and less
expenditure.
Therefore, caution needs to taken with the imposition of N
loss reduction targets.
Federated Farmers recommends that the initial round of
reduction targets is set in Table 8-9 (2030) and implemented if
it is demonstrated that they are needed, but that an adaptive
27

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

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

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

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

Reasons
management approach is used thereafter, with subsequent
sets of targets (if needed) based on a rigorous and
comprehensive environmental monitoring programme.
We appreciate the acknowledgement in the ZIPA that N is not
the only issue and that a range of measures (both regulatory
and non-regulatory) will be needed to deliver environmental
improvement.

Policy 8.4.26

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports Policy 8.4.26 to enable Retain Policy 8.4.26, as notified, subject to the amendment of
consideration of consent applications to exceed the Baseline Table 8-9, as requested.
GMP loss rated. Under specified conditions.

Policy 8.4.27

Support

Federated Farmers supports this policy which enables Retain Policy 8.4.27, as notified.
applications for extensions of time to achieve N loss rate
reductions.

Policy 8.4.28

Support

This is a practical approach to protecting the values of surface Retain Policy 8.4.28, as notified.
water bodies in the Ashley Estuary (Te Aka Aka).

Policy 8.4.28A

Oppose

This policy is effectively covered, in a more practical and Delete Policy 8.4.28A
pragmatic way, by Policy 8.4.28.

Policy 8.4.28B

Support

Federated Farmers supports this policy which specifically Retain Policy 8.4.28B, as notified.
provides for the use of an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate
or Equivalent Good Management Practice Loss Rate, consistent
28

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

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

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

Reasons
with Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional
Plan.
Access to the alternative/equivalent consenting path is crucial
at present because there are major issues with the Farm Portal
and its modelling proxies. The Farm Portal and Overseer
currently do not work for some far systems, such as arable
systems.

Policy 8.4.28C

Oppose
in part

Where a resource consent is granted using an Equivalent
Baseline GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent Good Management
Practice Loss Rate this policy provides for a review of that
resource consent when the Farm Portal is able to generate an
Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent Good
Management Practice Loss Rate. The policy must also specify
that the Farm Portal must be able to generate loss rate which
are not erroneous.

Policy 8.4.29

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports Policy 8.4.29, conditional upon Retain Policy 8.4.26, as notified, subject to the amendment of
Table 8-9, as requested.
acceptance of our submission on Table 8-9.
Federated Farmers supports the specific reference to the
Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate. Access to the
alternative/equivalent consenting path is crucial at present
because there are major issues with the Farm Portal and its
modelling proxies. The Farm Portal and Overseer currently do
not work for some far systems, such as arable systems.
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Amend Policy 8.4.28C as follows:
…when the Farm Portal is able to generate a Baseline GMP
Loss Rate or Good Management Practice Loss Rate, which is
not erroneous, for that farming activity.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.30

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

Reasons
The requirement to exclude stock from springs should be
confined to springs that discharge into a lake, river or wetland.
If this is not the case, then livestock access does not pose a risk.
As notified, the condition could pose a problem because, in
high rainfall, intermittent springs can appear all over
Canterbury and for those springs grazing (when they are dry)
may be the most effective form of management.
Any requirement to exclude livestock from open drains, or
other artificial watercourses, must only apply to drains of
watercourses with flowing water, and which discharge into a
lake, river or wetland.

Amend Policy 8.4.29, as follows:
a. permanently or intermittently flowing springs (waipuna)
that discharge into a lake, river or wetland;
b. open drains and other artificial watercourses with flowing
surface water in them that discharge into a lake, river or
wetland.

Policy 8.4.31

Oppose
in part

The requirement to exclude stock from springs should be
confined to springs that discharge into a lake, river or wetland.
If this is not the case, then livestock access does not pose a risk.
As notified, the condition could pose a problem because, in
high rainfall, intermittent springs can appear all over
Canterbury and for those springs grazing (when they are dry)
may be the most effective form of management.
Any requirement to exclude livestock from open drains, or
other artificial watercourses, must only apply to drains of
watercourses with flowing water, and which discharge into a
lake, river or wetland.

Amend Policy 8.4.29, as follows:
b. … permanently or intermittently flowing spring that
discharges into a river or lake, or any open drain or other
artificial watercourse that contains flowing surface water and
which discharges into a river or lake.

Policy 8.4.32

Support

We support enabling the activities listed.

Retain Policy 8.4.32, as notified.

Policy 8.4.33

Support

We support enabling the restoration, enhancement and pest Retain Policy 8.4.33, as notified.
control activities listed.
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.34

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Oppose

Reasons

Policy 8.4.35

Support
in part

Federated Farmers strongly supports the need for
environmental monitoring linked with land management.
However, it should not only be used in a punitive way, to
require continued reductions in N loss rates if freshwater
outcomes are not being met. It should also enable adjustments
in the other direction if freshwater outcomes are being met.
Environmental monitoring should form the basis for the
adaptive management of N discharge in the Nitrate Priority
Areas.

Policy 8.4.36

Oppose
in part

Policy 8.4.36 provides for common expiry dates for land use Moderate the requirement for common expiry dates so that
and water take consents. What is the significance of 2037 and there is capacity to manage consent renewals in a fair,
2047? From a policy implementation perspective, there are consistent and cost-effective manner.
some benefits of a common expiry date but it must cause
logistical issues for Council. Will there be capacity to handle
this in a cost effective way?

Federated Farmers supports the PC5 permitted activity Delete Policy 8.4.34.
thresholds, as discussed above for Policy 8.4.25. We are also
opposed to the blanket extension of stock exclusion to drains.
As a bare minimum, any extension of the CLWRP rule should
be confined to surface drains which are flowing and discharge
directly into a river or lake. Therefore, federated Farmers is
opposed to this policy.
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Amend Policy 8.4.35, with the addition of part e., as follows:
e. environmental monitoring will form the basis for the
adaptive management of N discharge in the Nitrate Priority
Areas.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.37

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

Reasons

Policy 8.4.38

Oppose
in part

Consent reviews are a sensitive matter and should be Amend Policy 8.4.38, by the addition of part c., as follows:
approached with caution. Federated Farmers view is that any c. the review of consents must be initiated only after thorough
review of consents must take place only after consultation and consultation with, and consideration by, consent-holders.
with the agreement and support of consent-holders.

Support
in part

Rule 8.5.1 states that damming of the Ashley/Rakahuri
Riverfrom the Ashley Gorge bridge to downstream of the
confluence with the Townshend River at approximate map
reference BW22:300-174 is a prohibited activity. Federated

8.5 Rules
Rule 8.5.1

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

Policy 8.4.37 prescribes a 10 year consent duration for land use Delete Policy 8.4.37.
and water take consents. Federated Farmers appreciates the
reason for recommending a 10 year land-use consent duration,
to fit in with the plan review cycle. However, this creates
uncertainty at a time when considerable investment is
required from farmers. Ten years should be regarded as the
absolute minimum, and should be extended when the
trajectory towards water quality improvement becomes more
certain.
It is too early to be establishing consent durations to follow the
common expiry dates in Policy 8.4.36 (2037 and 2047) because
we do not know what the progress towards improved water
quality will be at that time. If needed, these should be set as
part of a later plan change.

32

Retain Rule 8.5.1, as notified, only if the map reference
location is below the potential dam site in the upper gorge, to
enable the potential for water storage in the Lees Valley to be
retained.

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

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

Reasons
Farmers supports this rule provided the map reference
location is below the potential dam site in the upper gorge, to
enable the potential for water storage in the Lees Valley to be
retained.
It was stated in the ZIPA that the Ashley River/Rakahuri should
be “safe-guarded in its upper catchment above the gorge”.
There was no statement about what this would involve. It is
crucial not to rule this area out for the purpose of water
storage at some stage in the future, given the developing
climate change scenario for Canterbury and the need to build
resilience to its impacts. Water storage in the Lees Valley is
consistent with maintaining braided river values in the Ashley
River/Rakahuri, and would potentially provide the ability to
manage flows for environmental purposes.
The climate change scenario affecting Canterbury, including
increased rainfall on the West Coast and in the Main Divide,
and increased flow in the Waimakariri River over winter,
presents a wonderful opportunity to build resilience to the
impacts of climate change by developing water storage. This
resilience would result from greater reliability for both urban
and rural water supplies and the ability to augment
environmental flows and water levels.

Rule 8.5.6

Oppose
in part

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

If this is not the case then amend the map reference so that it
is downstream of the potential dam site in the upper gorge,
to enable the potential for water storage in the Lees Valley to
be retained.

Rule 8.5.6 provides for the take and use of water for the Delete Rule 8.5.6
purpose of mahinga kai enhancement. As expanded on in our If the rule is not deleted, amend as follows:
previous submissions on this matter, further discussion and
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
consideration is needed about allocation designated for Add a third condition, as follows: 3. The take does not result
mahinga kai enhancement including what it is to be used for, in decreased reliability of supply for other water users.
how it is to be used and who can apply. This is crucial,
especially if there are impacts on the reliability of supply for Add a further matter for discretion, to match Rule 8.5.9, as
other users.
follows:
12. The provisions of any relevant Water
Conservation Order.
Federated Farmers requests the addition of a third condition,
as follows: The take does not result in decreased reliability of
supply for other users.
A further matter for discretion should be added, to match Rule
8.5.9, as follows: The provisions of any relevant Water
Conservation Order.

Rule 8.5.7

Oppose
in part

Oppose consistent with submission on Rule 8.5.6.

Delete Rule 8.5.7 if Rule 8.5.6 is deleted.
If Rule 8.5.6 is not deleted, then retain as notified.

Rule 8.5.8

Oppose
in part

Oppose consistent with submission on Rule 8.5.6.

Delete Rule 8.5.8 if Rule 8.5.6 is deleted.
If Rule 8.5.6 is not deleted, then retain as notified.

Throughout the plan change there are requirements to
consider (e.g. in the exercise of discretion) Any adverse effects
on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu,
including wahi tapu and wahi taonga. There needs to be much
greater clarity about what this requirement means, how it will
be worked through and what the cost implications are. The

Delete this requirement (matter of discretion) for these rules,
and throughout the plan, until such time as there has been
widespread discussion with land owners and managers
leading to much greater clarity about what this requirement
means, how it will be worked through and what the cost
implications are.

Rules
8.5.9, Oppose
8.5.12,8.5.14
in part
and 8.5.18
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
understanding and support of land owners and managers are
necessary for the successful implementation of these
requirements.

Rule 8.5.9

Oppose
in part

Largely support the rule but oppose matter for discretion 15
for the reasons given above.

Rule 8.5.10

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.10 as notified.

Rule 8.5.11

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.11 as notified.

Rule 8.5.12

Support
in part

Support the facility to take groundwater to replace an existing Retain the Rule as notified except for matter for discretion 8.
surface water or groundwater permit that has a direct, high or Delete matter for discretion 8.
moderate stream depleting effect.
Oppose matter for discretion 8, for the reasons given above.

Rule 8.5.13

Oppose

Change activity status to non-complying. Prohibited activity Amend activity status to non-complying.
status is not appropriate for the replacement of existing
permits.

Rule 8.5.14

Support
in part

Support the restricted discretionary rule to take and use Retain the Rule as notified except for matter for discretion 13.
groundwater.
Delete matter for discretion 13.
Oppose matter for discretion 13, for the reasons given above.

Rule 8.5.15

support

Non-complying activity status is appropriate for the Retain Rule 8.5.15, as notified.
replacement of existing consents

Rule 8.5.16

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.16, as notified.
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Retain the Rule as notified except for matter for discretion 15.
Delete matter for discretion 15.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 8.5.17

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

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

Reasons
Rule 8.5.17 requires that, upon transfer in over-allocated Retain Rule 8.5.17
catchments, 50% of the water to be transferred must be
surrendered. It further states that there can be no transfer if a
water permit has not been exercised in the previous 5 years.
The aim of this rule, along with Policies 8.4.17 and 8.4.18 is to
prevent or reduce over-allocation. Policy 8.4.17 prevents the
transfer of water and Policy 8.4.18 requires the surrender of a
proportion of the consented take upon transfer.
Federated Farmers supports the Rule to the extent that it will
reduce the need for clawbacks from existing water users.
However, when considering the effectiveness of the policies,
along with this rule, there are two important points to
consider. Firstly, preventing or providing a disincentive for
transfer will lead to less efficient allocation by preventing the
‘flow’ of water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water
is not transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for its
current use. Consented water is unlikely to be surrendered, or
not used, merely because it cannot be transferred.

Rule 8.5.18

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports provision for the taking and use of Delete Condition 6
surface or groundwater for targeted stream augmentation Delete matter for discretion 8.
(TSA). Condition 6 states that the discharge is not within 100
m of an abstraction used to supply potable water. It is not clear
what the purpose of this rule is, given that only high quality
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
water would be used for TSA and that the discharge is not
directly into groundwater. Therefore, Federated Farmers
opposes Condition 4 of Rule 8.5.18.
Federated Farmers also opposes matters for discretion 8, for
the reasons given above.

Rule 8.5.19

Support

Discretionary activity status is appropriate, to enable this Retain Rule 8.5.19, as notified.
beneficial activity.

Rule 8.5.20

Support

Discretionary activity status is appropriate, to enable this Retain Rule 8.5.20, as notified.
beneficial activity. The exceedance of allocation limits may be
justified because of the environmental benefit of the activity.

Rule 8.5.21

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.21, as notified.

Rule 8.5.22

Support

It is appropriate that N loss reductions apply only to those parts Retain Rule 8.5.22, as notified.
of properties that are within the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas, and
that the required reductions are as accurately targeted as
possible.

Rule 8.5.23

Support

It is appropriate that N loss reductions apply only to those parts Retain Rule 8.5.23, as notified.
of properties that are within each Nitrate Priority Sub-area,
and that the required reductions are as accurately targeted as
possible.

Rule 8.5.23A

Support

It is essential that use of the equivalent path given current Retain Rule 8.5.23A, as notified.
issues with the Farm Portal modelling proxies and the fact that
Overseer does not work for some farm systems, such as arable.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 8.5.23B

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.23B, as notified.

Rule 8.5.23C

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.23C, as notified.

Rule 8.5.24

Oppose
in part

Rule 8.5.24 states permitted activity thresholds for land use Amend Rule 8.5.24 to reflect the winter grazing thresholds in
consents. As discussed above, with regard to Policy 8.4.25, the PC5.
proposal is halve the region-wide area thresholds for intensive
winter grazing introduced in PC5. Federated Farmers supports
the PC5 permitted activity thresholds. Therefore, we oppose
the reduced winter grazing thresholds for the reasons stated
previously in relation to Policy 8.4.25 and request that Rule
8.5.24 is amended to reflect the winter grazing thresholds in
PC5.

Rule 8.5.25

Oppose
in part

Rule 8.5.25 is a controlled activity version of Rule 8.5.24, Amend Rule 8.5.25 to reflect the winter grazing thresholds in
because of location in environmentally sensitive areas. There PC5 (as discussed in greater detail in our submission on Policy
is an additional requirement to have a Farm Environment Plan 8.4.25).
in place of a Management Plan (as required by Rule 8.5.24).
The winter grazing thresholds stated are the same as for Rule
8.5.24. Again, Federated Farmers opposes the reduced winter
grazing thresholds for the reasons stated previously in relation
to Policy 8.4.24 and requests that Rule 8.5.25 be amended to
reflect the winter grazing thresholds in PC5.

Rule 8.5.26

Support

Oppose/
Support

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

Reasons

Retain Rule 8.5.26 as notified.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

Rule 8.5 .27

Support

The rule enables the amalgamation of properties into farming Retain Rule 8.5.27 as notified.
enterprises for the purpose of obtaining a land use consent.

Rule 8.5.28

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.28 as notified.

Rule 8.5.29
Rule 8.5.30

Support
Support
in part

Retain Rule 8.5.29 as notified.
Federated Farmers supports Rule 8.5.30 subject to acceptance Retain Rule 8.5.30 as notified subject to acceptance of our
of our submission on Table 8-9.
submission on Table 8-9.

Rule 8.5.30A

Support

Support the ability to apply for a consent if Condition 1 of Rule Retain Rule 8.5.30A as notified.
8.5.30 is not complied with.

Rule 8.5.31

Support
in part

Support subject to the acceptance of our submissions on Rules Retain Rule 8.5.31 as notified subject to the acceptance of our
8.5.21 – 8.5.29.
submissions on Rules 8.5.21 – 8.5.29.

Rule 8.5.32

Oppose
in part

Federated Farmers supports the ability to apply for a consent Retain Rule 8.5.32 as notified.
for the discharge of nutrients, for a land use activity not
authorised under Rules 8.5.21 – 8.5.29.

Rule 8.5.33

Support

Support the exclusion of sub-surface drains or artificial water Retain Rule 8.5.33 as notified.
courses that do not have surface water in them.

Rule 8.5.34

Oppose

Rule 5.71 was design to target particular situations, not to Delete Rule 8.5.34.
provide a blanket prohibition. Rules 5.68A - 5.71, as currently
written, provide more than adequate protection from
livestock.
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 8.5.35

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

Reasons

Rule 8.5.36

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports Rule 8.5.36, provided the Retain Rule 8.5.36 as notified, providing sufficient protection
conditions of Rule 8.5.35 provide sufficient protection from from adverse effects is provided by Rule 8.5.35, as requested
adverse effects, as requested above.
above.

Rule 8.5.37

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.37 as notified.

Rule 8.5.38

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.37 as notified.

Section 8 Tables
Table 8-9
Oppose

Federated Farmers support the maintenance and
enhancement of indigenous vegetation but a number of
additional sites need to be protected from this activity, such as
Community Drinking Water Zones, freshwater bathing sites
and consented water abstraction sites, consistent with other
rules in this plan change and in the over-arching CLWRP. It
should be noted that up to 10 cubic metres of material can be
disturbed as part of this activity.

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

Amend Rule 8.5.35 to add conditions to protect additional
locations, such as Community Drinking Water Zones,
freshwater bathing sites and consented water abstraction
sites, consistent with other rules in this plan change and in the
over-arching CLWRP.
If sufficient protection from adverse effects is not provided,
delete Rule 8.5.35

Federated Farmers supports the cumulative nitrogen loss Delete the nitrogen loss targets beyond 2030 i.e. columns 4 –
targets for 1 January 2030 (15% for dairy and 5% for “all other” 8.
farming types). Loss targets beyond 2030 (if needed) should
be adaptively managed, based on rigorous and comprehensive
environmental monitoring and the development of costeffective management strategies and technologies to limit
nitrogen loss.
Requirements for reductions in nitrogen loss beyond 2030
(if/as necessary) should be dealt with during future plan
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
reviews, using an adaptive management approach, based on
rigorous and comprehensive environmental monitoring.

Section 11 Selwyn-Te Waihora
Section 11 Definitions
Definition
of Oppose
Augmentation
in part

Section 11 Policies
Policy 11.4.22
Oppose

It is Federated Farmers’ understanding that the definition has Delete the proposed amendment to the definition of
been amended to refer only to the addition of water to surface Augmentation unless there is a clear and demonstrable
water because the addition to surface water carries less risk, advantage in retaining the amendment.
and therefore has different consenting requirements, than the
addition of water to groundwater.
However, the degree of risk is also dependent on the source of
the water (e.g. surface or groundwater), which is not
addressed by this definition of Augmentation or the regionwide definition of Managed aquifer recharge. Both the source
and the nature of the target water body will need to be taken
into account in any consent application, on a case by case basis.
Therefore, we are not sure what is achieved by narrowing this
definition. The definition, as written, would also not allow the
reduction in nitrate concentrations as a justification for
augmentation (unlike the definition of Augmenting in Section
13).

The scope of Policy 11.4.22 has been narrowed by deleting Delete the proposed amendment to Policy 11.4.22.
managed aquifer recharge but retaining targeted stream
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
augmentation as a tool for improving lowland stream flows
and related ecological health. The removal of managed aquifer
recharge, which is a powerful tool for managing water quantity
and quality appears to make no sense. It is potentially useful
to retain managed aquifer recharge in the policy, even if there
is no current intention to use it. Therefore, Federated Farmers
opposes the proposed amendment.

Section 11 Rules
Note 4
Support

Support the amendment to refer to new rules to apply to Retain Note 4 as notified.
commercial vegetable growing operations.

Note
under Support
Irrigation
Schemes

The amended note explains which regional or sub-regional Retain the amended note, as notified.
rules now apply to irrigation schemes.

Rule 11.5.15

Support

The rule set out permitted activity conditions that currently Retain Rule 11.5.15, as notified.
apply to irrigation on properties which are part of an irrigation
scheme.

Rule 11.5.35

Oppose
in part

The rule addresses the taking or use of surface or groundwater Delete the proposed amendment to Rule 11.5.35.
for the purpose of augmenting surface water. The proposed
amendment removes the possibility of augmenting
groundwater. Again, it is not clear why this amendment is
proposed.
The removal of managed aquifer recharge, which is a powerful
tool for managing water quantity and quality appears to make
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
no sense. Therefore, Federated Farmers opposes the
proposed amendment.

Heading:
Oppose
Augmenting
Groundwater or
Surface Water

We oppose removing the option of augmenting groundwater.

Notes: 3.

Support

Support the reference to rules regulating managed aquifer Retain Notes: 3., as notified.
recharge.

Rule 11.5.42

Oppose

Again, the rule has been amended to apply only to the Delete the proposed amendment to Rule 11.5.42.
augmentation of surface water and to remove the option to
augment groundwater. We can see no clear benefit in making
this amendment. Indeed, if water is discharged onto land (as
allowed by the rule), some of it may enter groundwater
regardless of the intention to augment surface water.

Rule 11.5.43

Oppose

Again, the rule has been amended to apply only to the Delete the proposed amendment to Rule 11.5.43.
augmentation of surface water and to remove the option to
augment groundwater. We can see no clear benefit in making
this amendment. Indeed, if water is discharged onto land (as
allowed by the rule), some of it may enter groundwater
regardless of the intention to augment surface water.

Section 12 Central Canterbury Alpine Rivers
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Delete this proposed amendment.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
12.1.1

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

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

Reasons
One aspect of the text in 12.1.1 that is not entirely clear is the
meaning of the phrase Waimakariri River and upper
catchment. Should this read Waimakariri River and upper
catchments?
There is a reference to land use activities in tributary
catchments south of the Waimakariri River, but not to the
north. Is this because those to the north will be regulated via
the provisions in Section 8 of this plan change. Clarification
would be useful.

Amend 12.1.1 to address the issues highlighted under
“Reasons” as follows:
…in the Waimakariri River and upper catchments
State why land use activities in tributary catchments south of
the Waimakariri River are controlled by the Waimakariri River
Regional Plan, but not those to the north.

The amended definition makes sense in the context of its use.

Retain the amended definition as notified.

Section 13 Ashburton
13.1 Definitions
Definition
of Support
Augmenting
Definition
of Support
Hinds Coastal
Strip Zone
Definition
of Support
Main
and
Secondary
Hinds Drain

Retain the definition as notified.

Support the definition provided the Main and Secondary Hinds
Drains identified on the planning maps reflect those identified
on the map drawn up by the Hinds Drains Working Party, which
clearly shows what are the primary and secondary drains to be
referred to in the following policies and rules.

13.4 Policies
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Retain the definition as notified provided the Main and
Secondary Hinds Drains identified on the planning maps
reflect those identified on the map drawn up by the Hinds
Drains Working Party, which clearly shows what are the
primary and secondary drains to be referred to in the
following policies and rules.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 13.4.5A

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Support

Reasons

Policy 13.4.11

Support
in part

Support the amended policy, provided the Main and Secondary
Hinds Drains identified on the planning maps reflect those
identified on the map drawn up by the Hinds Drains Working
Party, which clearly shows what are the primary and secondary
drains to be referred to in the following policies and rules.

Policy 13.4.18

Support

Support the amendment because managed aquifer recharge is Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.18 as notified.
provided for in the region-wide provisions.

Policy 13.4.22

Support

Support the delayed date and exclusion of water bodies listed Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.22 as notified.
in Table 13(ea).

Policy 13.4.23

Support

Support the delayed date for introduction of minimum flows Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.23 as notified.
and allocations based on 7DMALF. We trust that every effort
will be made to collaboratively develop a flow and allocation
regime and have this included in this plan before 1 July 2030.

Policy 13.4.24

Support

The policy recognises the potential practical difficulties of Retain Policy 13.4.24 as notified.
trying to exchange surface and hydraulically connected
groundwater takes for deep groundwater takes.

13.5 Rules
Notes:

Support

Support the inclusion of rules to provide for commercial
vegetable growing operations

Retain Policy 13.4.5A as notified.
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Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.11 as notified, provided
the Main and Secondary Hinds Drains identified on the
planning maps reflect those identified on the map drawn up
by the Hinds Drains Working Party, which clearly shows what
are the primary and secondary drains to be referred to in the
following policies and rules.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 13.5.21

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

Reasons

Rule 13.5.26

Support
in part

Support the amended rule, provided the Main and Secondary
Hinds Drains identified on the planning maps reflect those
identified on the map drawn up by the Hinds Drains Working
Party, which clearly shows what are the primary and secondary
drains to be referred to in the following policies and rules.

Rule 13.5.30

Oppose
in part

It is proposed to delete Condition 2 of Rule 13.5.30.

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

Retain the amendment to Rule13.5.21 as notified.

If Condition 2 is deleted more reliance is placed on Condition
5 which states: The take is from deep groundwater or the
application for resource consent demonstrates that the take is
not from stream depleting groundwater.
The definition of "stream depleting groundwater" in the
CLWRP is:
groundwater abstraction that has a direct, high, medium or
low stream depletion effect, calculated in accordance with
Schedule 9 of this Plan.
This definition includes low stream depletion effect which is
defined as: A low degree of stream depletion effect is where
the effect of 150 days of steady continuous
groundwater abstraction on the surface waterbody is less
than 40% of that abstraction rate and the
effect of pumping the proposed annual volume over 150 days
at a continuous steady rate is less
than 5 L/s unless a greater or lesser rate is specified for the
catchment in Sections 6 to 15.
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Retain the amendment to Rule13.5.26 as notified, provided
the Main and Secondary Hinds Drains identified on the
planning maps reflect those identified on the map drawn up
by the Hinds Drains Working Party, which clearly shows what
are the primary and secondary drains to be referred to in the
following policies and rules.
amend condition 5 as follows:
The take is from deep groundwater or the application for
resource consent demonstrates that the take will not have a
direct or high stream depletion effect is not from stream
depleting groundwater; and
Amend condition 6, as follows:
Where the proposed point of take is within the Hinds
Coastal Strip Zone:
a. if a portion of the existing surface water or stream
depleting groundwater take will be retained, for a
period of up to 36 months the combined stream
depletion effect volume of the proposed deep
groundwater take and the existing surface water
or stream depleting groundwater take is the same
or lesser volume than the existing water permit;
and, and the existing water permit is surrendered
concurrently with the application; or
b. if no a portion of the existing surface water or
stream depleting groundwater take will be
retained, within 36 months of the issue of the

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

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

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

Reasons
Because this refers to anything less than 40% of the
abstraction rate any stream depletion effect, no matter how
small, will make the take a prohibited activity (under Rule
13.5.31).
It is not usually possible to determine that there will be
absolutely no stream depleting effect from taking
groundwater. As such, the current drafting of the Plan may
prevent some of the desired outcomes being achieved i.e.
prevent the change from surface water or shallow
groundwater to deeper bores.

consent the combined volume of the proposed
deep groundwater take and the existing surface
water or stream depleting groundwater take shall
be the same or a lesser volume than the existing
permit existing surface water or stream depleting
groundwater take is surrendered and the bore disestablished within 36 months of the date of the
new resource consent, and the combined rate and
volume of water taken at any time is the same or
lesser amount than the existing water permit.

If Condition 2 is deleted Condition 5 will need to be amended
Rule 13.5.30, Condition 6 Part a. contradicts Policy 13.4.23
and its intent because it requires the existing water permit
to be surrendered concurrently with the application. This
does not therefore support the holding of the surface
water consent for a period of time to see if the deep bore
is reliable.

Part b. of this same Rule (as currently drafted) serves no
purpose. This is because this is for situations
where no portion of the existing consent is to be retained.
If nothing is to be retained then the activity is the same as
those located outside of the coastal strip.
Rule 13.5.30A

Support

Support the additional flexibility given by this rule, with regard Retain Rule 13.5.30A as notified.
to the conditions in Rule 13.5.30.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 13.5.31

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

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

Reasons
Support the narrowing of prohibited activity status.

Retain the amendments to Rule 13.5.31 which narrow the use
of prohibited activity status.

Augmenting
Support
surface water
Notes:
Rule 13.5.35
Support

Support reference to the new rules regulating managed aquifer Retain the amendment to Notes as notified.
recharge.

Rule 13.5.36

Oppose
in part

Rule 13.5.36 sets out conditions for the discharge of water for Delete Condition 4 of Rule 13.5.36.
the purpose of targeted stream augmentation. Condition 4
states that the discharge is not within 100 m of any well used
to supply potable water. In this context, situations exist where
the wells discharging to water (for the purpose of targeted
stream augmentation) are also used for potable water supply.
Presumably, this would breach the condition. Therefore,
Federated Farmers recommends the deletion of Condition 4 or
the amendment of it to address this specific.

Rule 13.5.37

Support

The rule is amended to complement the new rules regulating Retain the amendment to Rule 13.5.37 as notified.
managed aquifer recharge.

13.6 Freshwater Outcomes
Table 13(e)
Support

The rule is amended to complement the new rules regulating Retain the amendment to Rule 13.5.35 as notified.
managed aquifer recharge.

Support the removal of 3 drains from this table which are part Retain the amendments to Table 13(e) as notified.
of the Eiffelton Community Group Irrigation Scheme,
consistent with Policies 13.4.22 and 13.4.23.
48

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Table 13(ea)

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

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

Reasons
Support creation of Table 13(ea) to contain 3 drains which are Retain Table 13(ea) as notified.
part of the Eiffelton Community Group Irrigation Scheme,
consistent with Policies 13.4.22 and 13.4.23.

Section 14Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora
14.4 Policies
Policy 14.4.1

Support
in part

There are concerns regard the number and division of Consider Sherwood and Ashwick Flat as separate units within
Freshwater Management Units (FMU’s).
the Fairlie Basin FMU.
As discussed in our submission on Policy14.4.18, there is a case
for considering Sherwood and Ashwick Flat as separate units
within the Fairlie Basin FMU.

Policy 14.4.2

Oppose
in part

Support in principle, provided there is transparency about the
definition, location and value of culturally significant sites,
along with clear, consistent and cost-effective compliance
processes.

Retain Policy 14.4.2, provided there is transparency about the
definition, location and value of culturally significant sites,
along with clear, consistent and cost-effective compliance
processes.

Policy 14.4.3

Oppose
in part

Presumably the values referred to in this policy (along with
Policies 14.4.4 and 14.4.5) are a sub-set of the broader
reference to culturally significant sites, in Policy 14.4.2.
Part c. of the policy requires the reservation of an allocation of
water from the Temuka Freshwater Management Unit (in
accordance with Table 14(l)) for the enhancement of mahinga
kai and associated tangata whenua values. Further discussion
is needed about allocation designated for mahinga kai
enhancement including what it is to be used for, how it is to be

Delete part c. until there is further discussion and
transparency about allocation designated for mahinga kai
enhancement including what it is to be used for, how it is to
be used and who can apply. It is crucial that other water users
and the wider community understands this allocation and
supports it.
In addition, the reference to associated tangata whenua
values needs to be clarified/defined so that users of the plan
know what it means and how to give effect to it.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

Policy 14.4.4

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

Support
in part

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

Reasons
used and who can apply. It is crucial that other water users and
the wider community understands this allocation and supports
it.
It is crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands this allocation and supports it. The reference to
associated tangata whenua values needs to be
clarified/defined so that users of the plan know what it means
and how to give effect to it.
Part d. of the policy places constraints on all farming activities
within the Mataitai Protection Zone, which include winter
grazing or irrigation and adjoin a surface water body within
that zone. Further discussion is needed about the Mataitai
Protection Zone, including what it is, its legal status and its
purpose. In particular, consideration is needed about how this
zone reflects the requirement under the RMA to have regard
for mataitai zones, but only to the extent that their content has
a bearing on the resource management of the region. It is
crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands the nature and purpose of the zone, and supports
it.
The area covered by the zone is quite large (about 256 square
kilometres). The need for an area this large is questionable.
Support Policy 14.4.4 in principle, depending what is involved
in implementing it and whether it can be implemented in a
cost-effective manner.
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Delete part d. until there is further discussion, education and
consideration about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including
what it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that
other water users and the wider community understands the
nature and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
If part d. is not deleted, then confine the zone to the
waterways identified and gazetted under the South Island
Regulations . There has been no evidence-based justification
for these mataitai reserves (designed to protect freshwater
fisheries in this case) to extend over and constrain the use of
so much land.

Retain Policy 14.4.4 as notified, provided it can be
implemented in a practical and cost-effective manner.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.5

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Support
in part

Reasons

Policy 14.4.6

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.6 aims to improve surface water flows by Retain Policy 14.4.6 as notified, subject to acceptance of our
compliance with the flow and allocation regimes set out in submission on Tables 14(h) to 14(za).
Tables 14(h) to 14(za). Federated Farmers supports the flow
and allocation regimes developed/recommended by the Flow
and Allocation Committee of the OTOP Zone Committee for
the North Opuha, South Opuha and Te Ana Wai Rivers.
Federated Farmers opposes flow and allocation regimes where
these differ from those developed/recommended by the Flow
and Allocation Committee, including proposals to increase
minimum flows at a set time in the future (typically 2030).

Policy 14.4.6A

Oppose
in part

Part a. requires the surrender of surface water or stream
depleting groundwater permits upon the granting of a consent
to take water from the C allocation limit. Surrender should not
have to occur until it is demonstrated that the C allocation take
is demonstrated to be successful in terms of its volume and
rate of take.
Part c. requires that the proposed volume has been calculated
taking into account records of past use for the permit(s) to be
surrendered. Because of year to year variation in climate,
including variation in the quantity and seasonal distribution of
rainfall, actual use records do not necessarily reflect
reasonable use. Federated Farmers recommends that the

Support Policy 14.4.5 in principle, depending what is involved Retain Policy 14.4.5 as notified, provided it can be
in implementing it and whether it can be implemented in a implemented in a practical and cost-effective manner.
cost-effective manner.

51

Amend Policy 14.4.6A, as follows:
a. the consent applicant holds a lawfully established surface
water and/or stream depleting groundwater permit that will
be surrendered if the application for a resource consent is
granted and after it is demonstrated that the volume and rate
of take are sufficient to match the consented volume and rate
of take ;
c. the proposed volume has been calculated taking into
account records of past use using the methodologies in
Schedule 10 of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
for the permit(s) that will be surrendered.

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

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

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

Reasons
volume to be abstracted is based on reasonable use, calculated
using the methodologies in Schedule 10 of the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).

Policy 14.4.6B

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports the provision for taking water into
storage to compensate for the decrease in reliability as a result
of implementation of the environmental flow and allocation
regimes in the Opihi and Temuka Freshwater Management
Units. However, given the minimum flow and partial
restriction constraints, we are concerned that the taking of
water to storage (which will involve considerable cost) will not
substantially compensate for the loss of reliability.

Retain Policy 14b.4.6B as notified, noting our concern that the
taking of water to storage (which will involve considerable
cost) will not substantially compensate for the loss of
reliability.

Policy 14.4.7

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports the establishment of A and T
allocation limits. However, the purpose of part b. needs to be
stated (consistent with Policies 13.4.5 and 13.4.6) namely to
address over-allocation of surface water. There is considerable
overlap with Policy 14.4.7. The two policies could be
combined.

Amend policy 14.4.7, as follows:
b. To address the over-allocation of surface water, provide for
the abstraction of deep groundwater in circumstances
where…

Policy 14.4.8

Oppose
in part

Part c. of Policy 14.4.8 requires volume to be calculated taking
into account records of past use. This statement is too narrow.
Because of year to year variation in climate, including variation
in the quantity and seasonal distribution of rainfall, actual use
records do not necessarily reflect reasonable use. Federated
Farmers recommends that the volume to be abstracted is
based on reasonable use, calculated using the methodologies
in Schedule 10 of the CLWRP.

Amend Policy 14.4.8, as follows:
c. the proposed volume has been calculated taking into
consideration records of past use reflecting reasonable use
for the permit(s) that will be surrendered, using the
methodologies in Schedule 10 of the Canterbury Land and
Water Regional Plan for the permit that will be surrendered;…
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.9

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Support
in part

Reasons

Policy 14.4.10

Support

Federated Farmers supports the priority given to community Retain Policy 14.4.10 as notified.
water supply.

Policy 14.4.11

Support

Federated Farmers supports the intent expressed in Policy Retain Policy 14.4.11 as notified.
14.4.11.

Policy 14.4.12

Oppose

Policy 14.4.12 seeks to base the volume and rate of water
allocated on past use in accordance of Method 1 of Schedule
10. The determination of allocation should not be constrained
to methodology based on previous use because previous use
does not necessarily indicate need in a dry year. Allocation in
Canterbury is designed to provide 90% reliability i.e. to be fully
used only in a one in ten dry year. The full range of
methodologies in Schedule 10 should be available, including
the field validated model approach (effectively the Irricalc daily
water balance model), which is probably the most reliable
approach because it is not dependent on the weather
experienced in the previous few years. This discussion was
held during the CLWRP hearing process as well as later hearing
processes. The decision has always been to allow the full range
of options in Schedule 10. It is not the function of a sub-

Support Policy 14.4.9, to consider allocation where the Retain Policy 14.4.9 as notified, providing every effort is made
reliability of water supply to existing users is affected, only to protect the reliability of water supply to existing users.
where every effort is made to protect the reliability of supply
to existing users.
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Amend Policy 14.4.12, as follows:
…to a volume and/or rate that reflects past use, determined
in accordance with the methodologies in Method 1 of
Schedule 10.

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

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

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

Reasons
regional plan process to constrain allocation assessment
methodology.

Policy 14.4.13

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.13 concerns the transfer of consented water and Delete Policy 14.4.13.
states conditions under which transfer will be considered.
Condition a. states that the permit must have been previously
been exercised and that the maximum rate/volume to be
transferred will be based on efficient use as indicated by
previous use. As discussed above (Policy 14.4.12) reasonable
use (efficiency criteria) should be determined using the
methods in Schedule 10.
Condition b. requires the surrender of a proportion of the
consented volume where the catchment is over-allocated.
Condition c. prevents transfers within the Temuka Freshwater
Management Unit.
In an overall sense, when considering the effectiveness of the
policy, there are two important points to consider. Firstly,
preventing or providing a disincentive for transfer will lead to
less efficient allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of water to its
greatest value use. Secondly, if the water is not transferred, it
is likely to continue to be used for its current use. Consented
water is unlikely to be surrendered, or not used, merely
because it cannot be transferred.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.14

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Oppose
in part

Reasons

Policy 14.4.15

Support

The policy reflects responsible stock management. We Retain Policy 14.4.15 as notified.
support confinement of the policy to open drains and artificial
water courses with water in them, meaning that stock can
access open drains and artificial water courses that do not have
water in them. This is very useful for a variety of reasons,
including vegetation/weed management.

Policy 14.4.16

Support

Will assist with the protection of papatipu runanga values.

Policy 14.4.17

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.17 requires the achievement of water quality Amend Policy 14.4.17 by deleting part d.
outcomes and limits. Item d. refers to farming activities within
the High Runoff Risk Phosphorus Zone. Federated Farmers
questions the value of identifying this zone. It should be noted
that phosphorus concentrations in surface water are typically
low (in the NPS-FM Attribute State A band) and showing no
increasing trend, and that the National Policy Statement for
Freshwater Management 2017 (NPS-FM) allows for some
variability of freshwater quality, provided overall quality is
maintained within attribute bands, within a freshwater
management unit.
In addition, the establishment of a High Runoff Risk
Phosphorus Zone would be more appropriate for soils which

The meaning of the word catchment needs to be clarified. Amend Policy 14.4.14, as follows;
Presumably the policy is referring to the introduction of water When introducing water from outside the catchmentOrarifrom outside the OTOP Zone.
Temuka-Opihi-Pareora Zone , protect the values, customs and
culture of papatipu runanga by: …
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Retain Policy 14.4.16 as notified.

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

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

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

Reasons
are perpetually saturated (with greater likelihood of surface
water flow, along with sediment and P) rather than the soils
mapped in this Zone, which are mostly in water deficit.
Therefore, Federated Farmers believes that there is no
justification for establishing a High Runoff Risk Phosphorus
Zone.
A far more effective approach to managing sediment and P loss
would be to address the issue via Farm Management Plans
(ideally in conjunction with catchment groups), and to require
the identification of critical source areas along with plans for
managing these. Therefore, Federated Farmers recommends
that Environment Canterbury supports the establishment of
catchment groups, to focus on the identification of critical
source areas and the effective management of these. This
would include the appropriate siting and management of
winter grazing to mitigate adverse effects in wet years.

Policy 14.4.18

Support
in part

Policy 14.4.18 requires the improvement of water quality in
defined freshwater management units. Federated Farmers
questions whether the Fairlie Basin High Nitrogen
Concentration Area is sufficiently well defined. Because of
contrasting features, we recommend that it would be useful to
distinguish Sherwood from Ashwick Flat and test/monitor
these
areas
individually, to ensure
appropriate
recommendations for the two areas.
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Within the Fairlie Basin High Nitrogen Concentration Area,
distinguish Sherwood from Ashwick Flat and test/monitor
these areas individually, to ensure appropriate
recommendations for the two areas.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.19

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

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

Reasons
Policy 14.4.19 requires the achievement of water quality
targets in High Nitrogen Concentration Areas.
One measure proposed (Part b.) is the limiting of consent
duration to no more than 10 years. Federated Farmers
appreciates the reason for recommending a 10 year land-use
consent duration, to fit in with the plan review cycle. However,
this creates uncertainty at a time when considerable
investment is required from farmers. Ten years should be
regarded as an absolute minimum, and should be extended
when the trajectory towards water quality improvement
becomes more certain.
The key to successful implementation of this policy is rigorous
and comprehensive monitoring of groundwater quality in the
High Nitrogen Concentration Areas, using an appropriately
placed network of monitor wells. This will enable an adaptive
management approach to be used in establishing the need for
and, if necessary, the setting of future nitrogen loss reduction
targets (in Table(zc)).

Amend Policy 14.4.19, as follows:
b. limiting the duration of any resource consent for a farming
activity that is required to make further reductions in nitrogen
loss (beyond baseline GMP loss rates or consented nitrogen
loss rates) in accordance with Table 14(zc), to no more than
10 years and only imposing one reduction beyond baseline
GMP loss rates or consented nitrogen loss rates per consent
term, until the nitrate-nitrogen targets in Table 14(g) are
achieved ;
Insert a new part d., as follows:
d. rigorous and comprehensive monitoring of groundwater
nitrogen concentrations in the High Nitrogen Concentration
Areas, using an appropriately placed network of monitor
wells. This will include the establishment of new monitor
wells as needed.

Policy 14.4.20

Support

Federated Farmers supports Policy 14.4.20 which enables the Retain Policy 14.4.20 as notified.
consideration of land use consent applications for farming to
exceed the Baseline GMP loss rate, under specific
circumstances.

Policy 14.4.20A

Oppose
in part

Federated Farmers strongly supports the intention of Policy Amend Policy 14.4.20A, as follows:
14.4.20A to enable application for an extension of time to
57

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

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

Policy 14.4.20B

Support

Policy 14.4.20C

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.21

Oppose
in part

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

Reasons
achieve the staged reductions in N loss rate required by Policy Where an applicatantion for, or holder of, a land use consent
14.4.20(c). However, we request that the policy is amended to for a farming activity demonstrates the nitrogen loss rate
apply to existing consent holders as well as consent applicants. reductions required by Policy 14.4.20C are unable to be
achieved by the dates specified in Table 14(zc), any application
for an extension of time to achieve those reductions will be
considered having regard to: …
Federated Farmers strongly supports the explicit reference to Retain Policy 14.4.20B as notified.
the use of Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent
GMP Loss Rate. The use of the alternative consenting path is
essential in the current context where there are substantial
issues with the modelling proxies in the Farm Portal and with
the inability of Overseer to model some farm systems, such as
arable.
The policy must be qualified to state that, in addition to being Amend Policy 14.4.20C, as follows:
able to generate an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate or …impose conditions that enable a review of that resource
Equivalent GMP Loss Rate, the numbers generated must not consent when the Farm Portal is able to generate a Baseline
be erroneous and must be representative of the farm system. GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent GMP Loss Rate, which is not
erroneous and represents the farm system, for that farming
activity.
Policy 14.4.21 requires the achievement of freshwater
outcomes by reviewing consents in the Orari, Temuka and
Opihi Freshwater Management Units. Consent reviews are a
sensitive matter and should be approached with caution.
Federated Farmers view is that any review of consents must
take place only after consultation and with the agreement and
support of consent-holders. A range of methods for achieving
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Amend Policy 14.4.21, as follows:
Assist with achieving the freshwater outcomes for the Orari,
Temuka and Opihi Freshwater Management Units, including
by way of the review by reviewing, immediately after Plan
Change 5 is made operative, of all surface water and stream
depleting groundwater permits with a direct or high streamdepletion effect, with reference to and by implementing the
environmental flow and allocation regimes in Tables 14(h) to
14(y) on all reviewed permits.

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

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

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

Reasons
freshwater outcomes should be considered, with consent
review being an option of last resort.
It should be noted that Federated Farmers is opposed to the
flow and allocation regimes in Tables 14(h) to 14(y).

Policy 14.4.23

Oppose
in part

Policies 14.4.23, 14.4.30, 14.4.31 require the application of
partial restrictions to the Orari Freshwater Management Unit.
The value of partial restrictions depends on context. We
understand that ECan wants to introduce pro-rata restrictions
to give effect to the Proposed National Environmental
Standard on Ecological Flows and Water Levels. In this context,
it should be remembered that this is only a proposed NES. It
was drafted in 2008 and put out for submission in that year,
but has proceeded no further. In addition, it should be noted
that submissions were received opposing many aspects of the
proposed NES. Therefore, the absence of partial restrictions
should not be a ‘game-breaker’ for any otherwise workable
flow and allocation regime which was recommended by a
Catchment Flow and Allocation Working Party.
Federated Farmers supports the management of water takes
and flows by water user groups.

Policy14 .4.24

Support

Federated Farmers supports the management of water takes Retain Policy 14.4.24 as notified.
and flows by water user groups.
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Retain Policy 14.4.23 as notified only if blanket partial
restrictions (part b.) are consistent with recommendations of
the Catchment Flow and Allocation Working Party.
Retain parts a. and c. with regard to water user groups.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.25

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

Policy 14.4.26

Oppose/
Support
Support
in part
Support

Policy 14.4.27

Support

Policy 14.4.28

Support
in part

Policy 14.4.30

Oppose
in part

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

Reasons
The policy provides the opportunity to demonstrate a lack of
hydraulic connection.
Telemetering of water use will assist with effective
management of the water resource.
Amendment to state new number for re-numbered minimum
flow and allocation table.
Policy 14.4.27 requires a 30% reduction in N discharge from
industrial and trade waste activities. Federated Farmers
supports the principle that all N dischargers should play their
part in maintaining/improving water quality, provided the
proposed requirement is achievable and reasonable.
As discussed below, in relation to Tables 14(i) – 14(l),
Federated Farmers is opposed to increases in minimum flow or
decreases in allocation above/below the flows and allocations
recommended by the working groups set up to work on flows
and allocations in particular catchments, in this case the
Temuka Catchment Working Party. If there is ongoing concern
about flows and allocations in the Temuka Freshwater
Management Unit, Council should work with the Catchment
Working Party.
A key issue with the flow and allocation proposals for the
Temuka Freshwater Management Unit (Tables 14(i) – 14(l) is
timing.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of the Temuka
Catchment Working Party and opposes the target date of 2035
for the second round of minimum flow increases and allocation
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Retain Policy 14.4.25 as notified.
Retain Policy 14.4.26 as notified.
Retain Policy 14.4.27 as notified.
Retain Policy 14.4.28 as notified, provided the requirement is
achievable and reasonable.

Amend Policy 14.4.30, as follows:
Over allocation of the Temuka Freshwater Management Unit
is phased out before 1 January 2035 2040 by: …
d. achieving allocation limits of 1.6 m3/s for the A Allocation
Block and 0.4 m3/s for the B Allocation Block by 1 January
20352040.
Delete all aspects of Policy 14.4.30 which are inconsistent with
the recommendations of the Temuka Catchment Working
Party.

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

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

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

Reasons
decreases. We ask that the requirements in Table 14(l) be
extended out to 2040.
The economic report prepared by Simon Harris, and
summarised in the s32 Report, states that the reduced
allocations and increased minimum flows for the A and B
allocation blocks, with consequent decreases in reliability of
supply, will have a substantial adverse economic impact for
individual irrigators and the regional economy. Time is needed
to seek and implement community-wide solutions for the
catchment, such as the supply of out of catchment water,
transfer to deep groundwater and storage (using C block
allocation).

Policy 14.4.31

Oppose

Flows and allocation beyond those proposed for 2025 (Tables
14(i) – 14(l)) should be made using an adaptive management
approach, based on environmental monitoring (water quantity
and quality).

Policy 14.4.32

Oppose

When considering the effectiveness of Policy 14.4.32, there are Delete Policy 14.4.32.
two important points to consider. Firstly, preventing transfer
will lead to less efficient allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of
water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water is not
transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for its current use.
Consented water is unlikely to be surrendered, or not used,
merely because it cannot be transferred.
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Amend Policy 14.4.31, as follows:
If by 1 January 2035 2040 the allocation limits in Table 14(l)
have not been achieved….
….commencing at a flow rate that is the sum of the minimum
flow and total allocation at 1 January 2035 2040.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.33

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

Reasons
Further discussion, consideration and clarification is needed
about allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement
including what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who
can apply, before this policy comes into effect. It is crucial that
other water users and the wider community understands this
allocation and supports it.

Delete Policy 14.4.33 pending further discussion,
consideration and clarification about the allocation
designated for mahinga kai enhancement, including what it is
to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply, before
this policy comes into effect. It is crucial that other water
users and the wider community understands this allocation
and supports it.

Policy 14.4.34

Support
in part
Supprt in
part
Support

Support subject to submissions below and on Tables 14(m) –
14(y).
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Federated Farmers supports this policy which takes into
account water released from the Opuha dam to maintain
environmental flows, and allows for the adjustment of
minimum flow and allocation regimes depending on the water
level in the dam. We support the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Federated Farmers supports the ability to adjust minimum
flows and allocations in order to make best use of stored water
in the Opuha Dam.
In this context, provision needs to be made for continued
involvement of the Opuha Environmental Flow Release
Advisory Group (OEFRAG) during water-short periods.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited on Policies 14.4.37 – 14.4.39
Federated Farmers supports the principle of global consenting.
As notified, the policy would only enable scheme-wide global

Retain Policy 14.4.34 as notified.

Policy 14.4.35
Policy 14.4.36

Policies 14.4.37, Support
14.4.38
and in part
14.4.39

Policy 14.4.40

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

Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.

Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited on Policies 14.4.37 – 14.4.39.
Make provision for the continued involvement of the Opuha
Environmental Flow Release Advisory Group (OEFRAG) during
water-short periods.

Amend Policy 14.4.40, as follows:

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

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

Policy 14.4.41

Support
in part

Policy 14.4.42

Support
in part

14.5 Rules
Rules
14.5.1, Oppose
14.5.2
and in part
14.5.3

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

Reasons
consenting. From an operation perspective, It would be useful Contribute to the overall management of surface water flows
to also enable global consenting on a sub-catchment scale.
within the Opihi Freshwater Management Unit, by providing
for the transfer of AA, and BA and Kakahu surface water
permits to a principal water supplier where this will result in a
single permits authorising the abstraction of all transferred AA
and BA abstractions of surface water.
Policy 14.4.41 requires a 30% reduction in N discharge from Retain Policy 14.4.41 as notified, provided the requirement is
industrial and trade waste activities. Federated Farmers achievable and reasonable.
supports the principle that all N dischargers should play their
part in maintaining/improving water quality, provided the
proposed requirement is achievable and reasonable.
Policy 14.42 requires the avoidance of all further abstractions Amend Policy 14.4.2, as follows:
of surface water or groundwater but provides for RMA …except as provided for by s14(3)(b) of the RMA and as
s14(3)(b) takes for domestic and stock drinking water.
required for essential activities such as dairy shed wash-down,
Relatively small quantities of water also need to be allowed for where there are product hygiene and/or animal welfare
essential activities such as dairy shed wash-down, where there requirements.
are product hygiene and animal welfare requirements.

Rules 14.5.1, 14.5.2 and 14.5.3 enable the taking and use of
water for mahinga kai enhancement purposes. Further
discussion, consideration and clarification is needed about
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply.
It is crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands this allocation and supports it.
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Delete Rules 14.5.1, 14.5.2 and 14.5.3 pending further
discussion, consideration and clarification about the
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can
apply. It is crucial that other water users and the wider
community understands this allocation and supports it.
If the rules are not deleted then add an additional matter for
discretion in Rule 14.5.1, as follows:
the provisions of any relevant Water Conservation Order.

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

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

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

Reasons
In the matters for discretion in Rule 14.5.1, there should be an
addition as follows: the provisions of any relevant Water
Conservation Order.

Rule 14.5.4

Support
in part

Rules
14.5.4, Oppose
14.5.7,
Rule in part
14.5.12

Rule 14.5.5
Rule 14.5.6
Rule 14.5.7

Support
Support
Oppose
in part

Support the use of a restricted discretionary consent for the
taking of surface water.
However, the matters covered in matters for discretion 2.
(adverse environmental effects on water quality) would be
more appropriately address via a land use consent.
Throughout the plan change there are requirements to
consider (e.g. in the exercise of discretion) Any adverse effects
on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu,
including wahi tapu and wahi taonga. There needs to be much
greater clarity about what this requirement means, how it will
be worked through and what the cost implications are. The
understanding and support of land owners and managers are
necessary for the successful implementation of these
requirements.

Delete matter for discretion 2.

Delete this requirement (matter of discretion) for these rules,
and throughout the plan, until such time as there has been
widespread discussion with land owners and managers
leading to much greater clarity about what this requirement
means, how it will be worked through and what the cost
implications are.

Retain Rule 14.5.5 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.5 as notified.
Condition 5 wold only enable permit ‘swaps’ in the Temuka Delete Condition 5 of Rule 14.5.7.
catchment. Particularly, it would preclude ‘swaps’ of those
permits that have, has a result of the implementation of Plan
Change 7. changed status from groundwater to streamdepleting groundwater permits. This is inconsistent with the
intended scope of the rule as described in the s32 Report
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 14.5.8
Rule 14.5.9

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

Rules 14.5.10 Support
and 14.5.11
Rule 14 5 12
Oppose
in part

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

Reasons
One or more of the conditions of Rule 14.5.7 does/do not Amend activity status to non-complying.
justify prohibited activity status.
Matter for discretion 7. states:
Delete matter for discretion 7.
7. For stream-depleting groundwater takes, the matters for
discretion under Rule 14.5.7;
It is unclear why the matters for discretion from Rule 14.5.7
should be added to the matters for discretion in this rule.
Retain Rules 14.5.10 and 14.5.11 as notified.
Rule 14.5.12 constrains the transfer of water permits affiliated
to Opuha Water Limited (OWL) and requires the surrender of
water upon transfer in a number of situations as specified in
OWL’s submission on this rule. Exclusions are required to
enable OWL to manage water effectively and efficiently as an
irrigation scheme.
Therefore, Federated Farmers supports the submission of OWL
on Rule 14.5.12.
Two further concerns are as follows:
1) Condition 3 states that the volume to be transferred
must be calculated in accordance with Method 1 of
Schedule (based on previous use). The determination
of reasonable allocation should not be confined to
consideration of previous use because previous use
does not necessarily indicate need in a dry year.
Allocation in Canterbury is designed to provide 90%
reliability i.e. to be fully used only in a one in ten dry
year. The full range of methodologies in Schedule 10
of the CLWRP should be available, including the field
validated model approach (effectively the Irricalc daily
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Amend Rule 14.5.12 as sought by OWL.
Amend Condition 3, as follows:
Any proposed volume to be transferred has been calculated in
accordance with the methodologies in Method 1 in Schedule
10; …
Delete Condition 5 b.

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

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

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

Reasons
water balance model), which is probably the most
reliable approach because it is not dependent on the
weather experienced in the previous few years.
Therefore, Federated Farmers recommends the
following amendment: …in accordance with the
Methods 1 of Schedule 10.
2) The rule (Condition 4b.) also provides for a percentage
surrender (up to 75%) of the transferred water,
matching the extent to which the Freshwater
Management Unit is over-allocated. The aim of the
policy is to prevent over allocation. However, when
considering the effectiveness of the policy in this
regard, there are two important points to consider.
Firstly, providing a disincentive for transfer will lead to
less efficient allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of
water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water
is not transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for
its current use. Consented water is unlikely to be
surrendered, or not used, merely because it cannot be
transferred.

Rule 14.5.13

Rule 14.5.14
Rule 14.5.15
Rule 14.5.16

Oppose
in part

Federated Farmers opposes the prohibited activity status of Amend activity status to non-complying.
this rule because we are opposed to some of the conditions of
Rule 14.5.12 and some do not justify prohibited activity status.
Support
Retain Rule 14.5.14 as notified.
Support Support provided our submissions on Table 14(zc) are Retain Rule 14.5.15 as notified, provided our submissions on
accepted.
Table 14(zc) are accepted.
Support i Federated Farmers supports this rule which specifically Amend Condition 1 as follows:
provides for the use of an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate
66

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

Rule 14.5.16A
Rule 14.5.16B
Rule 14.5.17

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

Support
Support
Oppose
in part

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

Reasons
or Equivalent Good Management Practice Loss Rate, consistent
1. The nitrogen loss calculation for any part of the
with Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional
property within the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora subPlan.
region does not exceed the nitrogen baseline and from
Access to the alternative/equivalent consenting path is crucial
1 July 2020 the Baseline GMP Loss Rate; …
at present because there are major issues with the Farm Portal Otherwise, retain Rule 14.5.16 as notified.
and its modelling proxies. The Farm Portal and Overseer
currently do not work for some far systems, such as arable
systems.
Condition 1 should be amended to also refer to the GMP N Loss
Rate, as well as the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, for consistency
with Rules 19 and 20.
Retain Rule 14.5.16A as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.16B as notified.
Condition 6. of the rule places constraints on irrigation and Amend Rule 14.5.17, as follows:
winter grazing within the Mataitai Protection Zone, for Delete Condition 6. until there is further discussion and
properties which adjoin a surface water body within that zone. education about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including what
As stated in our submission on Policy 14.4.3 further discussion it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that other
and consideration is needed about the Mataitai Protection water users and the wider community understands the nature
Zone, including what it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands the nature and purpose of the zone, and supports Alteratively, redraft the rule alongside a more sensible
reflection of where these mataitai reserves in fact are and
it.
how far land use management extends. As we stated in the
The area covered by the zone is quite large (about 256 square
related policies above, there is no justification for the extent
kilometres). The need for an area this large is questionable.
of the mataitai zone, and it should confined to what has been
Federated Farmers understands regional councils must ‘have
legally gazetted under the Fisheries (South Island Customary
regard for’ mataitai reserves but this is confined to what
Fishing) Regulations 1999.
specific issues those particular reserves have.

67

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

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

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

Reasons
Having a rule before the community properly understands Delete Condition 7.
what a mataitai reserve is, and they will have varied customary
fishing values based on where they are, what the issues are for
the reserves in question, and why there is any need for control,
creates confusion and will not bring out positive engagement
and initiative from landowners.
There is little information about how much consultation has
taken place with the appointed kaitiaki of these reserves and
the Council. The kaitiaki have the power to manage these
reserves through bylaws but the background reports for this
proposal does not record any clear discussion about the Fishing
legislation, regulations or bylaws in the lead-up to Council
reaching its decision to develop the proposed rule in its current
form.
Condition 7. Limits the area of winter grazing in the High
Phosphorus Risk Runoff Zone to no more than 20 ha.
As discussed earlier, with regard to Policy14.4.17, Federated
Farmers questions the value of identifying this zone. It should
be noted that phosphorus concentrations in surface water are
typically low (in the NPS-FM Attribute State A band) and
showing no increasing trend, and that the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2017 (NPS-FM) allows
for some variability of freshwater quality, provided overall
quality is maintained within attribute bands, within a
freshwater management unit.
In addition, the establishment of a High Runoff Risk
Phosphorus Zone would be more appropriate for soils which
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
are perpetually saturated (with greater likelihood of surface
water flow, along with sediment and P) rather than the soils
mapped in this Zone, which are mostly in water deficit.
Therefore, Federated Farmers believes that there is no
justification for establishing a High Runoff Risk Phosphorus
Zone.

Rule 14.5.18
Rule 14.5.19
Rule 14.5.20
Rule 14.5.21
Rule 14.5.22
Rule 14.5.23

Oppose
in part
Support
Support
Support
Support
Oppose
in part

Amend to provide consistency with Rule 14.5.17.

Amend Rule 14.5.18 to delete reference to Conditions 6 and
7.
Retain Rule 14.5.19 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.20 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.21 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.22 as notified.
Rule 14.5.23 applies to irrigation schemes and requires staged Retain Rule 14.5.23 as notified, providing that our submission
reductions in N loss over time according to Table 14(zc).
on Table 14(zc) is accepted
Mitigation modelling (by Dairy NZ using 8 case-study farms),
has shown that getting to GMP involves cost for some farms,
with profit reductions of 0 to 20 percent. For most farms,
mitigations beyond GMP involved N fertiliser and stocking rate
reductions which had significant impacts on profitability, with
profit reductions in the order of 30% for some farms, in order
to achieve a 20% reduction in estimated N loss. These impacts
are very likely to have flow-on effects for the local economy,
through reduced milk production and less expenditure.
Therefore, caution needs to taken with the imposition of N loss
reduction targets.
Federated Farmers recommends that the initial round of
targets is set in Table 14(zc) and implemented if it is
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
demonstrated that they are needed, but that an adaptive
management approach is used thereafter, with subsequent
sets of targets based on a comprehensive environmental
monitoring programme.

Rule 14.5.23A
Rule 14.5.24
Rule 14.5.24A
Rule 14.5.25

Rule 14.5.25A

Oppose
in part
Support
Support
Support

Oppose
in part

Rules 14.5.26 – Support
14.5.28
Rules 14.5.31 Oppose
and 14.5.32
in part

Federated Farmers support for Rule 14.5.23A is dependent Retain Rule 14.5.23A as notified, providing that our
upon acceptance of our submission on Table 14(zc).
submission on Table 14(zc) is accepted.
Retain Rule 14.5.24 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.24A as notified
This rule reflects responsible stock management. We support Retain Rule 14.5.25 as notified
confinement of the policy to open drains and artificial water
courses with water in them, meaning that stock can access
open drains and artificial water courses that do not have water
in them. This is very useful for a variety of reasons, including
vegetation/weed management.
As stated in our submission on Policy 14.4.3 further discussion Delete Rule 14.4.15 until there is further discussion and
is needed about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including what education about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including what
it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that other it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that other
water users and the wider community understands the nature water users and the wider community understands the nature
and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
Retain Rule 14.5.26 as notified.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Limited.

14.6 Allocation and Water Quality Limits

70

(1) The specific (2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
provisions of
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
the Proposed
your views.)
Plan that my
Oppose/ Reasons
submission
Support
relates to are:
14.6.2 Environmental Flow and Allocation Regimes
Tables14(h) – Oppose Flow and allocation regimes (referred to in Policy 14.4.6) are
14(za)
in part
set out in Tables 14(h) to 14(za). Federated Farmers supports
the flow and allocation regimes developed/recommended by
the Flow and Allocation Committee of the OTOP Zone
Committee for the North Opuha, South Opuha and Te Ana Wai
Rivers. Federated Farmers opposes flow and allocation regimes
where these differ from those developed/recommended by
the Flow and Allocation Committee, including proposals to
increase minimum flows at a set time in the future (typically
2030).
Federated Farmers supports the submissions of Opuha Water
Limited and the Temuka Catchment Working Party.

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

Delete or amend aspects of Tables 14(h) – 14(za) which are
inconsistent with the recommendations of the Flow and
Allocation Committee of the OTOP Zone Committee, the
submissions of Opuha Water Limited, or the submissions of
the Temuka Catchment Working Party.

14.6.4 High Nitrogen Concentration Area Staged Reductions
Table 14(zc)
Oppose Mitigation modelling (by Dairy NZ using 8 case-study farms), Amend Table 14(zc) by Deleting the final column headed By 1
in part
has shown that getting to GMP involves cost for some farms, January 2035.
with profit reductions of 0 to 20 percent. For most farms,
mitigations beyond GMP involved N fertiliser and stocking rate
reductions which had significant impacts on profitability, with
profit reductions in the order of 30% for some farms, in order
to achieve a 20% reduction in estimated N loss. These impacts
are very likely to have flow-on effects for the local economy,
through reduced milk production and less expenditure.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

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

Reasons
Therefore, caution needs to taken with the imposition of N loss
reduction targets. Federated Farmers recommends that the
initial round of targets is set in Table 14(zc) but that an adaptive
management approach is used thereafter, with subsequent
sets of targets based on a rigorous and comprehensive
environmental monitoring programme (as discussed in our
submission on Policy 14.4.19).

14.7 Flow Sensitive Catchments
Table 14.7
Oppose Federated Farmers supports the concept of flow-sensitive
in part
catchments in situations where afforestation would reduce
water yield (where river flows are dependent on rainfall, there
is limited ability to store water and where evapotranspiration
can be can be expected to exceed rainfall over summer).
However, care needs to be taken to include only those areas to
which the previous criteria apply – typically upper catchments
with greater rainfall (greater than approx. 750 mm). Care
needs to be taken to avoid the inclusion of downlands with
lower rainfall, which don’t contribute nearly so much to river
flows and which, because of their value, are unlikely to be
considered for large-scale afforestation. An example of this is
the eastern portion the flow sensitive Te Ana Wai catchment
group.
Federated Farmers supports inclusion of the upper Orari River
as a flow sensitive catchment, mainly because of the potential
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Rationalise the list of flow-sensitive catchments in Figure 7 to
include only those areas which meet the criteria to be
classified as flow-sensitive catchments i.e. rivers are
dependent on rainfall as their main source of flow, there is
limited ability to store water and evapotranspiration exceeds
summer rainfall. Downlands which do not meet the criteria
(as discussed above) should not be included.
Designate the Upper Orari catchment (row 1 of Table 14.7) as
a flow-sensitive catchment. Delete the other sub-catchments
listed (rows 2 – 8).

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

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

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

Reasons
for spread of wilding pines if that area was planted in pine
forest.

14.8 High Naturalness Water Bodies
Table 14.8
Oppose The Orakipoa Creek from the Milford Lagoon mouth to
in part
approximately 6.5 km upstream (to Orakipoa Island Road) was
classified through the Zone Implementation Programme
Addendum (ZIPA) as a High Naturalness Water Body. There
was no consultation with local farmers or water users prior to
its classification and inclusion in the ZIPA.

Delete Milford Lagoon and Orakipoa Creek from Table 14.8
unless the rights of existing water consent holders are
safeguarded.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Orapikao
Water Users in this regard.

Conclusion
Federated Farmers thanks Environment Canterbury for the opportunity to submit on Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan. We look forward to ongoing dialogue about Plan Change 7 and continuing to work constructively with Council.

Jason Grant
Chair, Canterbury Regional Policy Committee
President, South Canterbury Province
Federated Farmers of New Zealand
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This is a submission on the following proposed plan change – Proposed Plan Change 7 to the
Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.
Federated Farmers could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
The specific provisions of the proposal that the submission relates to and the decisions we seek from
Council are as detailed on the following pages.
Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in support of this submission.
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 7 TO THE CANTERBURY LAND AND WATER
REGIONAL PLAN

Overview
Federated Farmers welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback to Environment Canterbury
(ECan) on Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.
Specific feedback on the omnibus plan change section (Sections 2, 4 and 5 of the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP)), the Waimakariri sub-regional plan section (Section 8 of the
CLWRP), the Ashburton section (Section 13) of the CLWRP and the OTOP sub-regional plan
(Section 14 of the CLWRP) is given below.
Federated Farmers has serious concerns about the notification of the Waimakariri and OTOP subregional plans at this stage, in particular for the following reasons:
•
•

•

These sub-regional plans contain provisions flowing from Plan Change 5 regarding the
implementation of Good Management Practice (GMP) and specifically the implementation of
Baseline GMP Nitrogen Loss Rates and GMP Nitrogen Loss Rates via the Farm Portal.
This is problematic given current issues with the Farm Portal and its modelling proxies and
Overseer modelling generally, and lack of clarity about access to the alternative/equivalent
consenting path (for situations where the Farm Portal cannot generate a Baseline GMP
Nitrogen Loss Rate or a GMP Nitrogen Loss Rate, or generates a number that is
demonstrated to be erroneous).
The Farm Portal and Overseer currently do not work for some farm systems, for example
arable.

In order for these plans to be successfully implemented, the issues outlined above need to be
resolved. A Good Management Practice Implementation Working Group addressed these issues,
as required by the High Court as part of the terms for settling appeals on Plan Change 5. This work
needed to be completed and incorporated into PC7 prior to its notification. Indeed, the Working
Group recommended that notification be delayed until these issues were resolved. In the case of
farm systems (such as arable), which are unable to be modelled by Overseer, the ‘fix’ will take some
time (years rather than months) so a cost-effective process needs to be developed to cover these
farm systems for the interim period.
Following on from the concerns outlined above, we believe that the submission timeframe provided,
even though it has been extended from the RMA minimum, is not appropriate for this large, complex
and crucial plan change. Plan Change 7 is effectively three plan changes rolled into one. This issue
is accentuated by timing, with the submission period coinciding with the busiest time of the year
(calving) for those in the dairy industry, and clashing with consultation on the Government’s Essential
Freshwater Action for healthy waterways consultation.
Federated Farmers has a further significant concern about the appropriateness of the Proposed Plan
Change’s Section 32 report. In particular, we consider the report fails to adequately assess the
potential and likely costs associated with implementation of the Waimakariri and OTOP sections of
the plan change, especially provisions which reduce reliability of water supply or require reductions
in nitrogen discharge.
In short, we do not feel the requirements of Council under section 32 have been met and we ask that
a greater level of analysis is undertaken.
2

The Wamakariri and OTOP sub-regional plans (Sections 8 and 14) have highlighted issues of overallocation of water and reliability of supply. It is crucial that, in addition to considering and addressing
issues within zones, a broad, region-wide view is taken. One way to address issues of overallocation is to introduce water from outside the zone, such as alpine-sourced water in the case of
the OTOP Zone. It is vital that this option remains open. When considering and addressing reliability
issues, water storage (especially at a community or regional scale) can be a vital tool. In this regard,
it is crucial to keep storage options open, such as the possibility of storage in Lees Valley, North
Canterbury. The development of community or regional scale storage will become increasingly
important as the need to build resilience to climate change becomes more pressing.
Summary of high level concerns:
• Federated Farmers has serious concerns about the notification of the Waimakariri and OTOP
sub-regional plans given issues with the implementation of Good Management Practice
(GMP) and specifically the implementation of Baseline GMP Nitrogen Loss Rates and GMP
Nitrogen Loss Rates via the Farm Portal, which is relied upon in these plans.
• A Good Management Practice Implementation Working Group was set up to address these
issues, as required by the High Court as part of the terms for settling appeals on Plan Change
5. This work needed to be completed and incorporated into PC7 prior to its notification.
• The submission timeframe provided, is inadequate for this large, complex and crucial plan
change.
• The Proposed Plan Change’s Section 32 report fails to adequately assess the potential and
likely costs associated with implementation of the Waimakariri and OTOP sections of the plan
change, especially provisions which reduce reliability of water supply or require reductions in
nitrogen discharge.
Specific submissions
Federated Farmers’ submissions on specific provisions of Proposed Plan Change 7 are set out
below, along with decisions sought. In addition to the submissions themselves, we request that any
consequential amendments will be made to give effect to those submissions.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

Section 2 How the Plan Works and Definitions
Definitions
Defnition:
Baseline
commercial
vegetable
growing area

Support

The definition recognises the nature of commercial vegetable Retain as notified.
growing, particularly the fact that vegetable growing
operations tend to move and do not permanently occupy a
fixed parcel of land.

Definition:
Commercial
vegetable
growing
operation

Support

This definition will enable recognition of the unique Retain as notified.
characteristics and needs of commercial vegetable growing.

Definition:
Highest
groundwater
level.

Oppose
in part

We are unsure why there is a need to introduce this definition Retain the existing definition unless sufficient explanation and
to replace the current definition of Seasonal High Water Table. justification can be provided for the change proposed.
What is the problem, if any, that is being addressed? If there
is not a specific problem, we would suggest retaining the
existing definition.

Definition:
Indigenous
freshwater
species habitat

Oppose

Before this definition is adopted, there needs to be thorough Delete the definition of: Indigenous freshwater species
analysis and discussion (especially with land owners and habitat.
managers) about what is intended to be captured, the value of
these habitats, how they will be mapped and within what
4

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

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

Definition:
Managed
aquifer
recharge

Support

Federated Farmers supports this definition because the Retain the definition of Managed aquifer recharge as notified.
technique is a powerful tool for managing both water quantity
and water quality issues both in Canterbury and nationwide.

Definition:
Oppose
Seasonal High in part
Water Table

As above, we question why it is necessary to delete this Retain this definition unless sufficient explanation and
definition and replace it with the new definition of Highest justification can be provided for the change proposed.
groundwater level . What is the problem, if any, that is being
addressed? If there is not a specific problem, we would suggest
retaining the existing definition.

Vegetation
clearance

The amendment recognises that the Canterbury Regional Pest Retain the amended definition as notified.
Management Plan has replaced the previous Canterbury Pest
Management Strategy.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

timeframes, who is resourcing or funding the assessments,
how widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to the inclusion of this definition and its use
throughout the plan (including maps).
It should be noted that indigenous freshwater species are
ubiquitous, so Indigenous freshwater species habitat, taken to
its logical extreme, could encompass all freshwater in the
Canterbury Region.

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

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

Reasons

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

Section 4 Policies
Policies
Policy 4.31 and Oppose
4.61A

Policy 4.36A

Support
in part

These policies refer to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
As expanded on above, there needs to be thorough analysis
and discussion about the identification and value of these
habitats, what is intended to be captured, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.
Until this is done, Federated Farmers is opposed to all
references to indigenous freshwater species habitat.

Delete Policies 4.31 and 4.61A.
There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion about the
identification and value of these habitats, how assessment
will be done and who will resource/fund this, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.

Federated Farmers supports this new policy to the extent that
it recognises the constraints associated with commercial
vegetable growing operations and seeks to accommodate
these in the context of nutrient management.
However, we have concerns about parts b. and d.
Part b. requires avoidance of the establishment of a new
commercial vegetable growing operation, or any expansion of
an existing commercial vegetable growing operation beyond
the baseline commercial vegetable growing area….
In the context of increasing population and the need for locally
grown healthy food, there needs to be provision for increased
production, even if this does lead to some increase in nitrogen
loss.

Delete part b. to provide for new or expanded commercial
vegetable growing operations, in order to enable current and
future needs to be met.
Delete part d. because the constraint appears to be driven by
administrative convenience rather than environmental
imperatives.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Policy 4.47

Oppose
in part

The proposed amendment to Part b. would require the adverse Amend Part b. as follows:
effects of small-scale diversions, to enable gravel removal or … are minimised as much as practicable;
other earthworks, to be minimised.
The amendment seems reasonable but it is unclear what it
would mean in practical terms.

Policy 4.87

Support

The amendment recognises that the Canterbury Regional Pest Retain the amended policy as notified.
Management Plan has replaced the previous Canterbury Pest
Management Strategy.

Policy 4.99

Support

Federated Farmers supports Policy 4.99 which provides for the Retain the policy as notified.
use of managed aquifer recharge (MAR) to improve the quality
and/or quantity of freshwater. MAR is potentially a powerful
tool for the management of specific water quality and quantity
issues in Canterbury and nationwide. Initial trials in Canterbury
have been promising and the technique is widely used
internationally.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

(It should be noted that all commercial vegetable growing
operations are required to operate at Good Management
Practice (Part a.))
Part d. requires constraint of growing operations, as far as
possible, to a single nutrient allocation zone or sub-region.
This constraint appears to be driven by administrative
convenience rather than environmental imperatives.
Therefore we oppose parts b. and c.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 4.100

Policy 4.101

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

Oppose

Reasons
Federated Farmers supports Policy 4.100 which will facilitate
the taking and use of surface water for MAR.
Part b. of the policy states that, if an existing water permit is
held which authorises the take and use of surface water for
irrigation, a portion of that water may be used for managed
aquifer recharge, provided that there is no net increase in the
total rate of take or volume of water compared with that
authorised under the existing permit.
In addition to situations where flow and/or allocation limits (in
Sections 6 – 15 of this plan) are exceeded, we request that a
portion of consented irrigation water should also be able to be
used for managed aquifer recharge in situations where
environmental flows and/or allocation limits will not be
exceeded.

This policy refer to Indigenous Freshwater Species Habitat. We
have expanded upon our concerns above in this regard (see
under the accompanying definition and Policies 4.31 and
4.61A). There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion
about the identification and value of these habitats, how
widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
8

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Retain function of Policy 4.100 as notified.
Extend the scope of the Policy by re-writing, as follows:
When considering the taking of surface water for managed
aquifer recharge in relation to the environmental flow and/or
allocation limits in Sections 6 – 15 of this plan:
a. Where the rate of take and or volume sought exceeds
the environmental flow and/or allocation limits (in
Sections 6 – 15 of this plan), restrict any further overallocation of surface water to proposals which
demonstrate the environmental benefits of the
managed aquifer recharge to the receiving water
body outweigh any adverse effects; and
b. If the applicant holds an existing water permit that
authorises the take and use of water for irrigation and
proposes to use a portion of that water for managed
aquifer recharge, require that there is no net increase
in the total rate or volume of water compared with
that authorised under the existing permit.
Delete Policy 4.101.
There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion about the
identification and value of these habitats, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.

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

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

Policy 4.102

Oppose
in part

Both parts of the policy especially the part relating to existing Federated Farmers recommends amendment as follows: As
structures need to have a practicability qualification attached far as practicable, Sstructures enable the safe passage of
to them.
indigenous fish, while avoiding as far as practicable, the
passage of any invasive, pest or nuisance fish species by:
….

Policy 4.103

Oppose
in part

The policy should be qualified to refer only to water sample Federated Farmers recommends amendment as follows:
data required by a consent condition.
Any resource consent granted with a consent condition
requiring the collection of water quality samples, shall also
include a condition requiring all the water quality sample data
required by the consent condition to be submitted to
Environment Canterbury in a format suitable for…

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to all references to Indigenous Freshwater Species
Habitat.

Section 5 Region-wide rules
Rules
Rules 5.9, 5.11, Oppose
5.13, 5.15, 5.17, in part
5.19, 5.26, 5.28,
5.36,
5.40,
5.110,
5.115,
5.117,
5.120,

Throughout the plan change there are requirements to
consider (e.g. in the exercise of discretion) Any adverse effects
on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu,
including wahi tapu and wahi taonga.
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Delete this requirement (matter of discretion) for these rules,
and throughout the plan, until such time as there has been
sufficient information and assessment about where these
sites and values are, and what the consequent land
management implications will be. There needs to be
widespread discussion with land owners and managers of

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
5.123,
5.126,
5.128,
5.133,
5.161,
5.164,
5.176,
5.178,
5.180 and 5.191

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

Rule 5.26A

Support

The rule is reasonable.

Retain Rule 5.26A as notified.

Rule 5.28A

Support

The rule is reasonable.

Retain Rule 5.28A as notified.

Rule 5.40A

Oppose

Rule 5.41

Support

The activity status should be discretionary, consistent with Amend Rule 5.40A, as follows:
Rules 5.26A and 5.28A.
…that does not meet the condition of Rule 5.40 is a noncomplying discretionary activity.
Refers to new rules to accommodate commercial vegetable Retain Rule 5.41 as notified.
growing operations.

Rule 5.42CA

Support

The rule permits the discharge of nutrients from a vegetable Retain Rule 5.42CA as notified.
growing operation on a property 0.5 ha or less. Such a
permitted activity threshold is appropriate to minimise the
impact on other land users, while providing for reasonable
home or small-scale vegetable growing without the need for a
consent.

Rule 5.42CB

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports the rule insofar as it caters for the Delete Condition 3 because it appears to be driven by
particular needs of commercial vegetable growing operations. administrative convenience rather than environmental
imperatives.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

There needs to be much greater clarity about what this affected land, leading to much greater clarity about what this
requirement means, how it will be worked through, how these requirement means, how it will be worked through and what
areas/values will be assessed, identified and notified to the cost implications are.
affected land owners, and what any cost implications are. The
understanding and support of land owners and managers are
necessary for the successful implementation of these
requirements.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 5.42CC

Oppose
in part

Oppose reference to condition 3 of Rule 5.42CB because we Delete reference to condition 3 of Rule 5.42CB.
asked for that condition to be deleted, above.

Rule 5.42CD

Support

The rule is consistent with other like rules throughout the Retain Rule 5.42CD as notified.
CLWRP.

Rule 5.42CE

Oppose

Condition 2 of Rule 5.42CC requires that: the nitrogen loss rate
from the new or expanded commercial vegetable growing
operation does not exceed the lawful nitrogen loss rate
applicable to the proposed location.
Rule 5.42CE assigns prohibited activity status to noncompliance with that condition.
In the context of increasing population and the need for locally
grown, healthy food, there needs to be provision for increased
production, even if this does lead to some increase in nitrogen
loss.
(It should be noted that all commercial vegetable growing
operations are required to operate at Good Management
Practice (Part a. of Policy 4.36A))
Therefore, Federated Farmers is opposed to the use of
prohibited activity status in Rule 5.42CE and requests that it be
changed to non-complying activity status.

Irrigation
Schemes

Support

The notes refer to new rules to accommodate commercial Retain amended notes as notified.
vegetable growing operations.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

However, we oppose Condition 3 because it appears to be
driven by administrative convenience rather than
environmental imperatives.
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Amend Rule 5.42CE as follows:
The discharge of nutrients from a commercial vegetable
growing operation that does not comply with condition 2 of
Rule 5.42CC is a non-complying prohibited activity.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Notes:
Rules 5.60 and
5.61
Rule 5.71

Rules
5.74

5.72

Rule 5.96

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

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

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

Support
deletion
Oppose
in part

Consistent with other aspects of the plan change as notified.

Delete as notified.

The proposed amendment to Rule 5.71, to refer to Indigenous
Freshwater Species Habitat, would prohibit the access of
farmed cattle, deer or pigs to these habitats. As explained in
greater detail above, it is our view that, before this amendment
is adopted, there needs to be thorough analysis and discussion
(especially with land owners and managers) about the value of
these habitats, their mapping, how widespread they are likely
to become, what areas would be covered by them and what
the impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is
done, Federated Farmers is opposed to the definition of
Indigenous Freshwater Species Habitat and its incorporation
into Rule 5.71.
Federated Farmers supports the other amendments to Rule
5.71.

Amend the notified Rule 5.71 by removing the reference to
Indigenous Freshwater Species Habitat , as follows:
….inanga spawning habitat, or in any Indigenous Freshwater
Species Habitat;…

– Support
deletion
Oppose

The issue of flow-sensitive catchments is best dealt with at sub- Delete as notified.
regional level.
The first question that needs to be asked is why there is a need
to introduce the definition highest groundwater level to
replace the current definition of Seasonal High Water Table.
What is the problem, if any, that is being addressed? If there

12

Delete reference to highest groundwater level and retain
reference to seasonal high water table, unless sufficient
explanation and justification can be provided for the change
proposed.

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

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

Reasons

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

is not a specific problem, we would suggest retaining the
existing definition.

Rule
5.120, Oppose
5.136,
5.137,
5.138,
5.139,
5.140, 5.140A,
5.141,
5.148,
5.151,
5.152,
5.163,
5.167,
5.168 and 5.191

These rules refer to indigenous freshwater species habitat. Our Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat
concerns have been expanded upon in greater detail above. In
our view, there needs to be thorough analysis and discussion
about the identification and value of these habitats, how
widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to all references to indigenous freshwater species
habitat.
It should be noted that indigenous freshwater species are
ubiquitous within New Zealand, so Indigenous freshwater
species habitat, taken to its logical extreme, could encompass
all freshwater in the Canterbury Region.

Rule 5.140

This rule refers to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
As stated above, there needs to be thorough analysis and
discussion about the identification and value of these habitats,
how widespread they are likely to become, what areas will be
covered by them and what the impacts will be, especially
economic impacts. Until this is done, Federated Farmers is
opposed to the reference to indigenous freshwater species
habitat.

Oppose
in part

13

Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
Condition 1.
Re-write Condition 5. b. to clarify the culvert installation
requirements

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

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

Reasons

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

Condition 5. b. is unclear e.g. what does …25% of the internal
width of the culvert is below the bed of the river… mean?

Rules 5.141 and Oppose
5.152
in part

These rules refer to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
There needs to be thorough analysis and discussion about the
identification and value of these habitats, how widespread
they are likely to become, what areas will be covered by them
and what the impacts will be, especially economic impacts.
Until this is done, Federated Farmers is opposed to the
reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
The required concentrations of suspended solids in Condition
3 need to be technically justified.

Rule 5.141A

The rule should have restricted discretionary activity status, Change activity status to restricted discretionary, with
with matters for discretion to cover the conditions in Rules matters for discretion to cover the conditions in Rules 5.135 –
5.135 – 5.141.
5.141.

Oppose
in part

Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
Condition 2.
Delete Condition 3 until the required concentrations of
suspended solids are technically justified.

Rules
5.148 Oppose
5.149 and 5.150 in part

These gravel extraction rules prevent the diversion of water
within the bed of a river. This might be difficult in practice and
there needs to be provision for limited diversion of water.
Rather than excluding diversion, an effects-based approach
might be appropriate for the very limited volumes of extraction
permitted by these rules.

Rule 5.151

This rule refers to indigenous freshwater species habitat.
Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
As expanded upon above, in our view there needs to be Condition 1.
thorough analysis and discussion about the identification and

Oppose
in part
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Amend Rule 5.148, as follows:
…, but excluding the diversion of water within the bed of a
river,…
Add a new Condition, as follows:
The activity does not prevent fish passage or result in the
stranding of fish;

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

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

Rule 5.152A

Oppose
in part

Restricted discretionary activity status would be more Change activity status to restricted discretionary, with
appropriate, with matters for discretion to cover the matters for discretion to cover the conditions in Rules 5.151
and 5.152.
conditions in Rules 5.151 and 5.152.

Rule 5.163

Oppose
in part

We support the amendment to Condition 4 recognising the Retain the amendment to Condition 4, as notified.
new name: Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan.
Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
However, we have concern about the reference to indigenous Condition 7.
freshwater species habitat (Condition 7).
As expanded upon previously, we consider that there needs to
be thorough analysis and discussion about the identification
and value of these habitats, how widespread they are likely to
become, what areas will be covered by them and what the
impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is done,
Federated Farmers is opposed to the reference to indigenous
freshwater species habitat.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

value of these habitats, how widespread they are likely to Re-write Condition 5. b. to clarify the culvert installation
become, what areas will be covered by them and what the requirements.
impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is done,
Federated Farmers is opposed to the reference to indigenous
freshwater species habitat.
Condition 5. b. is unclear e.g. what does …25% of the internal
width of the culvert is below the bed of the river… mean?
The condition lacks specificity and clarity and is likely to create
uncertainty or confusion for plan users.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 5.168

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

Rule 5.170

Support

Oppose/
Support
Oppose
in part

Reasons

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

We support the amendment to Condition 4 to enable Retain the amendment to Condition 4, as notified.
earthworks within 5 m of a flood control structure, conditional Delete reference to indigenous freshwater species habitat in
upon permission from the entity responsible for maintaining Condition 3.
that structure.
The rule (Condition 3) refers to indigenous freshwater species
habitat.
As expanded upon previously, we consider that there needs to
be thorough analysis and discussion about the identification
and value of these habitats, how widespread they are likely to
become, what areas will be covered by them and what the
impacts will be, especially economic impacts. Until this is done,
Federated Farmers is opposed to the reference to indigenous
freshwater species habitat.
We support the amendment to Rule 5.170 recognising the new Retain the amendment to Condition 5.170, as notified.
name: Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan.

Rules 5.175 and Oppose
5.177

The question that needs to be asked is why there is a need to Retain the existing definition.
delete the definition of Seasonal high water table and replace
it with the new definition of Highest groundwater level . What
is the problem, if any, that is being addressed? If there is not a
specific problem, we would suggest retaining the existing
definition.

Rule 5.177

We support the amended rule, apart from the reference to Retain the amended rule as notified, apart from the reference
Highest groundwater level, for the reasons stated above. We to Highest groundwater level. We consider that the existing

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

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

Rule 5.178

Support
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

consider that the existing term Seasonal high water table term Seasonal high water table should continue to be used
should continue to be used instead.
instead.
We support the amended rule, apart from the reference to
Highest groundwater level, for the reasons stated above. We
consider that the existing term Seasonal high water table
should continue to be used instead.

Retain the amended rule as notified, apart from the reference
to Highest groundwater level. We consider that the existing
term Seasonal high water table should continue to be used
instead.

Rules 5.189 and Support
5.190

Federated Farmers supports Rules 5.189 and 5.190 consistent Retain Rule 5.189 as notified
with the NES for Plantation Forestry.

Rules 5.191 – Support
5.193

Federated Farmers supports Rules 5.191, 5.192 and 5.193 Retain Rules 5.191, 5.192 and 5.193, as notified.
which provide for the construction and use of managed aquifer
recharge (MAR) systems to improve the quality and/or
quantity of freshwater. MAR is potentially a powerful tool for
the management of specific water quality and water quantity
issues in Canterbury and nationwide. Initial trials in Canterbury
have been promising and the technique is widely used
internationally.

Section 8 Waimakariri
Introductory
Oppose
material under in part
the
heading
Zone
Committee

Outcome 9 states that: Land and freshwater management in
the Waimakariri Water Zone supports, over time, maintenance
of current high-quality drinking water in Christchurch’s
aquifers.
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Amend following Zone Committee outcomes, as follows:
… a proportion of recharge to the deep aquifer system beneath
Belfast and North Christchurch is likely to be derived from an
area within the Waimakariri sub-region.

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

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

8.4 Policies
Policies 8.4.1 – support
8.4.3

Reasons

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

Following Outcome 9, it is stated that a proportion of recharge
to Christchurch’s deep aquifer system is likely to be derived
from an area within the Waimakariri sub-region.
For balance, additional context needs to be provided here, as
follows:
1) The term likely only applies to Belfast and North
Christchurch. Any effect on aquifers below the main part of
Christchurch is much less certain;
2) Even over a 50-100 year timeframe, any increases in nitrate
concentration would be below the Maximum Acceptable Value
for safe drinking water; and
3) Any effect would be long term (timeframe of 50 – 100 years).

Any effect on the aquifers below the main part of Christchurch
is much less certain. It should also be noted that, currently,
there is no evidence of elevated nitrate concentrations in
Christchurch’s aquifers, that any effect would be long term
(timeframe of 50 – 100 years) and, even over that timeframe
(assuming a worst case scenario), any increases in nitrate
concentration would be below the Maximum Acceptable
Value for safe drinking water.

To facilitate the repair of earthquake damaged land.

Retain Policies 8.4.1 – 8.4.3 as notified.

Policy 8.4.4

Support

Requires the management of freshwater through the Retain Policy 8.4.4 as notified.
establishment of 2 freshwater management units and the
setting of, and managing to, water quality and water quantity
limits for each area.

Policy 8.4.5

Oppose

Natural State Water body status is proposed for View Hill Delete Policy 8.4.5 because Natural State Waterbody status is
Creek, Coopers Creek and the Eyre River. This level of not appropriate for the water bodies named and the proposal
protection is not appropriate for these water bodies particular has not been considered by the Zone Committee.
since they are all ephemeral, and in the case of View Hill Creek
and the Eyre river, typically flow for less than half of the year.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Policy 8.4.9

Oppose
in part

Part c. of Policy 8.4.9 requires the reservation of allocations of Delete parts c. and d. of Policy 8.4.9 until such time as
water from the Cam/Ruataniwha, and Ashley/Rakahuri Rivers, sufficient clarity is provided.
and Silverstream, for mahinga kai enhancement purposes.
Further discussion and consideration is needed about
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply.
It is crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands this allocation and supports it.
Part d. of the policy extends the region-wide stock exclusion
rules to springs (waipuna) and other surface water bodies. This
requirement is too vague, to the extent it could include any
surface water body, permanent or temporary.

Policy 8.4.10

Oppose
in part

Oppose in part subject to the appropriateness of minimum Retain Policy 8.4.10 as notified subject to the appropriateness
flows and allocations in Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3.
of minimum flows and allocations in Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3.

Policy 8.4.12

Oppose
in part

The policy requires the avoidance of flows in surface Amend Policy 8.4.12, as follows:
waterbodies falling below the minimum flows in Tables 8-1, 8- Seek to aAvoid flows in surface water bodies falling below the
2 and 8-3, and proposes the imposition of pro-rata partial minimum flows…
restrictions. We are opposed to the policy because it is not
always possible to avoid flows falling below specified minimum
flows. Preventing the further taking of water at a particular
flow threshold may not stop further decreases in flow.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

This matter was not discussed/considered by the Zone
Committee.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.13

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

Reasons

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

The policy states requirements regarding consent applications Delete Policy 8.4.13 until such time as sufficient clarity is
to take and use water from the mahinga kai enhancement provided.
allocation.
Further discussion and consideration is needed about
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply,
before this policy comes into effect. It is crucial that other
water users and the wider community understands this
allocation and supports it.

Policy 8.4.17

Support
in part

Policy 8.4.17 prevents the transfer of water taken from the Retain Policy 8.4.17
Ashley/Rakahuri River or its tributaries above State Highway 1.
The aim of the policy is presumably to address over-allocation.
Federated Farmers supports the policy to the extent that it will
reduce the need for clawbacks from existing water users.
However, when considering the effectiveness of the policy,
there are two important points to consider. Firstly, preventing
transfer will lead to less efficient allocation by preventing the
‘flow’ of water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water
is not transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for its
current use. Consented water is unlikely to be surrendered, or
not used, merely because it cannot be transferred.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.18

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

Reasons

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

In over-allocated surface water catchments, Policy 8.4.18 Retain Policy 8.4.18
prevents the transfer of water (where a permit has not been
exercised for the previous 5 years) and requires the surrender
of a proportion of the consented take upon transfer. The aim
of the policy is to prevent over allocation.
Federated Farmers supports the policy to the extent that it will
reduce the need for clawbacks from existing water users.
However, when considering the effectiveness of the policy,
there are two important points to consider. Firstly, preventing
or providing a disincentive for transfer will lead to less efficient
allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of water to its greatest value
use. Secondly, if the water is not transferred, it is likely to
continue to be used for its current use. Consented water is
unlikely to be surrendered, or not used, merely because it
cannot be transferred.

Policies 8.4.19, Support
8.4.20
and in part
8.4.21

Federated Farmers supports the use of targeted stream Retain Policies 8.4.19 and 8.4.21 as notified.
augmentation for environmental purposes. It should also be Delete Policy 8.4.20, or amend as below.
able to be used to support reliability of supply. To that end,
Policy 8.4.20 should be deleted or amended to enable
augmentation, partly or wholly, for the purpose of improving
reliability of supply.

Policy 8.4.20

This policy prevents the abstraction of water discharged for the Delete Policy 8.4.20 or amend as follows:
purpose of targeted stream augmentation, in all

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

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

Policy 8.4.22

Support
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

circumstances. Federated Farmers is opposed to this blanket
constraint. Targeted stream augmentation should also be able
to be appropriately and responsibly used to support reliability
of supply. To that end, Policy 8.4.20 should be deleted or
amended to enable consideration of augmentation, partly or
wholly, for the purpose of improving reliability of supply. It
should be noted that increased reliability of supply does have
environmental benefits e.g. in enabling more efficient and
effective use of irrigation water.
There is also a practical difficulty in implementing this policy
because it would be impossible to distinguish that water
discharged for the purpose of targeted stream augmentation
from any other water that it might mix with in the water body
concerned. (Even if there is no current abstraction from the
water body concerned, the discharged water will eventually
reach a water body from which there is abstraction.)

Ecological benefits from the discharge of water from targeted
stream augmentation into a surface water body are protected
by avoiding, in all circumstances, abstraction of that
discharged water., unless the purpose of the augmentation,
wholly or in part, is to increase reliability of supply.

Policy 8.4.22 states that any proposal to maximise the
efficiency of water conveyance should take into account the
benefits of existing water losses for diluting the nitrate-N
concentration in groundwater and their importance in
supporting groundwater levels and stream flows. Federated
Farmers agrees with the need to consider these factors but any
moves to limit the development of more efficient conveyance

Amend Policy 8.4.22, by adding a statement at the end, as
follows:
Any moves to limit the development of more efficient
conveyance of water must be made in consultation with, and
with the agreement of, the owners of the infrastructure.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Policy 8.4.23

Support

Policy 8.4.24

Oppose
in part

Policy 8.4.24 requires the consideration of records of past Amend Policy 8.4.24, as follows:
water use when determining an efficient allocation for the …RMA, consider records of past water useuse the
replacement of a lawfully established water permit. The methodologies in Schedule 10.
determination of reasonable allocation should not be confined
to consideration of previous use because previous use does not
necessarily indicate need in a dry year. Allocation in
Canterbury is designed to provide 90% reliability i.e. to be fully
used only in a one in ten dry year. The full range of
methodologies in Schedule 10 of the CLWRP should be
available, including the field validated model approach
(effectively the Irricalc daily water balance model), which is
probably the most reliable approach because it is not
dependent on the weather experienced in the previous few
years.

Policy 8.4.25

Oppose

Policy 8.4.25 requires the achievement of nitrate-N limits, via Delete part a. of Policy 8.4.25, or amend to adopt the Plan
constraints on intensive winter grazing and reductions in Change 5 winter grazing thresholds.
nitrate loss from Nitrate Priority Areas
Retain part b. of Policy 8.4.25, providing that our submissions
on Table 8-9 are accepted.
It is proposed that the Waimakariri Water Zone Permitted
Activity winter grazing areas should be reduced across the

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

would need to be made in consultation with and with the
agreement of the owners of the infrastructure.
Retain Policy 8.23, as notified.

23

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

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

Reasons
whole Waimakariri Water Zone to achieve nitrate-N limits for
the Waimakariri sub-region and to manage future impacts on
water bodies outside the Waimakariri sub-region. The
permitted activity thresholds recommended are: no consent
required up to 5 ha of total land area; 5% of total land area
between 5 and 1000 ha, capped at 50 ha above 1000 ha.
For any consideration about permitted activity thresholds for
intensive winter grazing, the starting point should be the
permitted activity rules in PC5 of the CLWRP which allow the
following:10 ha of winter grazing up to 100 ha of total land
area: 10% of land area in winter grazing between 100 & 1000
ha of total land area; and a maximum of 100 ha). These rules
have been well considered and have been through rigorous
hearing and appeal processes. The vague statement in the
Zone Implementation Programme Addendum (ZIPA) that,
“Permitted activity rules in Plan Change 5 of the CLWRP could
offset any nitrate reduction gains from Good Management
Practice (GMP) and cause significant in nitrogen discharges to
some sensitive water bodies e.g. Ashley Estuary (Te Aka Aka)”,
needs to be justified. Any assumptions about demand for
increased intensive winter grazing needs to be justified, as
does landowner willingness to provide this.
Adoption of the Plan Change 5 winter grazing threshold has
recently been discussed with regard to the upcoming Plan
24

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

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

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

Reasons
Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau Rivers Regional Plan.
Concern was expressed that if all farmers increased their
winter grazing up to the 10% threshold, the nutrient load limits
for the Hurunui River would be exceeded. However, it was
convincingly demonstrated that an increase of that magnitude
would be very unlikely. There simply isn’t demand for it and
many farmers choose not to engage in intensive winter grazing.
Ten years of Beef+Lamb NZ data (2006 – 20016) showed that
there was no long term trend in dryland winter forage area,
despite year to year fluctuations (of up to 30%) around the long
term average of 1.9% of land area (presentation by Ned
Norton, ECan, 7 March 2018). Farm survey work done by Josh
Brown for the Hurunui District Landcare Group showed that an
unlikely worst case scenario would be an increase in the winter
forage area of 50% across all dryland farms in the catchment,
from 1.9% to 2.9% of the total farm area in forage (workshop
presentation, 29 January 2018). Multiple lines of evidence
suggest that future increases in N loss from farming properties
under the proposed 10% winter grazing threshold, are likely to
be small (in the order of 0–3%) (Ned Norton – workshop
presentation, 29 January 2018).
Although the Waimakariri Zone has its own unique features,
there is no particular reason to believe that the increase in
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

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

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

Reasons
winter grazing resulting from a PC5-type threshold would be
any greater than that estimated for the Hurunui Zone.
The Hurunui work indicates that winter grazing is extremely
unlikely to reach either a 10% or 5% threshold. The
recommended Waimakariri thresholds would probably affect
the distribution of winter grazing without affecting the total
area. We would argue that it would be very be useful, in some
instances, for individuals to be able to go up to 10% as
permitted activity. For example, a lot of pasture renewal goes
through a crop phase and a 5% threshold would potentially
constrain this process. A 5% threshold would remove a lot of
useful flexibility for dryland farmers.
Further, all cows have to be wintered somewhere. Is there any
overall gain in having them sent elsewhere, in the unlikely
event that the 5% threshold had this effect?
Therefore, Federated Farmers opposes this recommendation
and recommends that the Plan Change 5 permitted activity
thresholds for winter grazing be adopted.
With regard to the proposed Nitrate Priority Areas, Federated
Farmers supports the adoption of a staged approach to
reduction (where needed) of estimated N discharge, with a
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

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

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

Reasons
component of adaptive management, beginning with the
achievement of Baseline GMP.
However, we oppose the required reductions out to 2080
stated in Table 8-9. An initial reduction followed by an
adaptive approach would be far more appropriate, especially
given that there will be several plan reviews over that period
Mitigation modelling (by Dairy NZ using 5 case-study farms),
has shown that getting to GMP involves cost for some farms,
with profit reductions of 0 to 16 percent. For most farms,
mitigations beyond GMP (10, 20 and 30% reductions beyond
GMP) involved N fertiliser and stocking rate reductions which
had significant impacts on profitability, with profit reductions
of up to 28% for N leaching reductions of up to 22%. These
impacts are very likely to have flow-on effects for the local
economy, through reduced milk production and less
expenditure.
Therefore, caution needs to taken with the imposition of N
loss reduction targets.
Federated Farmers recommends that the initial round of
reduction targets is set in Table 8-9 (2030) and implemented if
it is demonstrated that they are needed, but that an adaptive
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

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

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

Reasons

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

management approach is used thereafter, with subsequent
sets of targets (if needed) based on a rigorous and
comprehensive environmental monitoring programme.
We appreciate the acknowledgement in the ZIPA that N is not
the only issue and that a range of measures (both regulatory
and non-regulatory) will be needed to deliver environmental
improvement.

Policy 8.4.26

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports Policy 8.4.26 to enable Retain Policy 8.4.26, as notified, subject to the amendment of
consideration of consent applications to exceed the Baseline Table 8-9, as requested.
GMP loss rated. Under specified conditions.

Policy 8.4.27

Support

Federated Farmers supports this policy which enables Retain Policy 8.4.27, as notified.
applications for extensions of time to achieve N loss rate
reductions.

Policy 8.4.28

Support

This is a practical approach to protecting the values of surface Retain Policy 8.4.28, as notified.
water bodies in the Ashley Estuary (Te Aka Aka).

Policy 8.4.28A

Oppose

This policy is effectively covered, in a more practical and Delete Policy 8.4.28A
pragmatic way, by Policy 8.4.28.

Policy 8.4.28B

Support

Federated Farmers supports this policy which specifically Retain Policy 8.4.28B, as notified.
provides for the use of an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate
or Equivalent Good Management Practice Loss Rate, consistent
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Policy 8.4.28C

Oppose
in part

Where a resource consent is granted using an Equivalent
Baseline GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent Good Management
Practice Loss Rate this policy provides for a review of that
resource consent when the Farm Portal is able to generate an
Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent Good
Management Practice Loss Rate. The policy must also specify
that the Farm Portal must be able to generate loss rate which
are not erroneous.

Policy 8.4.29

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports Policy 8.4.29, conditional upon Retain Policy 8.4.26, as notified, subject to the amendment of
Table 8-9, as requested.
acceptance of our submission on Table 8-9.
Federated Farmers supports the specific reference to the
Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate. Access to the
alternative/equivalent consenting path is crucial at present
because there are major issues with the Farm Portal and its
modelling proxies. The Farm Portal and Overseer currently do
not work for some far systems, such as arable systems.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

with Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional
Plan.
Access to the alternative/equivalent consenting path is crucial
at present because there are major issues with the Farm Portal
and its modelling proxies. The Farm Portal and Overseer
currently do not work for some far systems, such as arable
systems.

29

Amend Policy 8.4.28C as follows:
…when the Farm Portal is able to generate a Baseline GMP
Loss Rate or Good Management Practice Loss Rate, which is
not erroneous, for that farming activity.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.30

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

Policy 8.4.31

Oppose/
Support
Oppose
in part

Reasons

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

The requirement to exclude stock from springs should be
confined to springs that discharge into a lake, river or wetland.
If this is not the case, then livestock access does not pose a risk.
As notified, the condition could pose a problem because, in
high rainfall, intermittent springs can appear all over
Canterbury and for those springs grazing (when they are dry)
may be the most effective form of management.
Any requirement to exclude livestock from open drains, or
other artificial watercourses, must only apply to drains of
watercourses with flowing water, and which discharge into a
lake, river or wetland.

Amend Policy 8.4.29, as follows:
a. permanently or intermittently flowing springs (waipuna)
that discharge into a lake, river or wetland;
b. open drains and other artificial watercourses with flowing
surface water in them that discharge into a lake, river or
wetland.

Oppose
in part

The requirement to exclude stock from springs should be
confined to springs that discharge into a lake, river or wetland.
If this is not the case, then livestock access does not pose a risk.
As notified, the condition could pose a problem because, in
high rainfall, intermittent springs can appear all over
Canterbury and for those springs grazing (when they are dry)
may be the most effective form of management.
Any requirement to exclude livestock from open drains, or
other artificial watercourses, must only apply to drains of
watercourses with flowing water, and which discharge into a
lake, river or wetland.

Amend Policy 8.4.29, as follows:
b. … permanently or intermittently flowing spring that
discharges into a river or lake, or any open drain or other
artificial watercourse that contains flowing surface water and
which discharges into a river or lake.

Policy 8.4.32

Support

We support enabling the activities listed.

Retain Policy 8.4.32, as notified.

Policy 8.4.33

Support

We support enabling the restoration, enhancement and pest Retain Policy 8.4.33, as notified.
control activities listed.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.34

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Oppose

Reasons

Policy 8.4.35

Support
in part

Federated Farmers strongly supports the need for
environmental monitoring linked with land management.
However, it should not only be used in a punitive way, to
require continued reductions in N loss rates if freshwater
outcomes are not being met. It should also enable adjustments
in the other direction if freshwater outcomes are being met.
Environmental monitoring should form the basis for the
adaptive management of N discharge in the Nitrate Priority
Areas.

Policy 8.4.36

Oppose
in part

Policy 8.4.36 provides for common expiry dates for land use Moderate the requirement for common expiry dates so that
and water take consents. What is the significance of 2037 and there is capacity to manage consent renewals in a fair,
2047? From a policy implementation perspective, there are consistent and cost-effective manner.
some benefits of a common expiry date but it must cause
logistical issues for Council. Will there be capacity to handle
this in a cost effective way?

Federated Farmers supports the PC5 permitted activity Delete Policy 8.4.34.
thresholds, as discussed above for Policy 8.4.25. We are also
opposed to the blanket extension of stock exclusion to drains.
As a bare minimum, any extension of the CLWRP rule should
be confined to surface drains which are flowing and discharge
directly into a river or lake. Therefore, federated Farmers is
opposed to this policy.
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Amend Policy 8.4.35, with the addition of part e., as follows:
e. environmental monitoring will form the basis for the
adaptive management of N discharge in the Nitrate Priority
Areas.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 8.4.37

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

Reasons

Policy 8.4.38

Oppose
in part

Consent reviews are a sensitive matter and should be Amend Policy 8.4.38, by the addition of part c., as follows:
approached with caution. Federated Farmers view is that any c. the review of consents must be initiated only after thorough
review of consents must take place only after consultation and consultation with, and consideration by, consent-holders.
with the agreement and support of consent-holders.

Support
in part

Rule 8.5.1 states that damming of the Ashley/Rakahuri
Riverfrom the Ashley Gorge bridge to downstream of the
confluence with the Townshend River at approximate map
reference BW22:300-174 is a prohibited activity. Federated

8.5 Rules
Rule 8.5.1

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

Policy 8.4.37 prescribes a 10 year consent duration for land use Delete Policy 8.4.37.
and water take consents. Federated Farmers appreciates the
reason for recommending a 10 year land-use consent duration,
to fit in with the plan review cycle. However, this creates
uncertainty at a time when considerable investment is
required from farmers. Ten years should be regarded as the
absolute minimum, and should be extended when the
trajectory towards water quality improvement becomes more
certain.
It is too early to be establishing consent durations to follow the
common expiry dates in Policy 8.4.36 (2037 and 2047) because
we do not know what the progress towards improved water
quality will be at that time. If needed, these should be set as
part of a later plan change.
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Retain Rule 8.5.1, as notified, only if the map reference
location is below the potential dam site in the upper gorge, to
enable the potential for water storage in the Lees Valley to be
retained.

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

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

Rule 8.5.6

Oppose
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons
Farmers supports this rule provided the map reference
location is below the potential dam site in the upper gorge, to
enable the potential for water storage in the Lees Valley to be
retained.
It was stated in the ZIPA that the Ashley River/Rakahuri should
be “safe-guarded in its upper catchment above the gorge”.
There was no statement about what this would involve. It is
crucial not to rule this area out for the purpose of water
storage at some stage in the future, given the developing
climate change scenario for Canterbury and the need to build
resilience to its impacts. Water storage in the Lees Valley is
consistent with maintaining braided river values in the Ashley
River/Rakahuri, and would potentially provide the ability to
manage flows for environmental purposes.
The climate change scenario affecting Canterbury, including
increased rainfall on the West Coast and in the Main Divide,
and increased flow in the Waimakariri River over winter,
presents a wonderful opportunity to build resilience to the
impacts of climate change by developing water storage. This
resilience would result from greater reliability for both urban
and rural water supplies and the ability to augment
environmental flows and water levels.

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
If this is not the case then amend the map reference so that it
is downstream of the potential dam site in the upper gorge,
to enable the potential for water storage in the Lees Valley to
be retained.

Rule 8.5.6 provides for the take and use of water for the Delete Rule 8.5.6
purpose of mahinga kai enhancement. As expanded on in our If the rule is not deleted, amend as follows:
previous submissions on this matter, further discussion and
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

consideration is needed about allocation designated for Add a third condition, as follows: 3. The take does not result
mahinga kai enhancement including what it is to be used for, in decreased reliability of supply for other water users.
how it is to be used and who can apply. This is crucial,
especially if there are impacts on the reliability of supply for Add a further matter for discretion, to match Rule 8.5.9, as
other users.
follows:
12. The provisions of any relevant Water
Conservation Order.
Federated Farmers requests the addition of a third condition,
as follows: The take does not result in decreased reliability of
supply for other users.
A further matter for discretion should be added, to match Rule
8.5.9, as follows: The provisions of any relevant Water
Conservation Order.

Rule 8.5.7

Oppose
in part

Oppose consistent with submission on Rule 8.5.6.

Delete Rule 8.5.7 if Rule 8.5.6 is deleted.
If Rule 8.5.6 is not deleted, then retain as notified.

Rule 8.5.8

Oppose
in part

Oppose consistent with submission on Rule 8.5.6.

Delete Rule 8.5.8 if Rule 8.5.6 is deleted.
If Rule 8.5.6 is not deleted, then retain as notified.

Throughout the plan change there are requirements to
consider (e.g. in the exercise of discretion) Any adverse effects
on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu,
including wahi tapu and wahi taonga. There needs to be much
greater clarity about what this requirement means, how it will
be worked through and what the cost implications are. The

Delete this requirement (matter of discretion) for these rules,
and throughout the plan, until such time as there has been
widespread discussion with land owners and managers
leading to much greater clarity about what this requirement
means, how it will be worked through and what the cost
implications are.

Rules
8.5.9, Oppose
8.5.12,8.5.14
in part
and 8.5.18
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 8.5.9

Oppose
in part

Rule 8.5.10

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.10 as notified.

Rule 8.5.11

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.11 as notified.

Rule 8.5.12

Support
in part

Support the facility to take groundwater to replace an existing Retain the Rule as notified except for matter for discretion 8.
surface water or groundwater permit that has a direct, high or Delete matter for discretion 8.
moderate stream depleting effect.
Oppose matter for discretion 8, for the reasons given above.

Rule 8.5.13

Oppose

Change activity status to non-complying. Prohibited activity Amend activity status to non-complying.
status is not appropriate for the replacement of existing
permits.

Rule 8.5.14

Support
in part

Support the restricted discretionary rule to take and use Retain the Rule as notified except for matter for discretion 13.
groundwater.
Delete matter for discretion 13.
Oppose matter for discretion 13, for the reasons given above.

Rule 8.5.15

support

Non-complying activity status is appropriate for the Retain Rule 8.5.15, as notified.
replacement of existing consents

Rule 8.5.16

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.16, as notified.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

understanding and support of land owners and managers are
necessary for the successful implementation of these
requirements.
Largely support the rule but oppose matter for discretion 15 Retain the Rule as notified except for matter for discretion 15.
for the reasons given above.
Delete matter for discretion 15.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 8.5.17

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

Reasons

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

Rule 8.5.17 requires that, upon transfer in over-allocated Retain Rule 8.5.17
catchments, 50% of the water to be transferred must be
surrendered. It further states that there can be no transfer if a
water permit has not been exercised in the previous 5 years.
The aim of this rule, along with Policies 8.4.17 and 8.4.18 is to
prevent or reduce over-allocation. Policy 8.4.17 prevents the
transfer of water and Policy 8.4.18 requires the surrender of a
proportion of the consented take upon transfer.
Federated Farmers supports the Rule to the extent that it will
reduce the need for clawbacks from existing water users.
However, when considering the effectiveness of the policies,
along with this rule, there are two important points to
consider. Firstly, preventing or providing a disincentive for
transfer will lead to less efficient allocation by preventing the
‘flow’ of water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water
is not transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for its
current use. Consented water is unlikely to be surrendered, or
not used, merely because it cannot be transferred.

Rule 8.5.18

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports provision for the taking and use of Delete Condition 6
surface or groundwater for targeted stream augmentation Delete matter for discretion 8.
(TSA). Condition 6 states that the discharge is not within 100
m of an abstraction used to supply potable water. It is not clear
what the purpose of this rule is, given that only high quality
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 8.5.19

Support

Discretionary activity status is appropriate, to enable this Retain Rule 8.5.19, as notified.
beneficial activity.

Rule 8.5.20

Support

Discretionary activity status is appropriate, to enable this Retain Rule 8.5.20, as notified.
beneficial activity. The exceedance of allocation limits may be
justified because of the environmental benefit of the activity.

Rule 8.5.21

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.21, as notified.

Rule 8.5.22

Support

It is appropriate that N loss reductions apply only to those parts Retain Rule 8.5.22, as notified.
of properties that are within the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas, and
that the required reductions are as accurately targeted as
possible.

Rule 8.5.23

Support

It is appropriate that N loss reductions apply only to those parts Retain Rule 8.5.23, as notified.
of properties that are within each Nitrate Priority Sub-area,
and that the required reductions are as accurately targeted as
possible.

Rule 8.5.23A

Support

It is essential that use of the equivalent path given current Retain Rule 8.5.23A, as notified.
issues with the Farm Portal modelling proxies and the fact that
Overseer does not work for some farm systems, such as arable.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

water would be used for TSA and that the discharge is not
directly into groundwater. Therefore, Federated Farmers
opposes Condition 4 of Rule 8.5.18.
Federated Farmers also opposes matters for discretion 8, for
the reasons given above.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 8.5.23B

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.23B, as notified.

Rule 8.5.23C

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.23C, as notified.

Rule 8.5.24

Oppose
in part

Rule 8.5.24 states permitted activity thresholds for land use Amend Rule 8.5.24 to reflect the winter grazing thresholds in
consents. As discussed above, with regard to Policy 8.4.25, the PC5.
proposal is halve the region-wide area thresholds for intensive
winter grazing introduced in PC5. Federated Farmers supports
the PC5 permitted activity thresholds. Therefore, we oppose
the reduced winter grazing thresholds for the reasons stated
previously in relation to Policy 8.4.25 and request that Rule
8.5.24 is amended to reflect the winter grazing thresholds in
PC5.

Rule 8.5.25

Oppose
in part

Rule 8.5.25 is a controlled activity version of Rule 8.5.24, Amend Rule 8.5.25 to reflect the winter grazing thresholds in
because of location in environmentally sensitive areas. There PC5 (as discussed in greater detail in our submission on Policy
is an additional requirement to have a Farm Environment Plan 8.4.25).
in place of a Management Plan (as required by Rule 8.5.24).
The winter grazing thresholds stated are the same as for Rule
8.5.24. Again, Federated Farmers opposes the reduced winter
grazing thresholds for the reasons stated previously in relation
to Policy 8.4.24 and requests that Rule 8.5.25 be amended to
reflect the winter grazing thresholds in PC5.

Rule 8.5.26

Support

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

Retain Rule 8.5.26 as notified.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

Rule 8.5 .27

Support

The rule enables the amalgamation of properties into farming Retain Rule 8.5.27 as notified.
enterprises for the purpose of obtaining a land use consent.

Rule 8.5.28

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.28 as notified.

Rule 8.5.29
Rule 8.5.30

Support
Support
in part

Retain Rule 8.5.29 as notified.
Federated Farmers supports Rule 8.5.30 subject to acceptance Retain Rule 8.5.30 as notified subject to acceptance of our
of our submission on Table 8-9.
submission on Table 8-9.

Rule 8.5.30A

Support

Support the ability to apply for a consent if Condition 1 of Rule Retain Rule 8.5.30A as notified.
8.5.30 is not complied with.

Rule 8.5.31

Support
in part

Support subject to the acceptance of our submissions on Rules Retain Rule 8.5.31 as notified subject to the acceptance of our
8.5.21 – 8.5.29.
submissions on Rules 8.5.21 – 8.5.29.

Rule 8.5.32

Oppose
in part

Federated Farmers supports the ability to apply for a consent Retain Rule 8.5.32 as notified.
for the discharge of nutrients, for a land use activity not
authorised under Rules 8.5.21 – 8.5.29.

Rule 8.5.33

Support

Support the exclusion of sub-surface drains or artificial water Retain Rule 8.5.33 as notified.
courses that do not have surface water in them.

Rule 8.5.34

Oppose

Rule 5.71 was design to target particular situations, not to Delete Rule 8.5.34.
provide a blanket prohibition. Rules 5.68A - 5.71, as currently
written, provide more than adequate protection from
livestock.
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 8.5.35

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

Rule 8.5.36

Support
in part

Rule 8.5.37

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.37 as notified.

Rule 8.5.38

Support

Retain Rule 8.5.37 as notified.

Oppose/
Support
Oppose
in part

Section 8 Tables
Table 8-9
Oppose

Reasons
Federated Farmers support the maintenance and
enhancement of indigenous vegetation but a number of
additional sites need to be protected from this activity, such as
Community Drinking Water Zones, freshwater bathing sites
and consented water abstraction sites, consistent with other
rules in this plan change and in the over-arching CLWRP. It
should be noted that up to 10 cubic metres of material can be
disturbed as part of this activity.

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Amend Rule 8.5.35 to add conditions to protect additional
locations, such as Community Drinking Water Zones,
freshwater bathing sites and consented water abstraction
sites, consistent with other rules in this plan change and in the
over-arching CLWRP.
If sufficient protection from adverse effects is not provided,
delete Rule 8.5.35

Federated Farmers supports Rule 8.5.36, provided the Retain Rule 8.5.36 as notified, providing sufficient protection
conditions of Rule 8.5.35 provide sufficient protection from from adverse effects is provided by Rule 8.5.35, as requested
adverse effects, as requested above.
above.

Federated Farmers supports the cumulative nitrogen loss Delete the nitrogen loss targets beyond 2030 i.e. columns 4 –
targets for 1 January 2030 (15% for dairy and 5% for “all other” 8.
farming types). Loss targets beyond 2030 (if needed) should
be adaptively managed, based on rigorous and comprehensive
environmental monitoring and the development of costeffective management strategies and technologies to limit
nitrogen loss.
Requirements for reductions in nitrogen loss beyond 2030
(if/as necessary) should be dealt with during future plan
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

reviews, using an adaptive management approach, based on
rigorous and comprehensive environmental monitoring.

Section 11 Selwyn-Te Waihora
Section 11 Definitions
Definition
of Oppose
Augmentation
in part

Section 11 Policies
Policy 11.4.22
Oppose

It is Federated Farmers’ understanding that the definition has Delete the proposed amendment to the definition of
been amended to refer only to the addition of water to surface Augmentation unless there is a clear and demonstrable
water because the addition to surface water carries less risk, advantage in retaining the amendment.
and therefore has different consenting requirements, than the
addition of water to groundwater.
However, the degree of risk is also dependent on the source of
the water (e.g. surface or groundwater), which is not
addressed by this definition of Augmentation or the regionwide definition of Managed aquifer recharge. Both the source
and the nature of the target water body will need to be taken
into account in any consent application, on a case by case basis.
Therefore, we are not sure what is achieved by narrowing this
definition. The definition, as written, would also not allow the
reduction in nitrate concentrations as a justification for
augmentation (unlike the definition of Augmenting in Section
13).

The scope of Policy 11.4.22 has been narrowed by deleting Delete the proposed amendment to Policy 11.4.22.
managed aquifer recharge but retaining targeted stream
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

augmentation as a tool for improving lowland stream flows
and related ecological health. The removal of managed aquifer
recharge, which is a powerful tool for managing water quantity
and quality appears to make no sense. It is potentially useful
to retain managed aquifer recharge in the policy, even if there
is no current intention to use it. Therefore, Federated Farmers
opposes the proposed amendment.

Section 11 Rules
Note 4
Support

Support the amendment to refer to new rules to apply to Retain Note 4 as notified.
commercial vegetable growing operations.

Note
under Support
Irrigation
Schemes

The amended note explains which regional or sub-regional Retain the amended note, as notified.
rules now apply to irrigation schemes.

Rule 11.5.15

Support

The rule set out permitted activity conditions that currently Retain Rule 11.5.15, as notified.
apply to irrigation on properties which are part of an irrigation
scheme.

Rule 11.5.35

Oppose
in part

The rule addresses the taking or use of surface or groundwater Delete the proposed amendment to Rule 11.5.35.
for the purpose of augmenting surface water. The proposed
amendment removes the possibility of augmenting
groundwater. Again, it is not clear why this amendment is
proposed.
The removal of managed aquifer recharge, which is a powerful
tool for managing water quantity and quality appears to make
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

no sense. Therefore, Federated Farmers opposes the
proposed amendment.

Heading:
Oppose
Augmenting
Groundwater or
Surface Water

We oppose removing the option of augmenting groundwater.

Notes: 3.

Support

Support the reference to rules regulating managed aquifer Retain Notes: 3., as notified.
recharge.

Rule 11.5.42

Oppose

Again, the rule has been amended to apply only to the Delete the proposed amendment to Rule 11.5.42.
augmentation of surface water and to remove the option to
augment groundwater. We can see no clear benefit in making
this amendment. Indeed, if water is discharged onto land (as
allowed by the rule), some of it may enter groundwater
regardless of the intention to augment surface water.

Rule 11.5.43

Oppose

Again, the rule has been amended to apply only to the Delete the proposed amendment to Rule 11.5.43.
augmentation of surface water and to remove the option to
augment groundwater. We can see no clear benefit in making
this amendment. Indeed, if water is discharged onto land (as
allowed by the rule), some of it may enter groundwater
regardless of the intention to augment surface water.

Section 12 Central Canterbury Alpine Rivers
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Delete this proposed amendment.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
12.1.1

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

Reasons

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

One aspect of the text in 12.1.1 that is not entirely clear is the
meaning of the phrase Waimakariri River and upper
catchment. Should this read Waimakariri River and upper
catchments?
There is a reference to land use activities in tributary
catchments south of the Waimakariri River, but not to the
north. Is this because those to the north will be regulated via
the provisions in Section 8 of this plan change. Clarification
would be useful.

Amend 12.1.1 to address the issues highlighted under
“Reasons” as follows:
…in the Waimakariri River and upper catchments
State why land use activities in tributary catchments south of
the Waimakariri River are controlled by the Waimakariri River
Regional Plan, but not those to the north.

The amended definition makes sense in the context of its use.

Retain the amended definition as notified.

Section 13 Ashburton
13.1 Definitions
Definition
of Support
Augmenting
Definition
of Support
Hinds Coastal
Strip Zone
Definition
of Support
Main
and
Secondary
Hinds Drain

Retain the definition as notified.
Support the definition provided the Main and Secondary Hinds
Drains identified on the planning maps reflect those identified
on the map drawn up by the Hinds Drains Working Party, which
clearly shows what are the primary and secondary drains to be
referred to in the following policies and rules.

13.4 Policies
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Retain the definition as notified provided the Main and
Secondary Hinds Drains identified on the planning maps
reflect those identified on the map drawn up by the Hinds
Drains Working Party, which clearly shows what are the
primary and secondary drains to be referred to in the
following policies and rules.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 13.4.5A

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Support

Reasons

Policy 13.4.11

Support
in part

Support the amended policy, provided the Main and Secondary
Hinds Drains identified on the planning maps reflect those
identified on the map drawn up by the Hinds Drains Working
Party, which clearly shows what are the primary and secondary
drains to be referred to in the following policies and rules.

Policy 13.4.18

Support

Support the amendment because managed aquifer recharge is Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.18 as notified.
provided for in the region-wide provisions.

Policy 13.4.22

Support

Support the delayed date and exclusion of water bodies listed Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.22 as notified.
in Table 13(ea).

Policy 13.4.23

Support

Support the delayed date for introduction of minimum flows Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.23 as notified.
and allocations based on 7DMALF. We trust that every effort
will be made to collaboratively develop a flow and allocation
regime and have this included in this plan before 1 July 2030.

Policy 13.4.24

Support

The policy recognises the potential practical difficulties of Retain Policy 13.4.24 as notified.
trying to exchange surface and hydraulically connected
groundwater takes for deep groundwater takes.

13.5 Rules
Notes:

Support

Support the inclusion of rules to provide for commercial
vegetable growing operations

Retain Policy 13.4.5A as notified.
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Retain the amendment to Policy 13.4.11 as notified, provided
the Main and Secondary Hinds Drains identified on the
planning maps reflect those identified on the map drawn up
by the Hinds Drains Working Party, which clearly shows what
are the primary and secondary drains to be referred to in the
following policies and rules.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 13.5.21

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

Reasons

Rule 13.5.26

Support
in part

Support the amended rule, provided the Main and Secondary
Hinds Drains identified on the planning maps reflect those
identified on the map drawn up by the Hinds Drains Working
Party, which clearly shows what are the primary and secondary
drains to be referred to in the following policies and rules.

Rule 13.5.30

Oppose
in part

It is proposed to delete Condition 2 of Rule 13.5.30.

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Retain the amendment to Rule13.5.21 as notified.

If Condition 2 is deleted more reliance is placed on Condition
5 which states: The take is from deep groundwater or the
application for resource consent demonstrates that the take is
not from stream depleting groundwater.
The definition of "stream depleting groundwater" in the
CLWRP is:
groundwater abstraction that has a direct, high, medium or
low stream depletion effect, calculated in accordance with
Schedule 9 of this Plan.
This definition includes low stream depletion effect which is
defined as: A low degree of stream depletion effect is where
the effect of 150 days of steady continuous
groundwater abstraction on the surface waterbody is less
than 40% of that abstraction rate and the
effect of pumping the proposed annual volume over 150 days
at a continuous steady rate is less
than 5 L/s unless a greater or lesser rate is specified for the
catchment in Sections 6 to 15.
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Retain the amendment to Rule13.5.26 as notified, provided
the Main and Secondary Hinds Drains identified on the
planning maps reflect those identified on the map drawn up
by the Hinds Drains Working Party, which clearly shows what
are the primary and secondary drains to be referred to in the
following policies and rules.
amend condition 5 as follows:
The take is from deep groundwater or the application for
resource consent demonstrates that the take will not have a
direct or high stream depletion effect is not from stream
depleting groundwater; and
Amend condition 6, as follows:
Where the proposed point of take is within the Hinds
Coastal Strip Zone:
a. if a portion of the existing surface water or stream
depleting groundwater take will be retained, for a
period of up to 36 months the combined stream
depletion effect volume of the proposed deep
groundwater take and the existing surface water
or stream depleting groundwater take is the same
or lesser volume than the existing water permit;
and, and the existing water permit is surrendered
concurrently with the application; or
b. if no a portion of the existing surface water or
stream depleting groundwater take will be
retained, within 36 months of the issue of the

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

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

Reasons
Because this refers to anything less than 40% of the
abstraction rate any stream depletion effect, no matter how
small, will make the take a prohibited activity (under Rule
13.5.31).
It is not usually possible to determine that there will be
absolutely no stream depleting effect from taking
groundwater. As such, the current drafting of the Plan may
prevent some of the desired outcomes being achieved i.e.
prevent the change from surface water or shallow
groundwater to deeper bores.

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

consent the combined volume of the proposed
deep groundwater take and the existing surface
water or stream depleting groundwater take shall
be the same or a lesser volume than the existing
permit existing surface water or stream depleting
groundwater take is surrendered and the bore disestablished within 36 months of the date of the
new resource consent, and the combined rate and
volume of water taken at any time is the same or
lesser amount than the existing water permit.

If Condition 2 is deleted Condition 5 will need to be amended
Rule 13.5.30, Condition 6 Part a. contradicts Policy 13.4.23
and its intent because it requires the existing water permit
to be surrendered concurrently with the application. This
does not therefore support the holding of the surface
water consent for a period of time to see if the deep bore
is reliable.

Part b. of this same Rule (as currently drafted) serves no
purpose. This is because this is for situations
where no portion of the existing consent is to be retained.
If nothing is to be retained then the activity is the same as
those located outside of the coastal strip.
Rule 13.5.30A

Support

Support the additional flexibility given by this rule, with regard Retain Rule 13.5.30A as notified.
to the conditions in Rule 13.5.30.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 13.5.31

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

Reasons
Support the narrowing of prohibited activity status.

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Retain the amendments to Rule 13.5.31 which narrow the use
of prohibited activity status.

Augmenting
Support
surface water
Notes:
Rule 13.5.35
Support

Support reference to the new rules regulating managed aquifer Retain the amendment to Notes as notified.
recharge.

Rule 13.5.36

Oppose
in part

Rule 13.5.36 sets out conditions for the discharge of water for Delete Condition 4 of Rule 13.5.36.
the purpose of targeted stream augmentation. Condition 4
states that the discharge is not within 100 m of any well used
to supply potable water. In this context, situations exist where
the wells discharging to water (for the purpose of targeted
stream augmentation) are also used for potable water supply.
Presumably, this would breach the condition. Therefore,
Federated Farmers recommends the deletion of Condition 4 or
the amendment of it to address this specific.

Rule 13.5.37

Support

The rule is amended to complement the new rules regulating Retain the amendment to Rule 13.5.37 as notified.
managed aquifer recharge.

13.6 Freshwater Outcomes
Table 13(e)
Support

The rule is amended to complement the new rules regulating Retain the amendment to Rule 13.5.35 as notified.
managed aquifer recharge.

Support the removal of 3 drains from this table which are part Retain the amendments to Table 13(e) as notified.
of the Eiffelton Community Group Irrigation Scheme,
consistent with Policies 13.4.22 and 13.4.23.
48

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Table 13(ea)

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

Reasons

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

Support creation of Table 13(ea) to contain 3 drains which are Retain Table 13(ea) as notified.
part of the Eiffelton Community Group Irrigation Scheme,
consistent with Policies 13.4.22 and 13.4.23.

Section 14Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora
14.4 Policies
Policy 14.4.1

Support
in part

There are concerns regard the number and division of Consider Sherwood and Ashwick Flat as separate units within
Freshwater Management Units (FMU’s).
the Fairlie Basin FMU.
As discussed in our submission on Policy14.4.18, there is a case
for considering Sherwood and Ashwick Flat as separate units
within the Fairlie Basin FMU.

Policy 14.4.2

Oppose
in part

Support in principle, provided there is transparency about the
definition, location and value of culturally significant sites,
along with clear, consistent and cost-effective compliance
processes.

Retain Policy 14.4.2, provided there is transparency about the
definition, location and value of culturally significant sites,
along with clear, consistent and cost-effective compliance
processes.

Policy 14.4.3

Oppose
in part

Presumably the values referred to in this policy (along with
Policies 14.4.4 and 14.4.5) are a sub-set of the broader
reference to culturally significant sites, in Policy 14.4.2.
Part c. of the policy requires the reservation of an allocation of
water from the Temuka Freshwater Management Unit (in
accordance with Table 14(l)) for the enhancement of mahinga
kai and associated tangata whenua values. Further discussion
is needed about allocation designated for mahinga kai
enhancement including what it is to be used for, how it is to be

Delete part c. until there is further discussion and
transparency about allocation designated for mahinga kai
enhancement including what it is to be used for, how it is to
be used and who can apply. It is crucial that other water users
and the wider community understands this allocation and
supports it.
In addition, the reference to associated tangata whenua
values needs to be clarified/defined so that users of the plan
know what it means and how to give effect to it.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Policy 14.4.4

Support
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons
used and who can apply. It is crucial that other water users and
the wider community understands this allocation and supports
it.
It is crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands this allocation and supports it. The reference to
associated tangata whenua values needs to be
clarified/defined so that users of the plan know what it means
and how to give effect to it.
Part d. of the policy places constraints on all farming activities
within the Mataitai Protection Zone, which include winter
grazing or irrigation and adjoin a surface water body within
that zone. Further discussion is needed about the Mataitai
Protection Zone, including what it is, its legal status and its
purpose. In particular, consideration is needed about how this
zone reflects the requirement under the RMA to have regard
for mataitai zones, but only to the extent that their content has
a bearing on the resource management of the region. It is
crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands the nature and purpose of the zone, and supports
it.
The area covered by the zone is quite large (about 256 square
kilometres). The need for an area this large is questionable.
Support Policy 14.4.4 in principle, depending what is involved
in implementing it and whether it can be implemented in a
cost-effective manner.

50

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Delete part d. until there is further discussion, education and
consideration about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including
what it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that
other water users and the wider community understands the
nature and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
If part d. is not deleted, then confine the zone to the
waterways identified and gazetted under the South Island
Regulations . There has been no evidence-based justification
for these mataitai reserves (designed to protect freshwater
fisheries in this case) to extend over and constrain the use of
so much land.

Retain Policy 14.4.4 as notified, provided it can be
implemented in a practical and cost-effective manner.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.5

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Support
in part

Reasons

Policy 14.4.6

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.6 aims to improve surface water flows by Retain Policy 14.4.6 as notified, subject to acceptance of our
compliance with the flow and allocation regimes set out in submission on Tables 14(h) to 14(za).
Tables 14(h) to 14(za). Federated Farmers supports the flow
and allocation regimes developed/recommended by the Flow
and Allocation Committee of the OTOP Zone Committee for
the North Opuha, South Opuha and Te Ana Wai Rivers.
Federated Farmers opposes flow and allocation regimes where
these differ from those developed/recommended by the Flow
and Allocation Committee, including proposals to increase
minimum flows at a set time in the future (typically 2030).

Policy 14.4.6A

Oppose
in part

Part a. requires the surrender of surface water or stream
depleting groundwater permits upon the granting of a consent
to take water from the C allocation limit. Surrender should not
have to occur until it is demonstrated that the C allocation take
is demonstrated to be successful in terms of its volume and
rate of take.
Part c. requires that the proposed volume has been calculated
taking into account records of past use for the permit(s) to be
surrendered. Because of year to year variation in climate,
including variation in the quantity and seasonal distribution of
rainfall, actual use records do not necessarily reflect
reasonable use. Federated Farmers recommends that the

Support Policy 14.4.5 in principle, depending what is involved Retain Policy 14.4.5 as notified, provided it can be
in implementing it and whether it can be implemented in a implemented in a practical and cost-effective manner.
cost-effective manner.
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Amend Policy 14.4.6A, as follows:
a. the consent applicant holds a lawfully established surface
water and/or stream depleting groundwater permit that will
be surrendered if the application for a resource consent is
granted and after it is demonstrated that the volume and rate
of take are sufficient to match the consented volume and rate
of take ;
c. the proposed volume has been calculated taking into
account records of past use using the methodologies in
Schedule 10 of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
for the permit(s) that will be surrendered.

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

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

Policy 14.4.6B

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports the provision for taking water into
storage to compensate for the decrease in reliability as a result
of implementation of the environmental flow and allocation
regimes in the Opihi and Temuka Freshwater Management
Units. However, given the minimum flow and partial
restriction constraints, we are concerned that the taking of
water to storage (which will involve considerable cost) will not
substantially compensate for the loss of reliability.

Retain Policy 14b.4.6B as notified, noting our concern that the
taking of water to storage (which will involve considerable
cost) will not substantially compensate for the loss of
reliability.

Policy 14.4.7

Support
in part

Federated Farmers supports the establishment of A and T
allocation limits. However, the purpose of part b. needs to be
stated (consistent with Policies 13.4.5 and 13.4.6) namely to
address over-allocation of surface water. There is considerable
overlap with Policy 14.4.7. The two policies could be
combined.

Amend policy 14.4.7, as follows:
b. To address the over-allocation of surface water, provide for
the abstraction of deep groundwater in circumstances
where…

Policy 14.4.8

Oppose
in part

Part c. of Policy 14.4.8 requires volume to be calculated taking
into account records of past use. This statement is too narrow.
Because of year to year variation in climate, including variation
in the quantity and seasonal distribution of rainfall, actual use
records do not necessarily reflect reasonable use. Federated
Farmers recommends that the volume to be abstracted is
based on reasonable use, calculated using the methodologies
in Schedule 10 of the CLWRP.

Amend Policy 14.4.8, as follows:
c. the proposed volume has been calculated taking into
consideration records of past use reflecting reasonable use
for the permit(s) that will be surrendered, using the
methodologies in Schedule 10 of the Canterbury Land and
Water Regional Plan for the permit that will be surrendered;…

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

volume to be abstracted is based on reasonable use, calculated
using the methodologies in Schedule 10 of the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.9

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Support
in part

Reasons

Policy 14.4.10

Support

Federated Farmers supports the priority given to community Retain Policy 14.4.10 as notified.
water supply.

Policy 14.4.11

Support

Federated Farmers supports the intent expressed in Policy Retain Policy 14.4.11 as notified.
14.4.11.

Policy 14.4.12

Oppose

Policy 14.4.12 seeks to base the volume and rate of water
allocated on past use in accordance of Method 1 of Schedule
10. The determination of allocation should not be constrained
to methodology based on previous use because previous use
does not necessarily indicate need in a dry year. Allocation in
Canterbury is designed to provide 90% reliability i.e. to be fully
used only in a one in ten dry year. The full range of
methodologies in Schedule 10 should be available, including
the field validated model approach (effectively the Irricalc daily
water balance model), which is probably the most reliable
approach because it is not dependent on the weather
experienced in the previous few years. This discussion was
held during the CLWRP hearing process as well as later hearing
processes. The decision has always been to allow the full range
of options in Schedule 10. It is not the function of a sub-

Support Policy 14.4.9, to consider allocation where the Retain Policy 14.4.9 as notified, providing every effort is made
reliability of water supply to existing users is affected, only to protect the reliability of water supply to existing users.
where every effort is made to protect the reliability of supply
to existing users.
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Amend Policy 14.4.12, as follows:
…to a volume and/or rate that reflects past use, determined
in accordance with the methodologies in Method 1 of
Schedule 10.

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

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

Policy 14.4.13

Oppose
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

regional plan process to constrain allocation assessment
methodology.
Policy 14.4.13 concerns the transfer of consented water and Delete Policy 14.4.13.
states conditions under which transfer will be considered.
Condition a. states that the permit must have been previously
been exercised and that the maximum rate/volume to be
transferred will be based on efficient use as indicated by
previous use. As discussed above (Policy 14.4.12) reasonable
use (efficiency criteria) should be determined using the
methods in Schedule 10.
Condition b. requires the surrender of a proportion of the
consented volume where the catchment is over-allocated.
Condition c. prevents transfers within the Temuka Freshwater
Management Unit.
In an overall sense, when considering the effectiveness of the
policy, there are two important points to consider. Firstly,
preventing or providing a disincentive for transfer will lead to
less efficient allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of water to its
greatest value use. Secondly, if the water is not transferred, it
is likely to continue to be used for its current use. Consented
water is unlikely to be surrendered, or not used, merely
because it cannot be transferred.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.14

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

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

Oppose/
Support
Oppose
in part

Reasons

Policy 14.4.15

Support

The policy reflects responsible stock management. We Retain Policy 14.4.15 as notified.
support confinement of the policy to open drains and artificial
water courses with water in them, meaning that stock can
access open drains and artificial water courses that do not have
water in them. This is very useful for a variety of reasons,
including vegetation/weed management.

Policy 14.4.16

Support

Will assist with the protection of papatipu runanga values.

Policy 14.4.17

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.17 requires the achievement of water quality Amend Policy 14.4.17 by deleting part d.
outcomes and limits. Item d. refers to farming activities within
the High Runoff Risk Phosphorus Zone. Federated Farmers
questions the value of identifying this zone. It should be noted
that phosphorus concentrations in surface water are typically
low (in the NPS-FM Attribute State A band) and showing no
increasing trend, and that the National Policy Statement for
Freshwater Management 2017 (NPS-FM) allows for some
variability of freshwater quality, provided overall quality is
maintained within attribute bands, within a freshwater
management unit.
In addition, the establishment of a High Runoff Risk
Phosphorus Zone would be more appropriate for soils which

The meaning of the word catchment needs to be clarified. Amend Policy 14.4.14, as follows;
Presumably the policy is referring to the introduction of water When introducing water from outside the catchmentOrarifrom outside the OTOP Zone.
Temuka-Opihi-Pareora Zone , protect the values, customs and
culture of papatipu runanga by: …
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Retain Policy 14.4.16 as notified.

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

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

Policy 14.4.18

Support
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

are perpetually saturated (with greater likelihood of surface
water flow, along with sediment and P) rather than the soils
mapped in this Zone, which are mostly in water deficit.
Therefore, Federated Farmers believes that there is no
justification for establishing a High Runoff Risk Phosphorus
Zone.
A far more effective approach to managing sediment and P loss
would be to address the issue via Farm Management Plans
(ideally in conjunction with catchment groups), and to require
the identification of critical source areas along with plans for
managing these. Therefore, Federated Farmers recommends
that Environment Canterbury supports the establishment of
catchment groups, to focus on the identification of critical
source areas and the effective management of these. This
would include the appropriate siting and management of
winter grazing to mitigate adverse effects in wet years.
Policy 14.4.18 requires the improvement of water quality in
defined freshwater management units. Federated Farmers
questions whether the Fairlie Basin High Nitrogen
Concentration Area is sufficiently well defined. Because of
contrasting features, we recommend that it would be useful to
distinguish Sherwood from Ashwick Flat and test/monitor
these
areas
individually,
to ensure
appropriate
recommendations for the two areas.
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Within the Fairlie Basin High Nitrogen Concentration Area,
distinguish Sherwood from Ashwick Flat and test/monitor
these areas individually, to ensure appropriate
recommendations for the two areas.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.19

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

Reasons
Policy 14.4.19 requires the achievement of water quality
targets in High Nitrogen Concentration Areas.
One measure proposed (Part b.) is the limiting of consent
duration to no more than 10 years. Federated Farmers
appreciates the reason for recommending a 10 year land-use
consent duration, to fit in with the plan review cycle. However,
this creates uncertainty at a time when considerable
investment is required from farmers. Ten years should be
regarded as an absolute minimum, and should be extended
when the trajectory towards water quality improvement
becomes more certain.
The key to successful implementation of this policy is rigorous
and comprehensive monitoring of groundwater quality in the
High Nitrogen Concentration Areas, using an appropriately
placed network of monitor wells. This will enable an adaptive
management approach to be used in establishing the need for
and, if necessary, the setting of future nitrogen loss reduction
targets (in Table(zc)).

(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Amend Policy 14.4.19, as follows:
b. limiting the duration of any resource consent for a farming
activity that is required to make further reductions in nitrogen
loss (beyond baseline GMP loss rates or consented nitrogen
loss rates) in accordance with Table 14(zc), to no more than
10 years and only imposing one reduction beyond baseline
GMP loss rates or consented nitrogen loss rates per consent
term, until the nitrate-nitrogen targets in Table 14(g) are
achieved ;
Insert a new part d., as follows:
d. rigorous and comprehensive monitoring of groundwater
nitrogen concentrations in the High Nitrogen Concentration
Areas, using an appropriately placed network of monitor
wells. This will include the establishment of new monitor
wells as needed.

Policy 14.4.20

Support

Federated Farmers supports Policy 14.4.20 which enables the Retain Policy 14.4.20 as notified.
consideration of land use consent applications for farming to
exceed the Baseline GMP loss rate, under specific
circumstances.

Policy 14.4.20A

Oppose
in part

Federated Farmers strongly supports the intention of Policy Amend Policy 14.4.20A, as follows:
14.4.20A to enable application for an extension of time to
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Policy 14.4.20B

Support

Policy 14.4.20C

Oppose
in part

Policy 14.4.21

Oppose
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

achieve the staged reductions in N loss rate required by Policy Where an applicatantion for, or holder of, a land use consent
14.4.20(c). However, we request that the policy is amended to for a farming activity demonstrates the nitrogen loss rate
apply to existing consent holders as well as consent applicants. reductions required by Policy 14.4.20C are unable to be
achieved by the dates specified in Table 14(zc), any application
for an extension of time to achieve those reductions will be
considered having regard to: …
Federated Farmers strongly supports the explicit reference to Retain Policy 14.4.20B as notified.
the use of Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent
GMP Loss Rate. The use of the alternative consenting path is
essential in the current context where there are substantial
issues with the modelling proxies in the Farm Portal and with
the inability of Overseer to model some farm systems, such as
arable.
The policy must be qualified to state that, in addition to being Amend Policy 14.4.20C, as follows:
able to generate an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate or …impose conditions that enable a review of that resource
Equivalent GMP Loss Rate, the numbers generated must not consent when the Farm Portal is able to generate a Baseline
be erroneous and must be representative of the farm system. GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent GMP Loss Rate, which is not
erroneous and represents the farm system, for that farming
activity.
Policy 14.4.21 requires the achievement of freshwater
outcomes by reviewing consents in the Orari, Temuka and
Opihi Freshwater Management Units. Consent reviews are a
sensitive matter and should be approached with caution.
Federated Farmers view is that any review of consents must
take place only after consultation and with the agreement and
support of consent-holders. A range of methods for achieving
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Amend Policy 14.4.21, as follows:
Assist with achieving the freshwater outcomes for the Orari,
Temuka and Opihi Freshwater Management Units, including
by way of the review by reviewing, immediately after Plan
Change 5 is made operative, of all surface water and stream
depleting groundwater permits with a direct or high streamdepletion effect, with reference to and by implementing the
environmental flow and allocation regimes in Tables 14(h) to
14(y) on all reviewed permits.

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

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

Policy 14.4.23

Oppose
in part

Policies 14.4.23, 14.4.30, 14.4.31 require the application of
partial restrictions to the Orari Freshwater Management Unit.
The value of partial restrictions depends on context. We
understand that ECan wants to introduce pro-rata restrictions
to give effect to the Proposed National Environmental
Standard on Ecological Flows and Water Levels. In this context,
it should be remembered that this is only a proposed NES. It
was drafted in 2008 and put out for submission in that year,
but has proceeded no further. In addition, it should be noted
that submissions were received opposing many aspects of the
proposed NES. Therefore, the absence of partial restrictions
should not be a ‘game-breaker’ for any otherwise workable
flow and allocation regime which was recommended by a
Catchment Flow and Allocation Working Party.
Federated Farmers supports the management of water takes
and flows by water user groups.

Policy14 .4.24

Support

Federated Farmers supports the management of water takes Retain Policy 14.4.24 as notified.
and flows by water user groups.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

freshwater outcomes should be considered, with consent
review being an option of last resort.
It should be noted that Federated Farmers is opposed to the
flow and allocation regimes in Tables 14(h) to 14(y).
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Retain Policy 14.4.23 as notified only if blanket partial
restrictions (part b.) are consistent with recommendations of
the Catchment Flow and Allocation Working Party.
Retain parts a. and c. with regard to water user groups.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.25

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

Policy 14.4.26

Oppose/
Support
Support
in part
Support

Policy 14.4.27

Support

Policy 14.4.28

Support
in part

Policy 14.4.30

Oppose
in part

Reasons
The policy provides the opportunity to demonstrate a lack of
hydraulic connection.
Telemetering of water use will assist with effective
management of the water resource.
Amendment to state new number for re-numbered minimum
flow and allocation table.
Policy 14.4.27 requires a 30% reduction in N discharge from
industrial and trade waste activities. Federated Farmers
supports the principle that all N dischargers should play their
part in maintaining/improving water quality, provided the
proposed requirement is achievable and reasonable.
As discussed below, in relation to Tables 14(i) – 14(l),
Federated Farmers is opposed to increases in minimum flow or
decreases in allocation above/below the flows and allocations
recommended by the working groups set up to work on flows
and allocations in particular catchments, in this case the
Temuka Catchment Working Party. If there is ongoing concern
about flows and allocations in the Temuka Freshwater
Management Unit, Council should work with the Catchment
Working Party.
A key issue with the flow and allocation proposals for the
Temuka Freshwater Management Unit (Tables 14(i) – 14(l) is
timing.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of the Temuka
Catchment Working Party and opposes the target date of 2035
for the second round of minimum flow increases and allocation
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(3) I seek the following decisions from Environment
Canterbury: (Please give precise details for each provision.
The more specific you can be the easier it will be for the
Council to understand your concerns.)
Retain Policy 14.4.25 as notified.
Retain Policy 14.4.26 as notified.
Retain Policy 14.4.27 as notified.
Retain Policy 14.4.28 as notified, provided the requirement is
achievable and reasonable.

Amend Policy 14.4.30, as follows:
Over allocation of the Temuka Freshwater Management Unit
is phased out before 1 January 2035 2040 by: …
d. achieving allocation limits of 1.6 m3/s for the A Allocation
Block and 0.4 m3/s for the B Allocation Block by 1 January
20352040.
Delete all aspects of Policy 14.4.30 which are inconsistent with
the recommendations of the Temuka Catchment Working
Party.

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

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

Policy 14.4.31

Oppose

Flows and allocation beyond those proposed for 2025 (Tables
14(i) – 14(l)) should be made using an adaptive management
approach, based on environmental monitoring (water quantity
and quality).

Policy 14.4.32

Oppose

When considering the effectiveness of Policy 14.4.32, there are Delete Policy 14.4.32.
two important points to consider. Firstly, preventing transfer
will lead to less efficient allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of
water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water is not
transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for its current use.
Consented water is unlikely to be surrendered, or not used,
merely because it cannot be transferred.

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

decreases. We ask that the requirements in Table 14(l) be
extended out to 2040.
The economic report prepared by Simon Harris, and
summarised in the s32 Report, states that the reduced
allocations and increased minimum flows for the A and B
allocation blocks, with consequent decreases in reliability of
supply, will have a substantial adverse economic impact for
individual irrigators and the regional economy. Time is needed
to seek and implement community-wide solutions for the
catchment, such as the supply of out of catchment water,
transfer to deep groundwater and storage (using C block
allocation).
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Amend Policy 14.4.31, as follows:
If by 1 January 2035 2040 the allocation limits in Table 14(l)
have not been achieved….
….commencing at a flow rate that is the sum of the minimum
flow and total allocation at 1 January 2035 2040.

(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Policy 14.4.33

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

Reasons
Further discussion, consideration and clarification is needed
about allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement
including what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who
can apply, before this policy comes into effect. It is crucial that
other water users and the wider community understands this
allocation and supports it.

Delete Policy 14.4.33 pending further discussion,
consideration and clarification about the allocation
designated for mahinga kai enhancement, including what it is
to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply, before
this policy comes into effect. It is crucial that other water
users and the wider community understands this allocation
and supports it.

Policy 14.4.34

Support
in part
Supprt in
part
Support

Support subject to submissions below and on Tables 14(m) –
14(y).
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Federated Farmers supports this policy which takes into
account water released from the Opuha dam to maintain
environmental flows, and allows for the adjustment of
minimum flow and allocation regimes depending on the water
level in the dam. We support the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Federated Farmers supports the ability to adjust minimum
flows and allocations in order to make best use of stored water
in the Opuha Dam.
In this context, provision needs to be made for continued
involvement of the Opuha Environmental Flow Release
Advisory Group (OEFRAG) during water-short periods.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited on Policies 14.4.37 – 14.4.39
Federated Farmers supports the principle of global consenting.
As notified, the policy would only enable scheme-wide global

Retain Policy 14.4.34 as notified.

Policy 14.4.35
Policy 14.4.36

Policies 14.4.37, Support
14.4.38
and in part
14.4.39

Policy 14.4.40

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

Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.

Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited on Policies 14.4.37 – 14.4.39.
Make provision for the continued involvement of the Opuha
Environmental Flow Release Advisory Group (OEFRAG) during
water-short periods.

Amend Policy 14.4.40, as follows:

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

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

Policy 14.4.41

Support
in part

Policy 14.4.42

Support
in part

Oppose/
Support

14.5 Rules
Rules
14.5.1, Oppose
14.5.2
and in part
14.5.3

Reasons

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

consenting. From an operation perspective, It would be useful Contribute to the overall management of surface water flows
to also enable global consenting on a sub-catchment scale.
within the Opihi Freshwater Management Unit, by providing
for the transfer of AA, and BA and Kakahu surface water
permits to a principal water supplier where this will result in a
single permits authorising the abstraction of all transferred AA
and BA abstractions of surface water.
Policy 14.4.41 requires a 30% reduction in N discharge from Retain Policy 14.4.41 as notified, provided the requirement is
industrial and trade waste activities. Federated Farmers achievable and reasonable.
supports the principle that all N dischargers should play their
part in maintaining/improving water quality, provided the
proposed requirement is achievable and reasonable.
Policy 14.42 requires the avoidance of all further abstractions Amend Policy 14.4.2, as follows:
of surface water or groundwater but provides for RMA …except as provided for by s14(3)(b) of the RMA and as
s14(3)(b) takes for domestic and stock drinking water.
required for essential activities such as dairy shed wash-down,
Relatively small quantities of water also need to be allowed for where there are product hygiene and/or animal welfare
essential activities such as dairy shed wash-down, where there requirements.
are product hygiene and animal welfare requirements.
Rules 14.5.1, 14.5.2 and 14.5.3 enable the taking and use of
water for mahinga kai enhancement purposes. Further
discussion, consideration and clarification is needed about
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can apply.
It is crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands this allocation and supports it.
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Delete Rules 14.5.1, 14.5.2 and 14.5.3 pending further
discussion, consideration and clarification about the
allocation designated for mahinga kai enhancement including
what it is to be used for, how it is to be used and who can
apply. It is crucial that other water users and the wider
community understands this allocation and supports it.
If the rules are not deleted then add an additional matter for
discretion in Rule 14.5.1, as follows:
the provisions of any relevant Water Conservation Order.

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

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

Rule 14.5.4

Support
in part

Oppose/
Support

In the matters for discretion in Rule 14.5.1, there should be an
addition as follows: the provisions of any relevant Water
Conservation Order.

Rules
14.5.4, Oppose
14.5.7,
Rule in part
14.5.12

Rule 14.5.5
Rule 14.5.6
Rule 14.5.7

Reasons

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

Support
Support
Oppose
in part

Support the use of a restricted discretionary consent for the
taking of surface water.
However, the matters covered in matters for discretion 2.
(adverse environmental effects on water quality) would be
more appropriately address via a land use consent.
Throughout the plan change there are requirements to
consider (e.g. in the exercise of discretion) Any adverse effects
on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu,
including wahi tapu and wahi taonga. There needs to be much
greater clarity about what this requirement means, how it will
be worked through and what the cost implications are. The
understanding and support of land owners and managers are
necessary for the successful implementation of these
requirements.

Delete matter for discretion 2.

Delete this requirement (matter of discretion) for these rules,
and throughout the plan, until such time as there has been
widespread discussion with land owners and managers
leading to much greater clarity about what this requirement
means, how it will be worked through and what the cost
implications are.

Retain Rule 14.5.5 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.5 as notified.
Condition 5 wold only enable permit ‘swaps’ in the Temuka Delete Condition 5 of Rule 14.5.7.
catchment. Particularly, it would preclude ‘swaps’ of those
permits that have, has a result of the implementation of Plan
Change 7. changed status from groundwater to streamdepleting groundwater permits. This is inconsistent with the
intended scope of the rule as described in the s32 Report
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:
Rule 14.5.8
Rule 14.5.9

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

Rules 14.5.10 Support
and 14.5.11
Rule 14 5 12
Oppose
in part

Reasons

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

One or more of the conditions of Rule 14.5.7 does/do not Amend activity status to non-complying.
justify prohibited activity status.
Matter for discretion 7. states:
Delete matter for discretion 7.
7. For stream-depleting groundwater takes, the matters for
discretion under Rule 14.5.7;
It is unclear why the matters for discretion from Rule 14.5.7
should be added to the matters for discretion in this rule.
Retain Rules 14.5.10 and 14.5.11 as notified.
Rule 14.5.12 constrains the transfer of water permits affiliated
to Opuha Water Limited (OWL) and requires the surrender of
water upon transfer in a number of situations as specified in
OWL’s submission on this rule. Exclusions are required to
enable OWL to manage water effectively and efficiently as an
irrigation scheme.
Therefore, Federated Farmers supports the submission of OWL
on Rule 14.5.12.
Two further concerns are as follows:
1) Condition 3 states that the volume to be transferred
must be calculated in accordance with Method 1 of
Schedule (based on previous use). The determination
of reasonable allocation should not be confined to
consideration of previous use because previous use
does not necessarily indicate need in a dry year.
Allocation in Canterbury is designed to provide 90%
reliability i.e. to be fully used only in a one in ten dry
year. The full range of methodologies in Schedule 10
of the CLWRP should be available, including the field
validated model approach (effectively the Irricalc daily
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Amend Rule 14.5.12 as sought by OWL.
Amend Condition 3, as follows:
Any proposed volume to be transferred has been calculated in
accordance with the methodologies in Method 1 in Schedule
10; …
Delete Condition 5 b.

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

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

Rule 14.5.13

Oppose
in part

Rule 14.5.14
Rule 14.5.15
Rule 14.5.16

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

water balance model), which is probably the most
reliable approach because it is not dependent on the
weather experienced in the previous few years.
Therefore, Federated Farmers recommends the
following amendment: …in accordance with the
Methods 1 of Schedule 10.
2) The rule (Condition 4b.) also provides for a percentage
surrender (up to 75%) of the transferred water,
matching the extent to which the Freshwater
Management Unit is over-allocated. The aim of the
policy is to prevent over allocation. However, when
considering the effectiveness of the policy in this
regard, there are two important points to consider.
Firstly, providing a disincentive for transfer will lead to
less efficient allocation by preventing the ‘flow’ of
water to its greatest value use. Secondly, if the water
is not transferred, it is likely to continue to be used for
its current use. Consented water is unlikely to be
surrendered, or not used, merely because it cannot be
transferred.
Federated Farmers opposes the prohibited activity status of Amend activity status to non-complying.
this rule because we are opposed to some of the conditions of
Rule 14.5.12 and some do not justify prohibited activity status.
Support
Retain Rule 14.5.14 as notified.
Support Support provided our submissions on Table 14(zc) are Retain Rule 14.5.15 as notified, provided our submissions on
accepted.
Table 14(zc) are accepted.
Support i Federated Farmers supports this rule which specifically Amend Condition 1 as follows:
provides for the use of an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 14.5.16A
Rule 14.5.16B
Rule 14.5.17

Support
Support
Oppose
in part

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

or Equivalent Good Management Practice Loss Rate, consistent
1. The nitrogen loss calculation for any part of the
with Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional
property within the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora subPlan.
region does not exceed the nitrogen baseline and from
Access to the alternative/equivalent consenting path is crucial
1 July 2020 the Baseline GMP Loss Rate; …
at present because there are major issues with the Farm Portal Otherwise, retain Rule 14.5.16 as notified.
and its modelling proxies. The Farm Portal and Overseer
currently do not work for some far systems, such as arable
systems.
Condition 1 should be amended to also refer to the GMP N Loss
Rate, as well as the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, for consistency
with Rules 19 and 20.
Retain Rule 14.5.16A as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.16B as notified.
Condition 6. of the rule places constraints on irrigation and Amend Rule 14.5.17, as follows:
winter grazing within the Mataitai Protection Zone, for Delete Condition 6. until there is further discussion and
properties which adjoin a surface water body within that zone. education about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including what
As stated in our submission on Policy 14.4.3 further discussion it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that other
and consideration is needed about the Mataitai Protection water users and the wider community understands the nature
Zone, including what it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
crucial that other water users and the wider community
understands the nature and purpose of the zone, and supports Alteratively, redraft the rule alongside a more sensible
reflection of where these mataitai reserves in fact are and
it.
how far land use management extends. As we stated in the
The area covered by the zone is quite large (about 256 square
related policies above, there is no justification for the extent
kilometres). The need for an area this large is questionable.
of the mataitai zone, and it should confined to what has been
Federated Farmers understands regional councils must ‘have
legally gazetted under the Fisheries (South Island Customary
regard for’ mataitai reserves but this is confined to what
Fishing) Regulations 1999.
specific issues those particular reserves have.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

Having a rule before the community properly understands Delete Condition 7.
what a mataitai reserve is, and they will have varied customary
fishing values based on where they are, what the issues are for
the reserves in question, and why there is any need for control,
creates confusion and will not bring out positive engagement
and initiative from landowners.
There is little information about how much consultation has
taken place with the appointed kaitiaki of these reserves and
the Council. The kaitiaki have the power to manage these
reserves through bylaws but the background reports for this
proposal does not record any clear discussion about the Fishing
legislation, regulations or bylaws in the lead-up to Council
reaching its decision to develop the proposed rule in its current
form.
Condition 7. Limits the area of winter grazing in the High
Phosphorus Risk Runoff Zone to no more than 20 ha.
As discussed earlier, with regard to Policy14.4.17, Federated
Farmers questions the value of identifying this zone. It should
be noted that phosphorus concentrations in surface water are
typically low (in the NPS-FM Attribute State A band) and
showing no increasing trend, and that the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2017 (NPS-FM) allows
for some variability of freshwater quality, provided overall
quality is maintained within attribute bands, within a
freshwater management unit.
In addition, the establishment of a High Runoff Risk
Phosphorus Zone would be more appropriate for soils which
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 14.5.18

Oppose
in part
Support
Support
Support
Support
Oppose
in part

Rule 14.5.19
Rule 14.5.20
Rule 14.5.21
Rule 14.5.22
Rule 14.5.23

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

are perpetually saturated (with greater likelihood of surface
water flow, along with sediment and P) rather than the soils
mapped in this Zone, which are mostly in water deficit.
Therefore, Federated Farmers believes that there is no
justification for establishing a High Runoff Risk Phosphorus
Zone.
Amend to provide consistency with Rule 14.5.17.

Amend Rule 14.5.18 to delete reference to Conditions 6 and
7.
Retain Rule 14.5.19 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.20 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.21 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.22 as notified.
Rule 14.5.23 applies to irrigation schemes and requires staged Retain Rule 14.5.23 as notified, providing that our submission
reductions in N loss over time according to Table 14(zc).
on Table 14(zc) is accepted
Mitigation modelling (by Dairy NZ using 8 case-study farms),
has shown that getting to GMP involves cost for some farms,
with profit reductions of 0 to 20 percent. For most farms,
mitigations beyond GMP involved N fertiliser and stocking rate
reductions which had significant impacts on profitability, with
profit reductions in the order of 30% for some farms, in order
to achieve a 20% reduction in estimated N loss. These impacts
are very likely to have flow-on effects for the local economy,
through reduced milk production and less expenditure.
Therefore, caution needs to taken with the imposition of N loss
reduction targets.
Federated Farmers recommends that the initial round of
targets is set in Table 14(zc) and implemented if it is
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Rule 14.5.23A

Oppose
in part
Support
Support
Support

Rule 14.5.24
Rule 14.5.24A
Rule 14.5.25

Rule 14.5.25A

Oppose/
Support

Reasons

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

demonstrated that they are needed, but that an adaptive
management approach is used thereafter, with subsequent
sets of targets based on a comprehensive environmental
monitoring programme.

Oppose
in part

Rules 14.5.26 – Support
14.5.28
Rules 14.5.31 Oppose
and 14.5.32
in part

Federated Farmers support for Rule 14.5.23A is dependent Retain Rule 14.5.23A as notified, providing that our
upon acceptance of our submission on Table 14(zc).
submission on Table 14(zc) is accepted.
Retain Rule 14.5.24 as notified.
Retain Rule 14.5.24A as notified
This rule reflects responsible stock management. We support Retain Rule 14.5.25 as notified
confinement of the policy to open drains and artificial water
courses with water in them, meaning that stock can access
open drains and artificial water courses that do not have water
in them. This is very useful for a variety of reasons, including
vegetation/weed management.
As stated in our submission on Policy 14.4.3 further discussion Delete Rule 14.4.15 until there is further discussion and
is needed about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including what education about the Mataitai Protection Zone, including what
it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that other it is, its legal status and its purpose. It is crucial that other
water users and the wider community understands the nature water users and the wider community understands the nature
and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
and purpose of the zone, and supports it.
Retain Rule 14.5.26 as notified.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water Federated Farmers supports the submission of Opuha Water
Limited.
Limited.

14.6 Allocation and Water Quality Limits
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(1) The specific (2) My submission is that: (include whether you support or oppose the
provisions of
specific provisions or wish to have them amended and the reasons for
the Proposed
your views.)
Plan that my
Oppose/ Reasons
submission
Support
relates to are:
14.6.2 Environmental Flow and Allocation Regimes
Tables14(h) – Oppose Flow and allocation regimes (referred to in Policy 14.4.6) are
14(za)
in part
set out in Tables 14(h) to 14(za). Federated Farmers supports
the flow and allocation regimes developed/recommended by
the Flow and Allocation Committee of the OTOP Zone
Committee for the North Opuha, South Opuha and Te Ana Wai
Rivers. Federated Farmers opposes flow and allocation regimes
where these differ from those developed/recommended by
the Flow and Allocation Committee, including proposals to
increase minimum flows at a set time in the future (typically
2030).
Federated Farmers supports the submissions of Opuha Water
Limited and the Temuka Catchment Working Party.

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

Delete or amend aspects of Tables 14(h) – 14(za) which are
inconsistent with the recommendations of the Flow and
Allocation Committee of the OTOP Zone Committee, the
submissions of Opuha Water Limited, or the submissions of
the Temuka Catchment Working Party.

14.6.4 High Nitrogen Concentration Area Staged Reductions
Table 14(zc)
Oppose Mitigation modelling (by Dairy NZ using 8 case-study farms), Amend Table 14(zc) by Deleting the final column headed By 1
in part
has shown that getting to GMP involves cost for some farms, January 2035.
with profit reductions of 0 to 20 percent. For most farms,
mitigations beyond GMP involved N fertiliser and stocking rate
reductions which had significant impacts on profitability, with
profit reductions in the order of 30% for some farms, in order
to achieve a 20% reduction in estimated N loss. These impacts
are very likely to have flow-on effects for the local economy,
through reduced milk production and less expenditure.
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(1) The specific
provisions of
the Proposed
Plan that my
submission
relates to are:

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

Reasons

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

Therefore, caution needs to taken with the imposition of N loss
reduction targets. Federated Farmers recommends that the
initial round of targets is set in Table 14(zc) but that an adaptive
management approach is used thereafter, with subsequent
sets of targets based on a rigorous and comprehensive
environmental monitoring programme (as discussed in our
submission on Policy 14.4.19).

14.7 Flow Sensitive Catchments
Table 14.7
Oppose Federated Farmers supports the concept of flow-sensitive
in part
catchments in situations where afforestation would reduce
water yield (where river flows are dependent on rainfall, there
is limited ability to store water and where evapotranspiration
can be can be expected to exceed rainfall over summer).
However, care needs to be taken to include only those areas to
which the previous criteria apply – typically upper catchments
with greater rainfall (greater than approx. 750 mm). Care
needs to be taken to avoid the inclusion of downlands with
lower rainfall, which don’t contribute nearly so much to river
flows and which, because of their value, are unlikely to be
considered for large-scale afforestation. An example of this is
the eastern portion the flow sensitive Te Ana Wai catchment
group.
Federated Farmers supports inclusion of the upper Orari River
as a flow sensitive catchment, mainly because of the potential
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Rationalise the list of flow-sensitive catchments in Figure 7 to
include only those areas which meet the criteria to be
classified as flow-sensitive catchments i.e. rivers are
dependent on rainfall as their main source of flow, there is
limited ability to store water and evapotranspiration exceeds
summer rainfall. Downlands which do not meet the criteria
(as discussed above) should not be included.
Designate the Upper Orari catchment (row 1 of Table 14.7) as
a flow-sensitive catchment. Delete the other sub-catchments
listed (rows 2 – 8).

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

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

Reasons

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

for spread of wilding pines if that area was planted in pine
forest.

14.8 High Naturalness Water Bodies
Table 14.8
Oppose The Orakipoa Creek from the Milford Lagoon mouth to
in part
approximately 6.5 km upstream (to Orakipoa Island Road) was
classified through the Zone Implementation Programme
Addendum (ZIPA) as a High Naturalness Water Body. There
was no consultation with local farmers or water users prior to
its classification and inclusion in the ZIPA.

Delete Milford Lagoon and Orakipoa Creek from Table 14.8
unless the rights of existing water consent holders are
safeguarded.
Federated Farmers supports the submission of Orapikao
Water Users in this regard.

Conclusion
Federated Farmers thanks Environment Canterbury for the opportunity to submit on Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan. We look forward to ongoing dialogue about Plan Change 7 and continuing to work constructively with Council.

Jason Grant
Chair, Canterbury Regional Policy Committee
President, South Canterbury Province
Federated Farmers of New Zealand
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