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Minutes of 508th meeting of the Canterbury Regional
Council held in the Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street,
Christchurch on Thursday, 20 February 2020 at 11.00 am
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Present
Chair Jenny Hughey, Deputy Chair Peter Scott, Councillors Tane Apanui, Phil Clearwater,
Grant Edge, Megan Hands, Ian Mackenzie, Nicole Marshall, Claire McKay, Elizabeth
McKenzie, Craig Pauling, Lan Pham, Vicky Southworth and John Sunckell.

Management and officers present
Bill Bayfield (Chief Executive), Miles McConway (Director Finance and Corporate Services),
Nadeine Dommisse (Chief Operating Officer), Katherine Trought (Director Strategy and
Planning), Tafflyn Bradford-James (Director Communications and Engagement), Stefanie
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Rixecker (Director Science), Catherine Schache (General Counsel), and Louise McDonald
(Senior Committee Advisor).
Report writers and other staff were also present.

1.

Welcome, Mihi Whakatau and Karakia
Chair Hughey opened the meeting. Cr Pauling welcomed everyone with a mihi whakatau
and Cr Scott provided a karakia.

2.

Apologies
There were no apologies.

3.

Conflicts of interest
There were no conflicts of interest declared.

4.

Deputations and Petitions
There were three deputations and one petition presented.

4.1 Deputation - Waste Management NZ Resource Consent application
Chris Hutchinson and Diane White, with other concerned Prebbleton residents, were at
the meeting to express concerns about the Waste Management NZ application to
discharge contaminants to the air from a waste treatment facility at Marshs Road.
Mr Hutchinson thanked the Chief Executive for attending the recent public meeting. He
explained that the residents wanted protection for their air, water, children and the health
of the community.
The community felt let down by the notification process as they had been denied their
rights under the Resource Management Act to have a say. They wanted more
information and believed that the 500-metre notification zone applied by the Council was
wrong.
Diane White explained that the discharge of toxic hazards to the air would also impact
on food producers in the area.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.
receive the deputation about the Waste Management NZ resource consent
application CRC194083 to discharge contaminants to air from a waste
treatment facility at Marshs Road; and
2.
that the Chief Executive be requested to investigate the matter raised.
Chair Hughey/Cr Marshall
CARRIED
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4.2 Petition – Bromley Air Quality
Catharina van Herwaarden, with Cr Yani Johanson (Christchurch City Councillor for the
Linwood Ward), presented a petition requesting fresh air for Bromley.
Ms van Herwaarden explained that she had moved to Bromley after her Burwood home
was destroyed in the earthquake. She was concerned about the bad smells in the area
over the last 2 years that have forced her keep her windows closed.
She tabled a petition from her community; a letter that included a log of bad odours
experienced since December 2019; a letter of support from MP Ruth Dyson; and
newspaper articles describing bad smells in the area.
During questions the matter of usability of the mobile application (app) for logging
complaints was raised. Ms van Herwaarden explained that the App did not enable exact
times to be logged and that that it did not provide enough options to describe the smell.
She also said that she had made thousands of phone complaints but nothing had
happened.
Cr Johanson said that the problem appeared to be getting worse and encouraged the
Council to apply the precautionary principle and either don’t approve activities or impose
conditions to deal with the risks.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.
receive the petition regarding Bromley air quality from Catharina van
Herwaarden; and
2.
that the Chief Executive be requested to investigate the matter raised.
Chair Hughey/Cr Clearwater
CARRIED

4.3 Deputation – Protection of Hectors Dolphins and other species – Banks
Peninsula
Genevieve Robinson spoke to a PowerPoint presentation with photographs and maps
to illustrate her concerns about protection for Hector Dolphins around Banks
Peninsula. The current marine reserve did not provide protection from fishing
operations for dolphins and sea birds.
Banks Peninsula is a unique landscape and was experiencing a loss of species and
biodiversity.
Ms. Robinson advised that a recent Court of Appeal decision (Motiti Rohe Moana
Trust) had confirmed regional councils’ powers in the marine environment. Noting that
the Canterbury Regional Coastal Plan was 15 years old she requested that:


Officers report back on options for using the Motiti Island precedent for
strengthening the Regional Coastal Plan in light of increased threats to
ecosystems since the Plan was developed.



Officers investigate and report back on the Coastal Plan and other roles where
better protection of Hectors dolphins and other marine animals could be
achieved.
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Resolved
That the Council:
1. receive the deputation from Genevieve Robinson about protection of
Hector’s Dolphins; and
2. that the Chief Executive be requested to investigate the matter raised.
Chair Hughey/Cr Pauling
CARRIED

4.4 Deputation – Consent Conditions Living Earth
Geoffrey King explained that some of the odour in the Bromley area was caused by
consent conditions not being met at the Living Earth composting operation. These
included dumping of offal and the size of the windrows.
Noting the deputation from Catharina van Herwaarden, Mr King also said that he had
experienced problems using the app for logging complaints.
The composting operation is on a site owned by the Christchurch City Council. He had
raised concerns with both Environment Canterbury and Christchurch City
Resolved
That the Council:
1. receive the deputation from Geoffrey King regarding consent conditions at
Living Earth; and
2. that the Chief Executive be requested to investigate the matters raised.
Chair Hughey/Cr Sunckell
CARRIED

5.

Minutes
Refer pages 10 to 19 of the agenda

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

confirms and adopts as a true and correct record the minutes of the
meeting held on 12 December 2019.
Cr McKenzie/Cr Marshall
CARRIED

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

6.

confirms and adopts as a true and correct record the minutes of part of the
meeting, held with the public excluded, on 12 December 2019.
Cr Scott/Cr Pham
CARRIED

Matters Arising
There were no matters arising from the minutes.
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7.

Committee Reports

7.1

Standing Committees

7.1.2 Regulation Hearing Committee
Refer pages 21 to 25
Cr McKay presented this item and advised that the minutes from the meetings held on
12 December 2019 had been confirmed at the committee meeting held on 13 February
2020.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

receives the confirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 12 December 2019.
Cr McKay/Cr Edge
CARRIED

7.1.2 Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional Committee
Refer pages 26 to 34 of the agenda
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

7.1.2

receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Water Management
Strategy Regional Committee meeting held on 10 December 2019.
Cr McKay/Cr Pauling
CARRIED

Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Refer pages 35 to 42 of the agenda.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

8.
8.1

receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Civil Defence and
Emergency Management Group Joint Committee meeting held on 29
November 2019.
Cr Sunckell/Cr McKay
CARRIED

Matters for Council Decision
Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 Engagement
Refer to pages 43 to 45 of the agenda plus the draft Plan circulated separately
Councillors thanked all the staff for the work done on the draft Annual Plan.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

14 of 173

While the tension between the organisation having adequate resources and meeting
government requirements against increasing rates was acknowledged, there was
concerns raised about the proposed rate increase of 9.8%.
While the draft plan was out for public engagement it was requested that staff continue
to review expenditure and look at alternative funding sources.
It was noted that this Council had critical work to do on biodiversity, biosecurity, climate
change and public transport.
Councillors encouraged the community to look at the draft Plan and provide feedback.
Resolved
That the Council:

8.2

1.

approves the draft Annual Plan 2020/21 for use in the engagement process

2.

delegates to the Council’s Chief Executive the authority and responsibility
for agreeing any minor editorial changes and correction of minor errors to
the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan ahead of the engagement period.
Cr Sunckell/Cr Pham
CARRIED
Cr Hands voted against the recommendation
Cr Marshall abstained

Streamlined Planning Process – Chapter 6 Canterbury Regional
Policy Statement Proposed Change
Refer pages 46 to 54 of the agenda

Resolved
That the Council acting under section 34A of the Resource Management Act 1991:

8.3

1.

Delegates to the Chief Executive the functions, powers and duties under
Clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 to publicly
notify the Proposed Change to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy
Statement for written submissions following receipt of the Minister for the
Environment’s Direction to use the streamlined planning process.

2.

Delegates to the Chief Executive all functions, powers and duties under the
Resource Management Act 1991 necessary to act in accordance with the
Minister’s Direction, including to:
2.1

Direct the preparation of a recommendations report showing how
submissions have been considered and the changes (if any)
recommended to the Proposed Change; and

2.2

Submit the final report to the Minister but excluding the power to
appoint an independent commissioner to peer review the report, if
required by the Minister’s Direction.
Cr Hands/Cr Clearwater
CARRIED

Retrospective Approval of Environment Canterbury
Submissions
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Refer pages 55 to 78 of the agenda.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

approves retrospectively the attached submission on:
a.

Ministry for the Environment proposals for a more effective landfill
levy

b.

the Land Transport (NZTA) Legislation Amendment Bill

c.

the Land Transport (Rail) Legislation Bill

d.

the Urban Development Bill
Cr Scott /Cr Clearwater
CARRIED

8.4

Biosecurity Advisory Group Membership
Refer pages 79 to 81 of the agenda
It was noted that a recommendation on the appointments to the Biosecurity Advisory
Group Councillor Working Group will made to the next Council meeting.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

confirms the nomination of Clinton McConchie as a Papatipu Rūnanga
representative on the North Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group;

2.

confirms the following nomination of Territorial Authority representatives:

3.

2.1

Cr Vince Daly (Hurunui District Council) to represent Territorial
Authorities on the North Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group

2.2

Cr Bob Mugford (Selwyn District Council) to represent Territorial
Authorities on the Central Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group

2.3

Cr Jeff Bland (Selwyn District Council) to represent Territorial
Authorities on the Christchurch and Banks Peninsula Biosecurity
Advisory Group

2.4

Cr Anne Munro (Mackenzie District Council) to represent Territorial
Authorities on the South Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group.

appoints Environment Canterbury Councillors as establishment Chairs:
3.1

Cr Grant Edge as establishment Chair for the North Canterbury
Biosecurity Advisory Group

3.2

Cr Ian Mackenzie as establishment Chair for the Central Canterbury
Biosecurity Advisory Group

3.3

Cr Lan Pham as establishment Chair for the Christchurch and Banks
Peninsula Biosecurity Advisory Group

3.4

Cr Elizabeth McKenzie as establishment Chair for the South
Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group.
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4

approves the establishment of, and delegates to, a Biosecurity Advisory
Councillor Working Group the power to:
4.1 consider applications for membership from community candidates in
accordance with the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms of Reference
and to appoint Community Members; and
4.2 confirm the Papatipu Rūnanga representative(s) nominated by the
relevant Papatipu Rūnanga within the area (noting that Resolution 1
confirms the appointment of the Papatipu Rūnanga representative
for one of the four Biosecurity Advisory Groups); and
4.3 confirm any future Territorial Authority representative(s); and in
accordance with the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms of
Reference.
Cr Scott/Cr Pauling
CARRIED

9

Other Business
There was no other business.

10.

Notices of motion
There were no notices of motion.

11.

Questions
There were no questions.

12.

Next meeting
The next meeting will be held on Thursday 12 March 2020.

13.

Closing karakia

The Chair thanked everyone for their participation and invited Cr Pauling to close the meeting
with a karakia at 1.00pm.

CONFIRMED

Date__________
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7. Committee Reports
7.1. Standing Committees
7.1.1. Performance, Audit and Risk Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Vivienne Ong
Committee Advisor

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive the minutes from the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee
held on 27 February 2020.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receives and confirms as correct record of minutes of the Performance,
Audit and Risk Committee meeting held 27 February 2020

2.

Receives the summary of the financial reports for the period ending 31
January 2020.

3.

Notes the resolutions made by the Committee under delegated authority

Attachments
1.
2.

Minutes - Performance Audit and Risk Committee meeting - 27 February 2020 [7.1.1.1
- 6 pages]
Summary of financial reports - period ending 31 January 2020 [7.1.1.2 - 3 pages]

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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Unconfirmed

Minutes of the 152nd meeting of the Performance, Audit and
Risk Committee held in the Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street,
Christchurch on Thursday, 27 February at 2.01pm
Contents
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Audit Actions Update
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Notices of Motion
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Questions

10.

Next Meeting

11.

Closure

Present
Committee Chair, Cr John Sunckell
Cr Megan Hands
Graeme McGlinn

Chair Jenny Hughey
Cr Ian Mackenzie

Cr Claire McKay
Cr Grant Edge

In Attendance
Cr Nicole Marshall

Management and officers present
Bill Bayfield (Chief Executive), Stefanie Rixecker (Director Science), Tafflyn Bradford-James
(Director Communications), Catherine Schache (General Counsel), David Perenara-O’Connell
(Senior Strategy Manager), Stewart Gibbon (Senior Manager Public Transport), Nicholas Hill (Risk
and Business Improvement Manager), Caroline Hart (Senior Strategy Manager), Matthew Bennett
(Principal Health and Safety Advisor), Tarsha Triplow (Team Leader Corporate Reporting), Tania
Harris (Senior Manager, Operational Support), Danette Wereta (Business & Customer Service
Manager), Dirk Brand (Manager Regional Support), Leigh Griffiths (Manager River Engineering),
and Vivienne Ong (Committee Advisor)
Report writers and supporting staff were also in attendance.
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Unconfirmed

Welcome
Councillor Sunckell welcomed everyone to the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee meeting.

1.

Apologies
There were no apologies

2.

Conflicts of interest
There were no conflicts of interest recorded.

3.

Deputations and petitions
No petitions or requests for deputations were received.

4.
4.1

Risk
Health and Safety Report
Refer page 10 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Matthew Bennett advised the two major health and safety incidents reported were non-work
accidents and were on the Incident Register to ensure ‘back to work’ programmes were
accommodated.
Committee members asked for clarification on several charts and commented they found
them hard to interpret and that the graphs required more written explanation. Matthew also
advised in future reporting it would be clear that information was reflective.
Staff training and competency was a critical mitigation to risk in the health and safety space.
When concern was raised for staff exposed to citizen anger, members were assured that
all appropriate training and responses were in place ensuring staff safety, well-being and
retention for employees exposed to anger.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receive the Health and Safety Governance report.
Cr Edge / Cr McKay
CARRIED
4.2

Risk Standing Report
Refer page 22 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Nick Hill provided an update on risk management activities and spoke of assessing
organisational risk maturity by using an Enterprise Risk Maturity Assessment Framework
approach.
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Unconfirmed
Councillor Sunckell asked staff to consider the fourth audit for the year to focus on checking
the mitigations in place to prevent collusive fraud. A draft scope for the audit will be referred
back to the Committee.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receive the Risk Standing Report as an update on risk management activities
2. Advise staff that there are no issues requiring additional risk assurance
Cr Hands / Mr McGlinn
CARRIED

5.
5.1

Performance
Action List
Refer page 24 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Nicholas Hill introduced this report, and Stewart Gibbon provided a brief update on Public
Transport (Action 1) advising average growth and total cost percentages.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the Audit List report
Cr McKay / Mr McGlinn
CARRIED
5.2

Portfolio Financial Report January 2020
Refer page 25 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Tarsha Triplow and Katherine Harbrow reported on financial performance for the period
ended 31 January 2020. The 8+4 forecasts will begin to be collated over the next 3-4 weeks
and this would provide a strong indicator to end of financial year position.
During explanations of the financial performance, it was clarified that each portfolio updated
their level of service (LOS)
In answer to a question, it was clarified not only financial performance was reported against
each portfolio, but also level of service along with operational commentaries.
Delays to Plan Change 7 shows up as a major variance in the portfolio; this was workflow
timing leading up to a May 2020 Hearing. It will be back on budget by the end of the financial
year. Unfortunately, delays to zone work programmes may be unrecoverable; however,
this was minor.
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Unconfirmed

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the Portfolio Financial report for the period ended 31 January 2020
2. Notes the Council approved unbudgeted expenditure for this financial year
Cr McKay / Cr Mackenzie
CARRIED
5.3

Financial Health Reports January 2020
Refer page 34 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Tarsha Triplow and Katherine Harbrow reported on financial results for the period ended
31 January 2020 and provided an update on the cash position.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the monthly Financial Health Report for the period ended 31 January
2020
2. Notes the table of Council approved unbudgeted expenditure listed in the
Financial Health Report
Cr Hands / Cr Edge
CARRIED

5.4

Quarter Two Portfolio Performance Report
Refer page 41 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
David Perenara-O’Connell and Caroline Hart reported on portfolio performance for the
period 1 July 0 31 December 2019 regarding progress being made on the commitments
to the community in the Long-Term-Plan 2018-2019.
The Chair acknowledged progress and noted there were no significant issues with
performance.
The following suggestions were made on the new format of reporting:
- Change the title, to something more reflective, eg: Progress Report
- or set the report out as a year-to-date, eg: 6-month report
Rangitata River Flood Event
The December 2019 major flood event in the Rangitata catchment caused extensive
damage to river protection, roading, rail and farmland. As a result, assessment of the
impact has had a financial cost to Council. Leigh Griffiths, provided an explanation on
current process and for scoping how much work there was to do to get the catchment
scheme back to preflood. Council will be advised as soon as costs are determined and
where they might sit.
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Unconfirmed

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the second quarter portfolio performance report for the period 1 July –
31 December 2019 (year-to-date)
Mr McGlinn / Cr McKay
CARRIED

5.5

Public Transport Financial Update
Refer page 67 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Stewart Gibbon spoke to his report.
The Chair acknowledged the significance of the recently awarded public transport contracts
and thanked Stewart Gibbon and his team for their efforts.
In response to a question regarding the realignment of the Orbiter route due to the
University closing Homestead Lane, Mr Gibbon advised that options were being considered
for discussion with the community.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the financial update on Public Transport
Chair Hughey / Cr Mackenzie
CARRIED

6.

Audit

6.1

Audit Actions Update
Refer page 113 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Nick Hill, with Katherine Harbrow, presented this report. Miles McConway thanked Graeme
McGlinn for his input to the process for resolving the matters raised by Audit New Zealand.
Mr McGlinn advised that his suggestion of adding timing milestones to the reporting was
being worked on.
The asset management system for flood protection was discussed. A request was made
for information about the location and health of the flood management schemes. The
Committee was advised that this information would be provided through the hazards’
portfolio and climate change updates.

Resolved
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Unconfirmed
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Agrees progress on the four current Audit NZ recommendations and the matter
of MetroCard balances is in line with Committee expectations
Cr Mackenzie / Mr McGlinn
CARRIED

7.

Notices of motion
There were no notices of motion.

8.

Extraordinary and Urgent Business
The Chair requested that a general business item be added to future agendas. This would
provide the Committee with the opportunity to raise matters for consideration at subsequent
meetings.

9.

Questions
There were no questions.

10.

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be held on 26 March 2020.

11.

Closure
The Chair declared the meeting closed at 3.15pm.

CONFIRMED

Date
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7.1.2. Regulation Hearing Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Alison Cooper, Consents Hearing Officer

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive, for information, minutes from the Regulation Hearing
Committee.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 13 February 2020.

Attachments
Regulation Hearing Committee – unconfirmed minutes 13 February 2020
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REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held in the
Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street, Christchurch, on
Thursday, 13 February 2020 at 8.00am
CONTENTS
1.0

Apologies

2.0

Conflict of Interest

3.0

Minutes of Meeting – 12 December 2019

4.0

Matters Arising

5.0

Deputations and Petitions

6.0

Item for Discussion
6.1

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Southern Proteins Limited

6.2

Hearing Commissioner List

7.0

Extraordinary and Urgent Business

8.0

Next Meeting

10.0

Closure

PRESENT
Councillors Claire McKay (Chair), Grant Edge, Nicole Marshall, Craig Pauling and Lan Pham
IN ATTENDANCE
Virginia Loughnan (Consents Manager), Tania Harris (Senior Manager Operational Support)
Catherine Schache (General Counsel) and Alison Cooper (Consents Hearings Officer)
1.

APOLOGIES
Councillor C Pauling

2.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
No conflicts of interest were declared.

3. DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS
There were no deputations or petitions.
4.

MINUTES OF MEETING - 12 DECEMBER 2019
Resolved:
The Regulation Hearing Committee:
Confirms the minutes of the meeting held on 12 December 2019 as a true and correct
record.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

30 of 173

Cr McKay / Cr Marshall
CARRIED
5.

MATTERS ARISING
5.1 – Hearing Policy
Councillor Marshall noted that the Hearing Policy was dated 2014 and asked if it had been
reviewed since then.
Catherine Schache (General Counsel) advised the Policy was a Council policy and that a
formal review of the policy had not been undertaken.
Resolved:
That Council staff undertake a review the Hearing Policy – dated 2014, and report back
to the Regulation Hearing Committee.
Cr McKay / Cr Marshall
CARRIED
Councillor Marshall referenced the Hearing Policy and asked if definitions of fairness and
natural justice should be included.
It was noted that the principles of fairness and natural justice is covered in the Ministry for
the Environment - Good Decisions Programme and that hearings should be conducted by
Hearing commissioners under those principles.

6.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
6.1

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Southern Proteins Limited
Resolved:
That the Regulation Hearing Committee in regard to resource consent
application CRC200154 to be held by Southern Proteins Limited:
1. Appoints Gina Solomon as a Hearings Commissioner; and member of a
Hearing Panel under s34A of the Resource Management Act 1991; and
2. Delegates to Gina Solomon pursuant to s34A(1) Resource Management Act
1991, the function, powers and duties required to: deal with any preliminary
matters; hear; and decide the resource consent application.
Cr McKay/ Cr Pham
CARRIED

6.2

Hearing Commissioners List

It was noted that the list of hearing commissioners held included contact information that
the Mfe website did not; and that it needed reviewing to update certification details. It was
also suggested listing the hearings undertaken.
It was agreed that the Hearing Commissioner list be returned to the Regulation Hearing
Committee when updates occur.
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Moved:
That the Hearing Commissioner List be received.
Cr Edge / Cr Marshall
CARRIED
7.

EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS
There was no extraordinary or urgent business.

8.

OTHER BUSINESS
It was noted that Councillor Marshall will be attending the Good Decision Makers
Programme; and that Councillor Pham will be undertaking the Chair course for Good
Decision Makers

9.

NEXT MEETING - To be advised

10.

CLOSURE - The Chairperson declared the meeting closed at 8.20 am
CONFIRMED

Date:
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7.2. Statutory Committees
7.2.1. Canterbury Regional Transport Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

Thursday, 12 March 2020

Author

Vivienne Ong

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive the unconfirmed minutes from the Canterbury Regional
Transport Committee meeting held on 27 February 2020.

2.

These minutes will be presented to the next meeting of the Canterbury Regional
Transport Committee for adoption.

3.

There is one recommendation to the Council on a variation to the Regional Land
Transport Plan.
a. The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee requested Officers to confirm
whether the variation project falls within the ‘not significant’ threshold. The
report from Officers is also attached.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Regional Transport
Committee meeting held on 27 February 2020.

2.

agrees to vary the Regional Land Transport Plan by adding the proposed
activities to Appendix 1 ‘Regional programme details’
2.1. Evans Pass Road and Reserve Terrace Remedial safety works project

Attachments
1. Minutes – Canterbury Regional Transport Committee meeting 27 February 2020
– unconfirmed
2. Variation to Regional Land Transport Plan - Officers Significance report
Legal review
Peer reviewers
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CANTERBURY REGIONAL TRANSPORT COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CANTERBURY REGIONAL TRANSPORT COMMITTEE
HELD AT THE COMMODORE AIRPORT HOTEL, CHRISTCHURCH ON THURSDAY, 27
FEBRUARY 2020, COMMENCING AT 5.32PM
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Apologies
Conflicts of Interest
Deputations and Petitions
Reports
4.1
Regional Transport Committee Terms of Reference
4.2
Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Update
4.3
Variation to the Regional Land Transport Plan
4.4
Regional Transport Monitoring Update
4.5
Transport Officers Group Report
4.6
Regional Road Safety Working Group Report
Public Excluded
Extra Ordinary and Urgent Business
Next Meeting
Closure

Present
Committee Chair, Councillor Peter Scott (Environment Canterbury); Mayors Craig Rowley
(Waimate), Dan Gordon (Waimakariri), Neil Brown (Ashburton), Graham Smith (Mackenzie), Marie
Black (Hurunui), Sam Broughton (Selwyn), Nigel Bowen (Timaru); Councillors Mike Davidson
(Christchurch City), Tane Apanui (Environment Canterbury); and Jim Harland (NZTA)

In Attendance
Richard Holland (Team Leader Network Planning Transport, Christchurch City Council), Steve Higgs
(Lead Strategic Planner, NZTA), Andrew Mazey (Asset Manager Transportation, Selwyn District
Council), Katherine Trought (Director Strategy & Planning, Environment Canterbury), Sam Bellamy
(Team Leader Strategy & Planning, Environment Canterbury), Annisa Hanasah (Strategy Advisor,
Environment Canterbury)
Regional Transport Committee support:
Ben Wong (Senior Strategy Advisor) and Vivienne Ong (Committee Advisor)

Welcome
Councillor Scott, welcomed everyone to the meeting.

1.

Apologies
An apology was received from Mayor Craig Mackle (Kaikōura).

2.

Conflicts of Interest
There were no conflicts of interest.
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3.

Deputations and Petitions
There were no deputations or petitions.

4.

Reports
4.1

Regional Transport Committee Terms of Reference
Councillor Scott, provided an overview of the proposed change in the Terms of
Reference for the Regional Transport Committee to reduce the quorum required to
open a meeting from nine to seven.
The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:
1.

recommends that Environment Canterbury approves the proposed
Terms of Reference for the Canterbury Regional Transport Committee
included in Attachment 1.

2.

approves the proposed Terms of Reference for the Canterbury Transport
Officers Group included in Attachment 2; and

3.

approves the proposed Terms of Reference for the Canterbury Regional
Road Safety Working Group included in Attachment 3.
Mayor Rowley / Mayor Bowen
CARRIED

4.2

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Update
Jim Harland provided members with a handout of his ‘update report’ advising that
roadshows would be held to discuss NZTA’s Investment Decision Making
Framework and to support Regional Land Transport Plans.
Additionally Road to Zero work was underway for people to access information and
to have a better understanding of vehicle safety ratings.
A copy of the ‘New Zealand Upgrade Programme – Transport’ was handed out,
which outlined the Government’s $159 million Canterbury projects package:
-

Two lane flyover bridge crossing State Highway 1 (SH1) from Rolleston Drive to
Hoskyns Road for local access.
Halswell Road, two bus lanes connecting Halswell with the Southern Motorway
Brougham Street, enabling a more reliable freight movement from Lyttelton Port,
better traffic flow and safety.
Rural intersection safety improvements on SH1 at Walnut Avenue, Ashburton
and Tinwald.

Discussion focussed on some specific district council transport needs. It was
acknowledged that each council had their individual transport projects they wanted
to support and move forward.
In response, Jim Harland suggested that NZTA officials present on ‘Arataki’ and the
resilience of the Picton to Dunedin corridor from a Canterbury perspective at the
next Committee meeting.
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The Committee would also look to support Mayor Black’s advocacy for the Hurunui
Bridge upgrade.
The Committee will be invited to a Ministry of Transport briefing on the Government
Policy Statement (GPS) 2021.
The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:
1. notes the update from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency
Mayor Black / Cr Apanui
CARRIED
4.3

Variation of the Regional Land Transport Plan
The total costs of the project would be over the significance threshold amount of $5
million and members wanted confirmation that the assessment criteria and analysis
exempted the variation from triggering the significance policy.

The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:
1.

Notes that the Safety Improvements: Evans Pass Road project is
proposed as a variation to the Regional Land Transport Plan.

2.

Determines that, on the basis of the information contained in this report,
good reason exists for making the variations described above.

3.

Determines, on the basis of the information contained in this report, that
the requested variation is not significant.

4.

Agrees to vary the Regional Land Transport Plan by adding to or
amending the proposed activities in Appendix 1 “Regional programme
details”.

5.

Recommends this variation to Environment Canterbury.

6.

Officers to confirm whether the variation projects fall within the
significance threshold.
Mayor Smith / Mayor Rowley
CARRIED

Steve Higgs confirmed the variation did not trigger the significance policy as policy
criteria on improvement activities and strategic importance overrode the monetary
threshold.

4.4

Regional Transport Monitoring Update
Ben Wong spoke further to his report advising that at the next Committee meeting
there would be an updated mechanism for monitoring regional transport progress;
enabling better decision making and aligning with the Ministry of Transport’s
‘Transport Outcomes Framework’.
The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:
1. notes that this paper presents the quarterly monitoring and progress
report; and
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2. notes that Environment Canterbury is currently reviewing the approach to
monitoring and will seek to align the new approach with the Ministry of
Transport’s Transport Outcomes Framework.
Mayor Broughton / Mayor Bowen
CARRIED
4.5

Transport Officers Group Report
This item was taken as read.
The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:

1.

Noted the Transport Officers Group Report
Mayor Broughton / Cr Davidson
CARRIED

4.6

Regional Road Safety Working Group Report
Some district councils reported they were collaborating cross boundary on road
safety matters and that it was working well. Other district councils have indicated
they preferred a localised approach to road safety to maintain local knowledge in
road safety delivery.

The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:

1.

Noted the Regional Road Safety Working Group Report
Mayor Rowley / Mayor Smith
CARRIED

5.

Public Excluded
There was no public excluded session.

6.

Extraordinary and Urgent Business
There was no extraordinary or urgent business. The Chair requested that a general
business item be added to future agendas. This would provide the Committee with the
opportunity to raise matters for consideration at subsequent meetings.

7.

Next Public Meeting
4.00pm – 6.00pm, Thursday, 21 May 2020
Commodore Airport Hotel
449 Memorial Avenue, Christchurch
Council Meeting 2020-03-12

37 of 173

UNCONFIRMED

8.

Closure
The meeting closed at 6.01pm

Confirmed
Date:
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Variation to Regional Land Transport Project
Officers ‘Significance’ Report
Purpose
1.

To confirm the ‘Safety Improvements: Evans Pass Road and Reserve Terrace
Remedial works’ project falls within the ‘not significant’ threshold.

Significance Policy
2.

The decision sought by this this report is considered not significant in relation to the
Regional Land Transport Plan’s Significance Policy on the basis of the following criteria:
a. Addition of an activity or combination of activities that has previously been
consulted on in accordance with section 18 of the Land Transport
Management Act (LTMA); and
b. Improvements to routes which are needed to support changes in traffic
following an emergency.

3.

Relevant consideration matters to the Significance Policy are listed below.
a. Whether the improvement activity is large or of strategic importance
Evan’s pass Rd is a high importance strategic arterial route (One
Network Classification) for Canterbury region which accommodates
dangerous goods and over-dimension freight access to/from Lyttelton
port. The road is also identified as a lifeline route connecting Lyttelton
community to the rest of the wider region. The project is to improve
safety on this existing assets including road widening, installation of
safety barriers at high risk locations and replacement of unsafe
retaining walls. The project does not alter the functionality of this road
or its access arrangements.
b. Whether the activity has a significant effect on the objectives in this Plan
The project provides safety improvements by installation of a safety
barriers and improvements to retaining walls to hold the barriers. It is
unlikely that this project has a considerable effect on the plan. It
entirely aligns with the objectives of the plan and seeks to address
safety which is one of the key issues in the plan.
c. Whether the activity impacts on the overall affordability of the Plan
Christchurch City have been advised this project could be eligible for
an enhanced financial assistance rate (75.5%) within the Safer
Networks Programme. The subsidy would potentially allow to increase
the available budget with minimal additional cost to Council.
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d. Whether the activity has significant network, economic or land use
implications or impacts on Canterbury and/or other regions.
The project aims to improve road safety on an existing road asset with
no alteration to its functionality or access arrangements. It is therefore
unlikely to have a considerable network, economic or land use
implications or impacts on Canterbury and/or other regions.
e. The extent to which, and the manner in which, the matter has already been or
needs to be consulted upon.
The initial EW Sumner-Lyttelton Corridor EQ damaged infrastructure
(priority 2 for Christchurch) has been consulted on as part of the Plan.
Evan’s Pass Rd is essentially a part of the same corridor which
sustained a lesser extent of earthquake damage but suffers from
historic and new safety issues due to inconsistency with the higher
standards of the recently upgraded section of Sumner Rd. The works
as a part of this project do not require consultation as they are asset
replacement and safety initiatives. This is about bringing the road up
to an appropriate safety standard. These work can be considered
improvements to the route to support changes in traffic and safety
demands following an emergency.
4.

Based on the above assessment of low significance, no further community engagement
and consultation is required.

Overview
5.

The Regional Transport Committee (RTC) may prepare a variation to its RLTP during
the 6 years to which it applies if the variation addresses an issue raised by a review; or
good reason exists for making the variation.

6.

A variation may be prepared by the RTC at the request of an approved organisation or
the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) or on the RTC’s own motion. The RTC
must consider any variation request promptly.

7.

The provisions of LTMA that apply to the preparation of a full RLTP apply with the
necessary modifications to a variation of an RLTP. Consultation is not required for any
variation that is not deemed significant in the criteria set out in the RLTP or that arises
from the declaration or revocation of a State Highway.

8.

The RTC may recommend that Environment Canterbury vary the RLTP. Final approval
of the variation rests with Environment Canterbury.

Key points
9.

Evans Pass Road and Reserve Terrace are part of the Sumner to Lyttelton corridor.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

40 of 173

10. Earthquake damage repairs on the Sumner Road section of the corridor was funded by
the New Transport Agency following the Canterbury earthquakes. These works were
completed and the Sumner Road section was reopened on 29th March 2019.
11. Sumner Road, Evans Pass Road and Reserve Terrace are arterial roads and the
corridor provides critical access to Lyttelton for dangerous goods and as an overdimension vehicle route.
12. As part of the Sumner Roads works a project was set up for guardrails and associated
works on Evans Pass Road and Reserve Terrace with a Council budget of $3m.
13. Currently Evans Pass Road only has a 120m long section of guardrail atop an existing
retaining wall. There remains nearly 1,700m of the road with no safety barrier along the
downhill side.
14. Investigations have shown safety improvement on this road is required due to historic
crash trends and the potential risks associated with its dangerously constrained
geometry.
15. The scope for the Evans Pass and Reserve Terrace remedial works is to install
guardrails at sites as funding allows.
16. Christchurch City have been advised this project could be eligible for funding within the
Safer Networks Programme at an enhanced financial assistance rate (75.5%).
17. The possibility of 75.5% safety subsidy would potentially allow Council to increase the
budget to $13.3m with minimal additional cost to Council. Staff within CCC are confident
that with a confirmation of the TEFAR assistance provision of the required Council
share will not be a problem.
18. The cost for the proposed works is therefore $13.3m with start year 2019/20 and finish
year 2020/21 ($3.7m 2019/20 and $9.6m 2020/21).
19. Consultation was undertaken for the earthquake recovery works on the Sumner corridor
that included safety improvements and guardrails on this route.
20. The safety works for the Evans Pass and Reserve Terrace project developed from the
Sumner Road project and are essentially to upgrade the Sumner to Lyttelton corridor
route to the appropriate standard for the road function.
21. Council will follow its standard consultation procedure in the delivery of the project and it
is therefore considered that consultation under the RLTP significance policy is not
required.
Author

Stephen Parry, Team Leader Funding, Christchurch City Council

Via

Ben Wong, Senior Strategy Advisor, Environment Canterbury
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7.3. Joint Committees
7.3.1. Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Elaine Greaves, Committee Advisor

Purpose
1.

To receive, for information, the unconfirmed minutes from the Canterbury Civil Defence
and Emergency Management Group Joint Committee meeting held on 28 February
2020.

2.

These minutes will be presented to the next meeting of the Joint Commitee scheduled
for 22 May 2020.

3.

There are no recommendations from the Joint Committee to the Council.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receive the unconfirmed minutes from the Canterbury Civil Defence and
Emergency Management Group Joint Committee meeting held on 28
February 2020.

Attachments
1. Unconfirmed minutes of Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Group Joint Committee dated 28 February 2020.
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Minutes of the meeting of the
Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Group Joint Committee
held at Airport Commodore Hotel, 449 Memorial Avenue,
Christchurch, on Friday 28 February 2020 at 1.00 pm
Present
Joint Committee:
Ashburton District Council
Environment Canterbury
Hurunui District Council
Mackenzie District Council
Selwyn District Council
Timaru District Council
Waimakariri District Council
Waimate District Council

Mayor Neil Brown
Cr John Sunckell
Mayor Marie Black
Mayor Graham Smith
Mayor Sam Broughton
Mayor Nigel Bowen
Mayor Dan Gordon
Mayor Craig Rowley

Kai Mataara
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu

Elizabeth Cunningham

CEG Members
Environment Canterbury
Ashburton District Council
Christchurch City Council
Hurunui District Council
Kaikoura District Council
Mackenzie District Council
Timaru District Council
Waimakariri District Council
NZ Police
Fire & Emergency NZ
Canterbury District Health Board
National Emergency Management Agency
St John
Canterbury Lifelines Utilities Group
CDEM Group Controller

Bill Bayfield
Hamish Riach
Rebecca Newton
Hamish Dobbie
Angela Oosthuizen
Suzette van Aswegen
Bede Carran
Jim Palmer
Inspector McKay
Brian Keown
Dr Sue Nightingale & Megan Gibbs
Peter Cameron
Wally Mitchell
Mark Gordon
Neville Reilly

In attendance
Canterbury District Health Board
Timaru District Council
Environment Canterbury
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1.

Welcome
Deputy Chair, Councillor John Sunckell welcomed everyone to the meeting, and
acknowledged those in attendance to speak to items 6 and 7 of the agenda.

2.

Apologies
Apologies were received and accepted from Mayor Lianne Dalziel and Mayor Craig
Mackle and an apology for late arrival was provided by Elizabeth Cunningham.

.
3.

Conflicts of interest
No conflicts of interest were declared.

4.

Minutes of previous meeting
Refer to page 1 of the agenda.
Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Receive and adopt the minutes of its meeting held 29 November 2019,
subject to changing reference to MCDEM on page 1 to NEMA.
Mayor Broughton/Mayor Rowley
CARRIED

5.

Matters arising from the minutes
There were no matters arising from the minutes.

6.

Novel Coronavirus COVID-19
Refer to page 9 of the agenda.
Hamish Sandison, Emergency Preparedness Co-ordinator, Community and Public
Health, provided an overview of the situation regarding the Novel Coronavirus COVID19 covering:








What COVID-19 is and its history to date
Risk of COVID-19 entering New Zealand
Symptoms of the virus and how it is spread
Prevention methods through good hand hygiene and cleaning and disinfecting
surfaces
Testing for the virus
Work had started on a vaccine
Ministry of Health maintains preparedness for a pandemic with an up to date
Pandemic Plan
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New Zealand is prepared and ready to deal with an outbreak
Getting through together/caring for people who may need to self-isolate
Looking after ourselves
Where to get further information – Ministry of Health is the sole point of truth.

Dr Sue Nightingale (Chief Medical Officer), Dr Josh Freeman (Clinical Director
Microbiology) and Dr Ramon Pink (Medical Officer of Health) took questions in relation
to:









Border controls
Timeline for a vaccine
Strategy for keeping the virus out of New Zealand
Secure supply of medicines, particularly anti biotics
How long the virus survives and who is most at risk
Confidentiality of situation report updates
Management of cruise ships arriving in Akaroa Harbour
Panic buying and the need for educational messaging to the general public.

Elizabeth Cunningham arrived at 1.25pm and was absent for items 1-3 and part of item 4.
Neville Reilly advised discussions were ongoing with the Ministry of Health as to how
practical help could be provided to members of the public affected by isolation and in
need of food and provisions. NEMA was also considering providing welfare support if
needed.
The Chair thanked Canterbury District Health Board representatives for their update,
noting it was well prepared.

7.

Rangitata River Flood Response
Refer to page 11 of the agenda
Leigh Griffiths (Manager River Engineering, Environment Canterbury) provided a
PowerPoint presentation outlining the background to the event, what happened, the role
of Flood Managers at Environment Canterbury; and the work undertaken. Although the
event was well forecast, it was difficult to know how severe it would be until closer to the
time. The Flood Controller role included the following:







Predictions of peak flow and time
Providing a continuous information flow with Timaru CDEM
Information for the public
Collection of data during and after the event
Physical works response
Assessing residual risk.

Residual risk included the following:





$700,000 spent towards physical work at the time the presentation was put
together
Large amount of berm vegetation lost
Gravel bunds not ‘engineered’
The catchment remaining vulnerable – it may be years until risk was lowered.
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The importance of berms was noted regarding the management of the river and the
purpose of the River Management Scheme would need to be reviewed, together with
future funding.
Tracy Tierney, Local Controller during the response, acknowledged the value of utilising
the Rapid Relief Team. Self-funded, the team fed everyone, provided pastoral care and
talked to a lot of farmers. Tracy highly recommended using the Team and provided a
PowerPoint covering:







Images of flooding in affected areas (SH1, Route 72, main trunk line damage near
SHI, various affected areas at Arundel and a dwelling inundated on Rangitata
Island Road)
Traffic queues leaving Geraldine on SH79 heading towards Arundel Bridge on
Route 72
Environment Canterbury’s contractors working to close the South Branch of the
Rangitata River
Severely damaged power pylons
Rapid Relief Team in action feeding locals at the Rangitata Island Community
meeting
Red Cross Welfare Centre in Timaru.

An overview was provided on how the event transpired, together with key elements that
went well and key learnings. Stand-outs included the value of partnerships and having a
single source of truth. Established relationships enabled things to flow much better and
working with other agencies worked particularly well.
Mayor Bowen shared observations on how well the event was managed by staff, through
the Group Controller, together with agencies and local rūnanga. It was interesting to note
how the organisation had the ability to carry on ‘business as usual’, highlighting how
participation by key people assists in developing a culture of staff involvement. The
response received from neighbouring territorial authorities was also much appreciated.
There had been an issue around signage provided by NZTA not delivering appropriate
messaging. There was also difficulty contacting NZTA during the event, which advised it
had no authority to change signs given it was not a state highway. Regardless of that,
there was no information posted on the NZTA website to indicate that the bridge was out.
The Group Controller advised he would relay these concerns to NZTA and seek a
response.
Mark Gordon (Canterbury Lifelines Utilities Group) advised there was a desire within
NZTA to have maps that showed an all-of-transport system and publish it in one place.
From a Lifelines point of view, apart from the Transpower pylons that were destroyed, the
event also identified telecommunications being vulnerable.
The Chair thanked Mayor Bowen, Tracy Tierney and Leigh Gibbs for their observations
and providing an insight into the cause of the flood and response and recovery to date,
including key learnings from the event.
Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Receive the information.
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8.

Appointment of Local Controllers
Refer to page 13 of the agenda.
Neville Reilly presented a report detailing recommendations from Kaikōura District
Council to appoint David Clibbery and Murray Dickson; and from Waimakariri District
Council to appoint Liz Ashton, Matthew Bacon and Don Young to the position of Local
Controller.
It was noted that all nominees had the ability and experience to be capable controllers
during an emergency.
Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1. Appoint David Clibbery, Murray Dickson, Liz Ashton, Matthew Bacon and
Don Young as Canterbury CDEM Group Local Controllers.
Mayor Gordon/Mayor Broughton
CARRIED

9.

Group Controller’s Report
Refer to page 15 of the agenda.
The Group Controller’s report was taken as read. It was noted Mayor Broughton would
be opening the Canterbury CDEM Group volunteers’ one day conference on 21 March
2020 at the Lincoln Events Centre, and all members were encouraged to attend if able.
The financial report for the period 1 July 2019 to 31 January 2020 was noted. The
proposed 9.8% general rate increase as part of Environment Canterbury's annual plan
included funds to replenish the CDEM Reserve. The role and importance of the Reserve
Fund was acknowledged, and it was noted the Group was well on the way to realising it.
Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Receive the Group Controller’s report.

2.

Consider registering to attend or visit the Canterbury CDEM Group
Volunteers’ one-day conference on 21 March 2020 at the Lincoln Events
Centre.

3.

Note the financial report for the period 1 July 2019 to 31 January 2020.
Mayor Rowley/Mayor Brown
CARRIED
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Other Business
Further discussion took place around what Civil Defence could provide in support of a potential
outbreak of Coronavirus COVID-19. It was agreed public education was the best thing the
Group could do and be prepared to provide welfare support for people isolated and needing
assistance with shopping etc.
It was noted the Ministry of Health had the lead on this situation and messaging needed to be
consistent. It was suggested it would be timely for all to review their Business Continuity
Plans.
Peter Cameron talked about the impact of the transition from MCDEM to NEMA which was
not discussed at the last CEG meeting but will go to the next CE Forum. The main impact will
be regionalisation – how do we do this in Canterbury? Future discussions are planned
regarding a best model and options would be brought back to this forum.
There were some questions around LACs and the purpose of the Local Advisory Committee
and the Group Controller would be taking this back to CEG, then back to the Joint Committee.

Next Meeting
The next meeting of the Joint Committee would be held on Friday, 22 May 2020 at the later
start time of 2.00 pm and be held at the Justice Precinct, Lichfield Street, Christchurch.

The meeting concluded at 2.22pm
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8. Matters for Council Decision
8.1. Plan change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Lisa Jenkins, Team Leader Planning – Land & Water

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this paper is to:
a. present to the Council the recommendations from the independent hearing
commissioners on the provisions of and submissions on proposed Plan
Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan; and
b. seek the Council’s approval to adopt the recommendations on Plan Change 1
to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan as the Council’s decision on
Plan Change 1; and
c. seek the Council’s approval to publicly notify the decisions on Plan Change 1
to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan on 21 March 2020.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1. Receives the Report and Recommendations of the independent hearing
commissioners on the provisions of and submissions on proposed Plan
Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan, comprising the
following parts:


Report and Recommendations of the Hearing Commissioners.


Appendix 1 - Recommended Plan Change 1 provisions



Appendix 3: Summary of the Recommendations of the Hearing
Commissioners

2.

Adopts the Report and Recommendations of the hearing commissioners
(Attachment 1), as the Council’s decision on the provisions of and
submissions on proposed Plan Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River
Regional Plan in accordance with Clauses 10(1), 10(2), and 10(4)(aaa) of
Schedule 1 to the Resource Management Act 1991.

3.

Resolves to publicly notify the Council’s decision on the provisions of and
submissions on proposed Plan Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River
Regional Plan on 21 March 2020.
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Key points
2.

Plan Change 1 (PC1) to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan (HWRRP)
was developed over three years and included a collaborative process followed by an
RMA Schedule 1 process.

3. Following a public hearing of submissions, the Independent Hearing Panel has made
its recommendations regarding proposed PC1.
4. The recommendations of the Panel align with the Direction set by Council in 2018
when the Zone Committee’s recommendations were adopted
5. The Canterbury Regional Council must decide to adopt those recommendations as
the Council’s decision on PC1, or to reject them.
6. If Council resolves to adopt the Hearing Panel’s recommendations as the Council’s
decision on PC1, a public notice will be made on 21 March 2020 and a 15 working
day appeal period will apply.

Background
The HWRRP was the first regional plan to manage the cumulative effects of land use on
water quality and was also the first to be developed under the Canterbury Water
Management Strategy. The plan was made operative in 2013. Shortly after it was
made operative it was identified that a suite of provisions, known colloquially as “the
10% rule”, had the unintended consequence of preventing low intensity dryland
farmers in the Hurunui catchment from continuing to operate normally without
resource consent.
In 2017 the Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee asked Environment Canterbury to prioritise
investigating a Plan Change to resolve the issue.
Given the significant community interest in finding a solution for dryland farming, a
collaborative process was followed to develop Plan Change 1.
Following the collaborative process, the Regional Council resolved to notify proposed
Plan Change 1 in 2019. Fourteen submissions were received on the Plan Change
and an Independent Hearing Panel was appointed to hear submitters and make
recommendations.
The hearing took place over two days in November 2019, in Waipara and Cheviot. The
two-person panel appointed to hear submissions and evidence was Sharon
McGarry (chair) and Yvette Couch-Lewis.
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Nitrogen load off-set
The most significant issue in the development of PC1 was determining how to provide
for existing dryland farming in the fully allocated Hurunui catchment. Amuri
Irrigation signalled early on that they would be willing to assist in offsetting the
nitrogen load coming from dryland farms.
To off-set the potential increase in nitrogen load and ensure the Hurunui River does not
exceed the in-stream nitrogen limit (already set in the HWRRP), Amuri Irrigation
agreed, via a Deed of Understanding, to surrender 38t/N/year from their consented
nitrogen load. The Deed of Understanding will come into effect once the rules in
PC1 are beyond challenge. That will occur if Council decides to adopt the Hearing
Panel recommendations as its decision, and once either: the appeal period is closed
and there are no appeals on the Plan Change; or once appeals are resolved.
The Hearing Panel found the Deed of Understanding (and the resultant surrender of
consented nitrogen load) is sufficiently certain to ensure nitrogen limits in the
Hurunui will not be exceeded.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
7. The recommendations on PC1 come at the end of a multi-year process that has
involved significant time and financial investment from the Council and the Hurunui
and Waiau Uwha community.
8.

Notification of Council decisions can proceed within existing budgets. If there are
any appeals, then these will be funded from reserves.

Risk assessment and legal compliance
9.

Risks and legal compliance have been assessed and managed throughout the
development of PC1. Specifically, the RMA Schedule 1 process has been followed and
Council decisions represent the end of the Schedule 1 process.

Significance and engagement
10. PC1 was developed collaboratively with the Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee, the
Hurunui and Waiau Uwha community and key stakeholders. Ngāi Tahu, and specifically
Ngāi Tūāhuriri and Te Rūnanga o Kaikōura have contributed to the development of the
Plan Change through the collaborative process, specific engagement, as submitters
and through representation at the Zone Committee and Council tables.

Consistency with council policy
11. The recommendations of the Independent Hearing Panel are consistent with Council
policy. In this case Council policy was established when Council adopted the
recommendations of the Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee addendum to the Hurunui
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Waiau Zone Implementation Programme and resolved to notify proposed PC1 to the
HWRRP.

Communication
12. If Council resolve to adopt the recommendations on PC1, all submitters will be notified
directly and via a public notice. A communications plan has been developed to ensure
the wider community is made aware of the progression of PC1 to the appeals stage.

Next steps
Decisions of the Council will be notified on 21 March 2020. If the decision of the Council is
to adopt the Panel recommendations, an appeal period of 15 working days will
commence from 21 March 2020.

Attachments


Hearing Commissioners’ Report and Recommendations on Plan Change 1 to the
Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan
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Abbreviations used

Term

Abbreviation

Resource Management Act 1991

RMA

National Policy Statement on Freshwater
Management 2014

NPS-FM

Resource Management (National
Environmental Standard for Sources of
Human Drinking Water) Regulations 2007

NES – Drinking Water

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

NZCPS

Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee

HWZC

Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan

HWRRP or the Plan

Canterbury Regional Council

CRC

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013

CRPS

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan

CLWRP

Plan Change 1 to the Hurunui Waiau River
Regional Plan

PC1

Canterbury Water Management Strategy

CWMS

Critical Source Areas

CSA

Low Intensity Dryland Farming

LIDF

Means the use of land for a farming activity,
where:
a. no part of the property is irrigated;
and
b. the area of the property used for
Winter Grazing is less than:
i.
10% of the area of the
property, for any property
between 100 hectares and
1000 hectares in area; or
ii.
100 hectares, for any
property greater than 1000
hectares in area; and
c. the farming activity does not include
the farming of more than 25 weaned
pigs or more than 6 sows, or the
farming of poultry fowl at a stocking
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rate of more than 10 birds per
hectare, up to a maximum of 1000
birds; and
d. the farming activity does not include
a component where livestock are
confined within a hard-stand area for
the purpose of intensive controlled
feeding with the purpose of
encouraging high weight gain.

Submitter

Referred to as

Amuri Irrigation Company Limited

Amuri Irrigation

Aotearoa New Zealand Fine Wine Estates LP

ANZ Fine Wine Estates

Beef + Lamb New Zealand

Beef + Lamb

Emu Plains Irrigation Incorporated

Emu Plains Irrigation

Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited

Fonterra

Hurunui District Council

HDC

Hurunui District Landcare Group Inc

HDLG

Ravensdown Limited

Ravensdown

North Canterbury Fish & Game Council

NC Fish & Game

North Canterbury Province, Federated
Farmers of New Zealand

NC Federated Farmers

Planetary Healing Foundation

Planetary Healing Foundation

Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Inc.

Forest & Bird

Rural Advocacy Network

RAN

Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu

Ngāi Tahu
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Introduction
1. This is the report and recommendations of independent Hearing Commissioners Ms
Sharon McGarry (Chair) and Ms Yvette Couch-Lewis (‘the Panel’). We were delegated
functions and powers under section 34A of the Resource Management Act (RMA or ‘the
Act’) by the Canterbury Regional Council (CRC or ‘the Council’) to conduct public
hearings and hear submissions on proposed Plan Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau
River Regional Plan (HWRRP).
2. Plan Change 1 (PC1) to the HWRRP is a targeted plan change intended to enable
existing dryland farms to continue to operate without resource consent within the Nutrient
Management Area of the Hurunui and Waiau Zone.
3. For the avoidance of doubt, we affirm that prior to our appointment, we had no prior
involvement in the preparation of the plan change; and that throughout our performance
of our duties we have been entirely independent of Council, and objective, in considering
and making recommendations on submissions.
4. We show the content of PC1 (as notified), incorporating our recommended amendments
to it, in Appendix 1 of this report. We record the parties who appeared at the public
hearings in Appendix 2 of this report. In Appendix 3 we record our recommendations
to accept or reject each submission point made. In Appendix 4, we record the reports
and documents we have referred to in addition to the submissions and evidence
presented.

Background
5. The HWRRP was prepared in accordance with the Council’s functions under section 30
of the RMA and became operative on 20 December 2013. The Plan manages the
cumulative effects of land use on water quality by allowing for existing land uses (as at
20 December 2013) to continue as permitted activities (with a 10% variance in nutrient
loss rates from a baseline established in 20131) and requiring resource consent when
any land use is “changed”. The Plan assumes that so long as existing land use does not
intensify (nutrient discharges remain within a 10% nutrient loss variance), calculated load
limits for the nutrient allocation zone would be met.
6. The term ‘Change of land use’ is defined in the HWRRP as:
‘For the purposes of this Plan, a change in land use, is calculated on a per property
basis, and is determined as being an increase greater than 10% in the long term
average release of Nitrogen or Phosphorus to land which may enter water, measured
on a kg/ha basis, but calculated on the gross load per property from the date this Plan
is made operative’

1

As estimated using OVERSEER®
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7. After the HWRRP was made operative, it become apparent that ‘normal’ dryland farming
(being ‘Low Intensity Dryland Farming’ (LIDF)2) systems faced particular challenges with
operating within the defined 10% nutrient loss variance. It became clear that in many
situations, the nutrient loss rates calculated for such properties were so low that it is
possible for small, normal changes in the farming operation to cause a greater than 10%
variance in nutrient losses. It was shown that common and historical dryland farming
practices, such as de-stocking during drought conditions and re-stocking after drought
conditions end, can significantly change nutrient losses by more than 10%.
8. Over 300 farmers protested about the perceived unfairness of the HWRRP definition of
‘change in land use’ (which is colloquially known as the “10% rule”) at the September
2014 Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee (HWZC) meeting.
9. A Hurunui Nutrient Working Group was subsequently established to address the issue
and met ten times between October 2014 and March 2015. Sixty or more people from a
wide range of interests attended each meeting. There was no agreement on how to
address the 10% rule issue. However, the HWZC considered a change to the HWRRP
was needed to provide greater certainty that existing LIDF can continue as a permitted
activity.
10. PC1 was developed using a collaborative approach, under the Canterbury Water
Management Strategy (CWMS) model. Key stakeholders were engaged throughout the
process, either in on-going discussions or at milestone points. A significant amount of
technical work has informed the development of PC1 and it was developed with input
from a Science Stakeholder Group.3
11. PC1 seeks to implement the following addendum to the Zone Implementation
Programme made by the HWZC to the Council in August 2018:
1. The Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee recommends that the Canterbury
Regional Council pursues a targeted change to the Hurunui Waiau
Rivers Regional Plan, to be notified in 2018. The plan change will:
a. Permit normal dryland farming where:
i. Normal dryland farming will be determined to be
farming that:
• The property is not irrigated
• Winter grazing (of cattle on root or brassica
crops) will not occur over more than 10% of
the property area, or over 100ha where a
property is more than 1000ha in size.
b. Include an approach developed with the Zone Committee that
addresses the current requirements for dryland farmers to be a
part of a nutrient management collective and report nutrient
losses.

2

As defined in the Proposed Plan Change (see abbreviations table for full definition)

3

Refer to the section 32 report for more information on the collaborative process undertaken.
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2. The Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee recommends the Canterbury
Regional Council works with irrigators to identify and lock in voluntary N
loss reductions so that permitting normal dryland farming does not
breach the N load limit for the Hurunui River.

12. And the following HWZC recommendation was made at the 16 July 2018 meeting:
The Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee recommends that the Canterbury Regional
Council pursues a targeted change to the Hurunui Waiau Rivers Regional Plan, to
be notified in 2018. In addition to permitting dryland farming within previously
specified limits4, the plan change will address the current requirements for dryland
farmers to be a part of a nutrient management collective and report nutrient losses
by requiring that farmers undertaking a “normal dryland farming activity” to:
a. Hold and implement a Farm Management Plan and provide that farm
management plan to Environment Canterbury on request
b. Report the area of their farm used for winter grazing of cattle on root
vegetable or brassica crop, either:
i. through the Farm Portal; or
ii. through a dryland farmers collective group that has the purpose of
reporting the winter grazing area of their members in aggregate.

Procedural Matters
13. We issued Minute 1 on 2 August 2019 to give notice of the dates of the public hearings
and to set out the hearing procedures and directions under section 41C for the precirculation of expert evidence prior to the hearing.
14. We issued Minute 2 on 3 October 2019 confirming the dates and locations of the public
hearings.
15. On 10 October 2019, we received a request from the Hurunui District Landcare Group
(HDLG) for an extension to the timeframe for the provision of written expert evidence.
We issued Minute 3 on 11 October 2019 granting the extension sought.
16. We received a Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of the Council on 15 October 2019
addressing the late provision of written expert evidence by Beef + Lamb New Zealand
Limited (Beef + Lamb). The Memorandum stated that there was no undue prejudice to
any party arising from the late filing of evidence and considered it was appropriate for us
to waive the timeframe to accept the late evidence. We issued Minute 4 on 15 October
2019 granting the waiver and accepted the late evidence.
17. The hearing was held on Monday 21 October 2019 at Waipara Hills Winery in Waipara
and Tuesday 22 October at the Cheviot Trust Hotel in Cheviot. A record of the parties
represented and people who appeared at the hearings is attached in Appendix 2 of this
report.
18. Prior to the public hearings, Council Officers prepared a recommendations report in
response to submissions pursuant to section 42A of the RMA. This ‘s42A Report’ was
4

See recommendations made by the Zone Committee on 19 March 2018
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co-authored by Ms Lisa Jenkins, Mr Sam Leonard, and Mr Ned Norton (collectively
referred to as ‘Council Officers’). The report stated that each of these people had
individually contributed to the report, within their area of expertise, and that all had
collective responsibility for the report content and recommendations. It also stated that
identified parts (by footnote) of the s42A Report had been prepared by the Council’s
legal counsel Mr Philip Maw and Ms Imogen Edwards of Wynn Williams.
19. The s42A Report assessed the decisions requested in the submissions received and
made recommendations on the changes sought. Recommendations were made where
appropriate, to either retain provisions without amendment, add to or amend the
provisions with the amendment shown by way of strikeout and underlining, or to delete
the provisions. Where the Council Officers considered that amendment may be
appropriate, but wished to hear further evidence before making a final recommendation,
this was made clear within the report.
20. All recommended changes were footnoted with reference with a submission point and
submitter name that supported the recommended change. The s42A Report stated that
this was done to confirm there was scope within the submissions to make the requested
change, rather than identifying or prioritising particular submitters. It also stated that
where provisions were recommended to be retained without amendment, no
submissions were referenced.
21. The s42A Report stated that the overall intent in considering and analysing the
submission points was to better give effect to Part 2 of the RMA, the Council’s
responsibilities under section 30 of the RMA, the Objectives of the HWRRP, and the
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (NPS-FM); and to improve
proposed PC1 in terms of clarity, workability and certainty. The submissions were
assessed against these criteria and the wider legal framework in the RMA.
22. The s42A Report provided background information relating to PC1. It noted that the
section 32 report and associated technical documents provided much greater detail and
should be read in conjunction with the s42A Report.
23. During the hearings, we asked questions of the Council Officers and submitters to
understand the changes proposed and the relief sought. We endeavoured to conduct
the hearings with a minimum of formality to an extent that allowed for fairness to all
submitters. An audio recording of the proceedings was made and published on the
Council’s website.
24. Following the adjournment of the hearing, we issued Minute 5 (dated 4 November 2019)
directing the provision of suggested alternate wording for proposed Rule 10.1A by the
Rural Advocacy Network (RAN) (as discussed during the hearing) and circulation of this
for comment from the parties. We received further written comment on the suggested
alternative wording from NC Federated Farmers, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (Ngāi Tahu)
and the Planetary Healing Foundation.
25. The hearing was reconvened on Monday 25 November 2019 to hear the Council’s right
of reply. The Council’s reply responded to questions raised by the Panel during the
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hearing and to the alternative framework proposed by RAN. Appendix 1 of the Council’s
reply set out the final recommendations in response to submissions. Appendix 2
provided an example of the Deeds of Undertaking provided in relation to Plan Change 3
to the Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Plan.
26. We formally closed the hearing on 2 December 2019.

Changes Proposed
27. The proposed changes to HWRRP can be summarised as follows:
(a) Addition of new Policy 5.3C, new Rule 10.1A, and new Schedule 2A and 6;
(b) Changes to Rule 10.1, Rule 10.2 and Rule 11.1; and
(c) Addition of new definitions for the terms ‘Change of Land Use’, ‘Dryland Farmer
Collective Agreement, ‘Low Intensity Dryland Farming’, ‘Farm Portal’ and ‘Winter
Grazing’.
28. PC1 seeks to permit existing LIDF activities and allow land owners to use up to 10%, or
a maximum of 100 ha, of their property for winter grazing provided specified reporting
and management plan requirements are met.
29. The s42A Report stated that in assessing the environmental effects of this change, the
Council had not assumed that the maximum 10% of the total dryland area would be used
for winter grazing. It noted that this was because dryland farm systems are limited by a
number of factors including climate, soil type and landscape; and that it is unlikely that
the total permitted winter grazing area would be in use at any given time. The Report
noted that during the development of PC1, estimates of the likely winter grazing area (for
LIDF) were made based on observed trends and identified limiting factors. It noted that
a precautionary approach had been applied by adding 20% to the peak winter grazing
area seen in the Hurunui and Waiau Zone under conditions with no winter grazing limits
and high economic drive for winter grazing. The Report stated that this result
represented a ‘plausible worst-case scenario’ for the winter grazing area5. This plausible
worst-case scenario was the basis for estimating the potential 14% variance in dryland
nitrogen (N) losses and was also the basis for then estimating the 38 tonnes of N per
year (t/N/year) load (at source) offset required to prevent any further allocation of N
outputs.
30. Mr Norton elaborated on this ‘plausible worst-case scenario’ at the hearing and referred
to his report assessing the increase in nitrogen loads from permitting existing dryland
farming and the offset need to stay within the nitrogen load limit of the HWRRP. Mr
Norton noted that the proposed permitted activity requirement to report winter grazing
areas would enable the Council to meet its obligation under the NPS-FM to account for
nutrient losses at the catchment level and to monitor the total winter grazing area at a
catchment level. He highlighted this reporting (via the Council’s online farm portal or
through a dryland farmer collective agreement) would ensure the Council can monitor
5

Estimating the ‘plausible worst case’ increase in nitrogen load from a new way of permitting ‘normal
dryland farming’, that would need to be offset by decreases elsewhere in order to stay within the
Hurunui Waiau River Regional Plan (HWRRP) nitrogen load limit. Norton, N. 2018.
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how the ‘plausible worst-case scenario’ plays out and would allow for adjustments to be
made to the nutrient management framework, if necessary, in the future.
31. The s42A Report stated that the proposed permitted activity requirement to prepare and
implement a farm ‘Management Plan’ would be to identify opportunities for applying good
management practices to mitigate adverse effects on the environment. The Report
noted that Management Plans are considered to be the key tool for managing
phosphorus and other contaminant losses from dryland farms.
32. Ms Jenkins and Mr Norton noted at the hearing, that there were no phosphorus limits in
the HWRRP and that preparation and implementation of Management Plans were
important in identifying ‘critical source areas’ (CSA) to minimise phosphorous loss into
water.
33. We accept the scope of the proposed changes is relatively narrow and note that no
changes to the existing objectives of the HWRRP are proposed. The intention of the
new provisions and the changes were briefly outlined in opening submissions by Mr Maw
and Ms Edwards, Counsel for the CRC. We acknowledge that PC1 was promulgated in
response to perceived inequities for dryland farming activities resulting from
implementation of the HWRRP.

Notification and submissions
34. PC1 was publicly notified on 4 May 2019.
35. Fourteen submissions were lodged on PC1, relating to all aspects of the plan change.
36. Five further submissions relating to 55 submission points were lodged by people or
organisations that had lodged submissions in the first instance.
37. The s42A Report noted that there were a number of themes in the submissions that
related to PC1 generally, rather than to specific plan provisions. It noted that several
submitters had expressed general support for PC1, or at least the intent of plan change.
These submitters were RAN, Ravensdown Ltd, Ngāi Tahu, North Canterbury Federated
Farmers (‘NC Federated Farmers’), ANZ Fine Wine Estates and Hurunui District Council
(HDC).
38. The submission by RAN sought the deletion of the entire suite of provisions referred to
as the “10% rule”.
39. The Amuri Irrigation Company Limited (‘Amuri Irrigation’) sought clarification that PC1
would only proceed on the basis that the agreement between Amuri Irrigation and the
Council could be implemented. It also sought amendment to PC1 to acknowledge that
PC1 is only possible as a result of the voluntary surrender of 38 t/N/year load lost from
the source load by Amuri Irrigation.
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40. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird expressed concern with the collaborative process
that led to the development of PC1 and specifically sought clarification in the section 32
analysis that both submitters had withdrawn from the HWZC process.
41. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird also sought clarification regarding the 38 tN/year
load lost from source to be surrendered by Amuri Irrigation and the perceived delays in
the implementation of the minimum flows stipulated in the HWRRP.
42. NC Federated Farmers sought amendments to PC1 to provide for a small area of
irrigation or, in the alternative, provide for irrigation that was lawfully established prior to
the notification of the HWRRP.
43. Expanding the scope of PC1 to provide for irrigated farms under a less onerous rule
framework was also a theme of the ANZ Fine Wine Estates submission.
44. The Planetary Healing Foundation submission sought withdrawal of PC1 in its entirety
due to concerns it would result in water quality degradation. The submitter requested
focus on moving all farms to biodynamic systems and the cessation of chemical fertiliser
use; and setbacks from riparian strips on all flowing waterways.
45. The submission by Emu Plains Irrigation sought re-assessment of the effects that PC1
and other planned development (including development currently under consideration in
consent processes) would have on water quality in the Waiau Uwha River. If the
cumulative effects of PC1 and other planned development would likely result in
worsening of water quality (including periphyton growth) in the Waiau Uwha River, the
submitter has sought withdrawal of PC1.
46. There was significant support from submitters for the intention of the plan change and
general acceptance that it seeks to enable existing dryland farming activities to continue
without resource consent.
47. A key concern of some submitters was the calculated nitrogen load and the potential risk
that water quality could be further degraded by allowing PC1. This issue is fundamental
to the plan change and is considered below.

Statutory Framework
48. The s42A Report set out the statutory framework under which the HWRRP and PC1
were developed and outlined the approach taken in the development of the plan change.
The following is a summary of the statutory considerations taken from the s42A Report.

RMA Section 30
49. The Council’s functions under section 30 of the RMA, as they relate to PC1, are:
a. Establishing, implementing and reviewing objectives, policies and methods to
achieve integrated management of the natural and physical resources of the
region (section 30(1)(a)).
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b. Preparing objectives and policies in relation to any actual or potential effects
of the use, development or protection of land which are of regional
significance (section 30(1)(b)).
c. The control of the use of land for the purpose of;
i.
the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of water in water
bodies (section 30(1)(c)(ii);
ii.
the maintenance and enhancement of the quantity of water in water
bodies (section 30(1)(c)(iii); and
iii.
the maintenance and enhancement of ecosystems in water bodies
(section 30(1)(c)(iiia)).
d. The control of discharges of contaminants into or onto land, air, or water and
discharges of water into water (section 30(1)(f)).
e. If appropriate, the establishment of rules in a regional plan to allocate the
capacity of water to assimilate a discharge of a contaminant (section
30(1)(fa)(iv)).
f. The establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and
methods for maintaining indigenous biological diversity (section 30(1)(ga)).
50. We note it is a mandatory function of every regional council to control the use of land to
maintain and enhance the quality of water in water bodies, and to control the discharges
of contaminants into water. PC1 continues the approach introduced in the HWRRP by
using land use rules (under section 9 of the RMA) to control the cumulative effects of
land use on water quality.
51. We note this approach is supported by section 30(1)(c)(ii) which expressly enables a
regional council to control the use of land for the purpose of the maintenance and
enhancement of the quality of water in a water body. This approach has been used in
other catchments in New Zealand and it is also supported by Objective A1 of the NPSFM 2014 (as amended in 2017).

RMA Section 32
52. Section 32 applies to PC1 as an amending proposal to a plan. We note the objectives in
the HWRRP are unaltered by PC1. Accordingly, PC1 must be assessed and evaluated
in the following terms:
a. Examine the extent to which the purpose of PC1 is the most appropriate way
to achieve the purpose of the RMA;
b. Examine whether the provisions (the policies, rules or other methods to
implement the objectives) are the most appropriate way to achieve the
objectives by:
i. identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the
objectives;
ii. assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving
the objectives (the efficiency and effectiveness assessment); and
iii. summarising the reasons for deciding on the provisions; and
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c. Contain a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the
environmental, economic, social and cultural effects that are anticipated from
the implementation of PC1.
53. We note the efficiency and effectiveness assessment under section 32 must:
a. Identify and assess the benefits and costs of the environmental, economic,
social and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the
provisions, including opportunities for economic growth (that are anticipated
to be provided or reduced); and employment (that are anticipated to be
provided or reduced); and
b. If practicable, quantify the benefits and costs; and
c. Assess the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient
information about the subject matter of the provisions.
54. Under section 32(3), where the proposal amends an existing plan (as is the case here),
the examination of whether the provisions in PC1 are the most appropriate way to
achieve the objectives must relate to:
a. The provisions and objectives (being the purpose of the proposal) of PC1;
and
b. The relevant and continuing objectives of the HWRRP.
55. Section 32(6) defines objectives, proposal and provisions as follows:
‘objectives means(a) for a proposal that contains or states objectives, those objectives;
(b) for all other proposals, the purpose of the proposal
Proposal meansa proposed standard, statement, national planning standard, regulation, plan or
change for which an evaluation report must be prepared under this Act
Provisions means(a) for a proposed plan or change, the policies, rules, or other methods that
implement, or give effect to, the objectives of the proposed plan or
change;
(b) for all other proposals, the policies or provisions of the proposal that
implement, or give effect to, the objectives of the proposal’
56. We note that whilst PC1 does not itself change any existing objectives or propose any
new objectives, the appropriateness of the policies and rules to be introduced by PC1
must be assessed against achieving the objectives of the HWRRP and the purpose of
PC1. PC1 seeks to implement the HWRRP objectives in relation to the nutrient
management of dry land farming in the Hurunui catchment.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

66 of 173

14
57. Under Schedule 1 of the RMA, particular regard must be had to the section 32 report
when the decision is made as to whether or not to notify PC1. We note the section 32
report for PC1 was made available at the time of notification.
58. We note that section 32A(1) provides that a challenge to an objective, policy, rule or
other method on the grounds that the section 32 report has not been prepared or
regarded, or the requirements of section 32 have not been complied with, may only be
made in a submission (rather than, for example, judicial review proceedings).
59. Section 32A(2) makes it clear that in considering PC1, we may have regard to the
matters stated in section 32 and, as set out below, in reaching a decision on a plan
change, whether a further evaluation is required.
60. Section 32 requires a value judgment as to what, on balance, is the most appropriate
option when measured against the relevant objectives. We note that in Rational
Transport Society Incorporated v New Zealand Transport Agency, the High Court
rejected the submission that in order to be the ‘most appropriate’, a plan change must be
the superior method. The Court found that ‘appropriate’ meant suitable, and there was
no need to place any gloss upon that word by incorporating that it be superior.6
61. We also note that the Court did not agree that section 32(3)(b) mandated that each
individual objective had to be ‘the most appropriate’ way to achieve the RMA’s purpose;
and that each object was required to be examined in the process of evaluation and
should not be looked at in isolation because the extent of each objective’s relationship in
achieving the purpose of the Act may depend on inter relationships.7 We record we have
been guided by the Court’s approach in making our assessment.
62. We also note that in Art Deco Society (Auckland) Incorporated v Auckland Council, the
Environment Court held that an ‘holistic’ approach should be taken, rather than a more
focused, vertical or ‘silo’ approach to objectives, policies and methods.8 We record we
have taken a holistic approach to our assessment of PC1.

RMA Section 32AA
63. Section 32AA provides for an additional requirement for undertaking and publishing
further evaluations for any changes that have been made to, or are proposed for, PC1
since the evaluation report for PC1 was completed under section 32.
64. Under section 32AA the same evaluation of the changes must be undertaken in
accordance with sections 32(1) to (4) at a level of detail that corresponds to the scale
and significance of the changes. It also must either:

6

7
8

Rational Transport Society Incorporated v New Zealand Transport Agency [2012] NZRMA 298 at [35]
and [45]. Applied by the Environment Court in the context of a plan change in Quieter Please
(Templeton) Inc v Christchurch City Council [2015] NZEnvC 167 at [29].
Rational Transport Society Incorporated v New Zealand Transport Agency [2012] NZRMA 298 at [46].
Art Deco Soc (Auckland) Inc v Auckland Council [2012] NZEnvC 125, [2012] NZRMA 451.
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(a) be published in an evaluation report that is made available at the same time the
decision on PC1 is notified; or
(b) be referred to in the decision-making record in sufficient detail to demonstrate that
the further evaluation was undertaken.

RMA Section 65 to 70
65. Under section 66 of the RMA, regional councils must prepare and change any regional
plans in accordance with its functions under section 30 of the RMA. We noted the
operative HWRRP was prepared in accordance with the Council’s functions to manage
cumulative effects of land use on water quality with the Hurunui Waiau Nutrient
Allocation Zone. The Plan includes rules for the purposes of carrying out its functions
under the RMA (other than those described under section 30(1)(a) and (b)) and
achieving the objectives and policies of the Plan.
66. In accordance with section 68(3), when making a rule, the Council must have regard to
the actual or potential effect of activities on the environment, including, in particular, any
adverse effect.
67. In accordance with section 68(5), a rule may:
(a) Apply throughout the region or part of the region;
(b) Make different provision for different parts of the region, or different classes of effects
arising from an activity;
(c) Apply all the time, or for stated periods or seasons;
(d) Be specific or general in its application; and
(e) Require a resource consent to be obtained for an activity causing, or likely to cause,
adverse effects not covered by the plan.
68. In accordance with section 68(7), where a regional plan includes a rule relating to
maximum or minimum levels or flows or rates of use of water, or minimum standards of
water quality (relevantly), the Plan may state:
(a) whether the rule shall affect, under section 130, the exercise of existing resource
consents for activities which contravene the rule; and
(b) that the holders of resource consents may comply with the terms of the rule, or rules,
in stages or over specified periods.
69. In accordance with section 69(1) a regional council may use rules to manage water
quality for the purposes described in the classes specified in Schedule 3 of the RMA.
Rules used for these purposes must require the observance of the standards specified in
Schedule 3, in respect of the appropriate class or classes, unless the council believes
that those standards are not adequate or appropriate for the particular water quality, in
which case the rules may state standards that are more stringent or specific.
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70. Under section 69(3) regional councils shall not, however, set standards in a plan which
result, or may result, in a reduction of the quality of water unless it is consistent with the
purpose of the RMA. However, we note PC1 and the HWRRP do not use the Schedule 3
approach.
71. We note that before a regional council includes a permitted activity rule in a regional plan
for a discharge of a contaminant or water into water, or a discharge of a contaminant
onto or into land in circumstances which may result in that contaminant (or any other
contaminant emanating as a result of natural processes from that contaminant) entering
water, it shall be satisfied that:
•

None of the following effects are likely to arise in the receiving waters, after
reasonable mixing, as a result of the discharge of the contaminant (either by itself or
in combination with the same, similar, or other contaminants):9
(a) The production of conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable
or suspended materials:
(b) Any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity:
(c) Any emission of objectionable odour:
(d) The rendering of fresh water unsuitable for consumption by farm animals:
(e) Any significant adverse effects on aquatic life.

72. We also note that before a regional council includes a rule in a regional plan requiring
the adoption of the best practicable option to prevent or minimise any actual or likely
adverse effect on the environment of any discharge of a contaminant, the regional
council shall be satisfied that, having regard to:
(a) The nature of the discharge and the receiving environment; and
(b) Other alternatives, including a rule requiring the observance of minimum standards of
quality of the environment;
the inclusion of that rule in the plan is the most efficient and effective means of
preventing or minimising those adverse effects on the environment.10
73. We note the proposed changes to the HWRRP are required to be developed in
accordance with:
(a) Schedule 1 of the RMA;11
(b) The provisions in Part 2 of the RMA;12

9
10
11
12

RMA, s70(1)(c)-(g).
RMA, s70(2).
RMA, s65(5).
RMA, s66(1)(b).

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

69 of 173

17
(c) National policy statements, the New Zealand coastal policy statement, a national
planning standard, and any regulations;13 and
(d) Its obligation to have prepare and have particular regard to an evaluation report
prepared in accordance with section 32 of the RMA.14
74. We note that in considering the proposed changes to the HWRRP, a regional council:
(a) Shall have regard to strategies and management plans prepared under other Acts
that have a bearing on the resource management issues of the region.15
(b) Shall have regard for the extent that consistency is required with the regional policy
statements and regional plans, or proposed regional policy statements and proposed
plans of adjacent regional councils.16
(c) Must take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi
authority (if lodged with the council) that has a bearing on the resource management
issues of the region.17
(d) Must not have regard to trade competition.18
75. We note that the contents of the HWRRP must:
(a) State the objectives for the region, the policies to implement the objectives, and the
rules (if any) to implement the policies.19
(b) Give effect to any national policy statement, New Zealand coastal policy statement,
national planning standard, and any regional policy statement.20
(c) Not be inconsistent with a water conservation order or any other regional plan for the
region.21
(d) Record how a natural resource has been allocated under section 30(1)(fa) or (fb) and
(4), if the Council has done so.22
76. We note that the contents of the HWRRP may state:23
(a) The issues, methods, and principal reasons for adopting the policies and methods in
the plan.
(b) Anticipated environmental results, efficiency and effectiveness monitoring
procedures, and processes for dealing with issues.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

RMA, ss66(1)(ea) & (f).
RMA, s66 (1)(e).
RMA, s66(2)(c)(i).
RMA, s66(2)(d).
RMA, s66(2A).
RMA, s66(3).
RMA, s67(1).
RMA, s67(3).
RMA, s67(4).
RMA, s67(5).
RMA, s67(2).
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(c) Information to be included with resource consent applications.
(d) Any other information required for fulfilling the regional council’s functions, powers
and duties under the RMA.
77. We acknowledge that the policy statements of particular relevance to PC1 are:
(a) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (as amended 2017)
(NPS-FM);
(b) New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS);
(c) Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human
Drinking Water) Regulations 2007 (NES Drinking Water); and
(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).

Key Issues
78. In assessing PC1 and the submissions made we have considered all of the issues
raised. We have focused our assessment on key issues raised while ensuring we are
within the jurisdiction of the plan change process.
79. Amuri Irrigation has sought recognition in the Plan that PC1 is reliant on the voluntary
surrender of 38 t/N/year load lost from source by Amuri Irrigation. We consider this is
made clear in the section 32 report and the s42A Report, and is discussed earlier in the
body of this report. We consider it would not be appropriate to include additional
commentary in PC1 that states a voluntary surrender of 38 t/N/year load lost from the
source has occurred, as this agreement sits outside the plan change process.
80. We note that NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird withdrew from the HWZC process in
mid-2018. However, we are satisfied that consultation on PC1 has continued to occur
and that both submitters were encouraged to continue to engage. We note that both
submitters provided feedback at the PC1 pre-notification consultation stage. We consider
concerns raised about the collaborative approach to catchment management undertaken
are matters for the Council to address outside the formal plan process.
81. We were advised that the HWZC is currently engaged in discussions regarding the
timing of implementation of HWRRP minimum flows. We accept that the timing of
implementation of minimum flows set out in the operative HWRRP is not the subject of,
and is beyond the scope of, PC1. Further, we were advised by the Council Officers that
the Deed of Undertaking between Amuri Irrigation and the Council is not conditional on
the outcome of HWZC discussions on minimum flows.
82. We were told that Emu Plains Irrigation currently have an application for resource
consent currently in process. Mr Maw advised that the application for resource consent
lodged by Emu Irrigation should not be taken into consideration, unless the resource
consent sought was granted before this report and recommendation is released.
83. We agree with Mr Maw that any resource consent application lodged by Emu Plains
Irrigation with the Council is not a part of the existing receiving environment (as at the
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date of this report and recommendation). We agree there is no certainty the resource
consent sought will be granted and we have no information on the effects of the
proposed development. We record we have not taken this lodged application into
account given it has not been granted as of the date of this report.
84. On the basis of the submissions and the evidence presented at the hearing, we consider
the following key issues in assessing PC1:
(a) Scope;
(b) Nitrogen loads and the offset;
(c) Adequacy of the section 32 evaluation; and
85. These key issues and the proposed changes are assessed below. We make findings in
relation to the key issues and recommendations in relation to each proposed provision
and change.

Scope
86. The s42A Report addressed issues relating to matters of scope, incidental or
consequential amendments, and jurisdictional matters. It noted that Clause 6(1) of
Schedule 1 to the RMA provides that when a plan change is publicly notified under
clause 5 of Schedule 1, the Council and any person may make a submission ‘on’ the
plan change.
87. The s42A Report stated that before recommending any amendments to PC1, we must
consider whether there is scope to make such amendments. As directed in the s42A
Report we have considered whether:
(a) Submissions received are ‘on’ proposed PC1; and
(b)

Any amendments recommended are within the scope of submissions received ‘on’
PC1.

88. The s42A Report stated submissions on PC1 must be in the prescribed form (Schedule 1
RMA); and must give details of the specific provisions of the plan change that the
submission relates to, and give precise details of the decision which the submitter seeks
from the local authority.
89. The s42A Report noted that case law had established that for an amendment to be
considered within the scope of a submission, the amendment must be fairly and
reasonably within the general scope of:24
(a)

An original submission; or

(b)

The plan change as notified; or

(c)

Somewhere in between.

90. The s42A Report concluded that a number of submissions included matters that are
outside of the scope of PC1 and are not within the jurisdiction of the Panel. The Report
24

Re Vivid Holdings Ltd (1999) 5 ELRNZ 264 at [19].
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concluded that the following submissions and requests were outside the scope of PC1
and should not be considered:
(a) Amuri Irrigation and NC Federated Farmers seeking amendment to the existing Rule
11.1 to clarify it is for a restricted discretionary status activity;
(b) Ngāi Tahu seeking inclusion of a new matter of discretion (Ngāi Tahu values) to be
included in Rule 11.1.
(c) ANZ Fine Wine Estates submission seeking to replace proposed Policy 5.3C in its
entirety and replace it with a new policy enabling ‘existing low intensity farming
activities’ as permitted activities;
(d) ANZ Fine Wine Estates submission seeking to amend proposed Rule 10.1A so that it
would apply to ‘low intensity irrigated farmers’, as well as LIDF;
(e) RAN submission seeking the deletion of the entire suite of provisions referred to as
the ‘10% rule’;
(f) NC Federated Farmers submission seeking the inclusion of ‘small areas of irrigation’,
as part of the definition of LIDF, in line with Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP);
(g) HDLG submission seeking provision within Rule 10.1 for farmers with up to 50 ha of
irrigation to be able to operate under proposed Rule 10.1A; and
(h) The Planetary Healing Foundation submission concerning matters such as use of
chemical fertiliser, crop rotation, ‘Queen’s Chain’ setbacks and the need to move to
organic farming systems.
91. The s42A Report noted that changes that are considered to be incidental to,
consequential upon, or directly connected to PC1 are also considered to be within scope;
and that amendments required for clarity and refinement of detail are also allowed on the
basis that such amendments are considered to be minor and un-prejudicial. We accept
submissions must be ‘on’ or relate to proposed PC1, as notified, for us to have the
jurisdiction to consider it. We accept any amendments recommended we make must be
within the scope of the submission received.
Findings
92. We record we have not had regard to submissions that relate to matters outside the
scope of PC1. In particular, submissions requesting changes to the existing provisions
of the HWRRP that are not proposed to be changed.
93. We agree with Council Officers that several submissions on PC1 appear to be invalid as
they are not ‘on’ PC1. We consider submissions seeking changes to existing provisions
such as amendments to the catchment-wide nutrient management regime (beyond LIDF
in the HWRRP) are not ‘on’ PC1. We consider requests for additional amendments are
outside the scope of PC1 and we therefore have no jurisdiction to such amendments.
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94. We consider the submissions by Amuri Irrigation and NC Federated Farmers seeking
amendment to the existing Rule 11.1 to clarify it is for a restricted discretionary status
activity, are outside of the scope of PC1.
95. We consider the submission by Ngāi Tahu seeking inclusion of a new matter of
discretion (Ngāi Tahu values) in Rule 11.1 is outside the scope of PC1.
96. We consider the submission by ANZ Fine Wine Estates which seeks to replace proposed
Policy 5.3C in its entirety with a new policy would significantly extend the scope of the
proposed definition of LIDF Farming by enabling ‘low intensity farming activities’. It is
clearly outside the scope of PC1 and note the effects of such a change have not been
assessed. Similarly, we consider the submitter’s request to amend proposed Rule 10.1A
so that it would apply to ‘low intensity irrigated farmers’, as well as LIDF activities, is
outside of the scope of PC1.
97. We consider it is not appropriate to entirely delete the existing ‘10% rule’ provisions of
operative HWRRP, as requested by RAN, given that this would remove the key methods
by which the water quality limits, as set in PC1, can be achieved. We consider deletion
of entire provisions or any addition of an entirely new provision would be outside the
scope of PC1.
98. We note that the s42A Report stated that providing for an area of irrigation within the
definition of LIDF was an option that was dismissed early in the PC1 development
process on the basis that additional irrigation, particularly within the Hurunui catchment,
would result in over-allocation of nutrient limits, unless existing irrigated farms were
compelled to reduce nutrient discharges to compensate. We agree with Council Officers
that while this may be possible, it would require a much larger community discussion and
a change that is beyond the scope of that currently proposed in PC1.
99. We consider any requests to enable irrigation to occur as a permitted activity is outside
of the scope of PC1.
100. We consider the matters raised by the Planetary Healing Foundation, relating to moving
to biodynamic systems, cessation of chemical fertiliser use and setbacks from riparian
strips, are outside the scope of PC1.
101. Overall, we are satisfied that the proposed changes in the s42A Report and the further
changes recommended in the Council’s reply, are within the scope of the submissions
received and respond to matters raised in submissions. We therefore accept we have
the jurisdiction to recommend the amendments to PC1 set out in Appendix 1 of this
report.
102. We consider any incidental or consequential changes recommended by the Council
Officers are within the scope of PC1. We accept this is an appropriate approach and
where these are not discussed, we accept the consequential changes are minor and do
not change the intent of the provisions.

Nitrogen Loads and Offset
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103. Ngāi Tahu supported PC1 on the basis that existing water quality would, at least, be
maintained and that it would give effect to the NPS-FM.
104. The Planetary Healing Foundation raised concern that PC1 was a ‘softening of the
nutrient loss standards’ and that this could affect water quality downwards.
105. Emu Plains Irrigation sought re-assessment on what the effects of PC1 and other
planned development, including development currently under consideration in consent
processes, would have on water quality in the Waiau Uwha River. It requested that if the
cumulative effects of PC1 and other planned development would likely result in
worsening of water quality in the Waiau Uwha River, PC1 should be withdrawn.
106. Amuri Irrigation submitted it was comfortable with the science put forward by the
Council that underpins the offset proposed to enable PC1. It noted that an offer for a
higher offset was previously made during discussions with the nutrient working group to
try an enable a solution without a plan change.
107. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird advocated for use of an alternative method for
calculating nitrogen loss from LIDF and a more precautionary approach to PC1, with an
N load offset of at least 50 t/N/year in the Hurunui catchment. They considered this was
appropriate given the significant risk to the environment.
108. The submission from NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird sought clarification within the
section 32 report that some stakeholders preferred an alternative method for estimating
the t/N/year load lost from source for LIDF in the Hurunui catchment. Using this
alternative method, they sought a more precautionary approach to PC1, with an N load
offset of at least 50 t/N/year in the Hurunui catchment. They noted that the risk scenarios
assessed for winter grazing assumed good management practices, but that this would
not be audited or enforced.
109. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird were concerned that were offset ‘to fail’, PC1 would
lead to a 28% increase in N allocation within the catchment. They also considered the
potential phosphorous contribution from LIDF activities had been understated and was
supported by limited scientific study. They also sought further analysis of the long-term
average phosphorus load trend.
110. The s42A Report reiterated that PC1 seeks to enable pre-HWRRP farming systems to
continue to operate with a more realistic nutrient loss variance; and to enable existing
land uses to continue as permitted activities and to manage land use change through
resource consent processes. It also noted that under the existing rule framework (Rule
10.2 in particular), land uses within the Waiau Uwha catchment are able to intensify as a
permitted activity where that intensification will not cause an exceedance of plan limits or
drinking water standards.
111. The s42A Report stated that the operative HWRRP had underestimated the nutrient
loss from LIDF activities and that PC1 proposes to enable that existing land use to
continue, as was intended when the HWRRP was developed. The Report noted that
PC1 acknowledged the nutrient loss variation from existing practices and environmental
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constraints on dryland farms, limit how much they can intensify. The Report concluded
that it was ‘unlikely’ that the new rule framework, proposed in PC1, would lead to more
than a 14% variance in nutrient losses from LIDF. It stated that the variance that had
occurred on dryland farms in the Hurunui Waiau Zone since before the HWRRP was
developed is likely to be within 14%.
112. The s42A Report noted that early in the development of PC1, it was recognised that
accounting for existing LIDF could increase the calculated N losses to the Hurunui River
by 18 t/N/year (as load in the river) which corresponded to an increase of 38 t/N/year
load lost from the source (beyond the root zone). It noted that accounting for this N loss
from existing dryland farming in the overall catchment N load limit would result in an
over-allocation of 38 t/N/year load lost from the source. The Report stated that 30
t/N/year of this calculated over-allocation was anticipated under the operative HWRRP
framework.
113. The s42A Report stated that the calculated existing over-allocation occurred because
the decision makers who granted resource consents, to Hurunui Water Project and Ngāi
Tahu Farming Limited did so on the basis that they did not consider dryland farms would
increase losses by up to 10% (as permitted by Rules 10.1 and 10.2 of the HWRRP).
The Report noted that an additional 8 t/N/year load lost from source was anticipated from
LIDF in the Hurunui catchment, as a result of PC1.
114. The s42A Report stated that the solution proposed to address the existing overallocation of N loads in the catchment is to create ‘headroom’ for increased losses
calculated for existing LIDF as a permitted activity. It is proposed to create this
headroom within the N limits of the Plan by offsetting from existing consented N loads.
To enable this to occur, Amuri Irrigation has agreed to surrender 38 t/N/year from its
consented N load from two of its existing consents to provide this offset. The Report
noted the technical work undertaken did not support increasing the proposed 38 t/N/year
load from source to 50 t/N/year in the Hurunui catchment.
115. The s42A Report stated the reasons for choosing the methodology used to calculate N
source load (and the necessary offset) in the Hurunui catchment is set out in the
technical supporting material. Mr. Norton’s memorandum (12 April 2018) specifically, set
out the reasons for adopting the CRC’s preferred method (referred to as ‘method 2’) as
follows:
‘… Method 2 is based on in-river load estimates and the HWRRP Schedule 1 in-river
load limit, converted to an equivalent source load by calculating the equivalent
proportion of Amuri Irrigation Company’s (AIC) allocated N load, and is thus then
directly relevant and relatable to the nutrient management system used by AIC.
Discussions occurring at the time (e.g., at the Sub-group meeting on 12 March 2018)
suggested that AIC, possibly in cooperation with the other irrigation schemes, was the
most likely source of relinquished nitrogen load to meet the required offset. It
therefore made sense to define the offset load requirement in terms that were
relatable to AIC’s allocation and nutrient management system. This still makes sense
now.’

116. At the hearing, Ms Jenkins and Mr Norton emphasised that PC1 would not be proposed
or supported by the Council if there was any deterioration of water quality as the result of
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the PC1. They referred to the section 32 report which concluded that it is anticipated
that water quality will be maintained within the Plan limits with the offset proposed.
117. Mr Barton, Chief Executive Officer for Amuri Irrigation provided ‘Company evidence’ at
the hearing addressing PC1 and the position of the company. He highlighted that PC1
had been promulgated on the basis there would be no net increase in N in the key
watercourses and no net increase in dissolved organic nitrogen (DIN) in the Hurunui
River. He noted that Amuri Irrigation’s acquisition of Hurunui Water Project Limited’s
land use consent had provided sufficient ‘headroom’ to enable surrender part of the N
allocation under both consents to allow for PC1, while still providing for further irrigation
development. He noted Amuri Irrigation was the primary party able to implement the
changes needed to enable PC1 without increasing the N allocation in the catchment.
118. Mr Barton highlighted the significant opportunity cost to Amuri Irrigation from the
surrender of 38 t/N/year and the need for this to be recognised. He noted Amuri
Irrigation would seek withdrawal of the PC1 if any increase in the surrender required was
determined through the hearing process.
119. Mr Barton re-iterated that Amuri Irrigation was comfortable with the science put forward
by the Council which underpins the 38 t/N/year offset required. He stated the Amuri
Irrigation opposed any increase in the N load offset and support the Council Officer’s
recommendations.
120. Dr Lionel Hume, Senior Policy Analyst for NC Federated Farmers, provided a written
statement of evidence and appeared at the hearing. He noted that 10 years of Beef +
Lamb data (2006-2016) showed there was no long-term trend in dryland winter forage
areas and that the long-term average was shown to about 1.9 percent. He noted the
farm survey work by the HDLG showed it would be unlikely there would be an increase
in 50% across the catchment. He considered multiple lines of evidence indicated future
increase in N loss from operating under the proposed threshold of 10% of the winter
grazing were shown to be small (in the order of 0-3 percent).
121. Mr Jansen Travis, a Director and Farm Management Consultant for Tambo NZ Ltd,
provided a written statement of evidence and appeared at the hearing on behalf of
HDLG. He provided an understanding of the key drivers and limitations of dryland
farming in the Hurunui District. He highlighted key limitations such as the variability in
topography, rainfall and soil type, and the need for flexibility to mitigate these.
Findings
122. Overall, we agree with the opening statement presented by Ms Jenkins on behalf of the
Council that the Deed of Undertaking requiring the surrender of a portion of Amuri
Irrigation’s allocated N loads provides sufficient certainty that PC1 will not increase the N
load limit of the catchment. We note that there is additional certainty that this will occur
given the partial surrender will need to occur before PC1 is made operative by the
Council.
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123. We are satisfied that the Council’s process and method for identifying the N load limit
required for the offset has evolved systematically and in collaboration with the Hurunui
Science Stakeholders Group. We agree with Council Officers that it is technically valid
to use the same or equivalent method to identify the offset tonnage as the method used
for accounting the N load reductions to achieve the offset. We also accept that this
methodology enables the Council to assess the total Hurunui catchment N allocation
balance after the surrender and to compare this with the Plan’s N load limits.
124. Overall, we accept the premise that PC1 will not result in any deterioration of water
quality in the Hurunui, Waiau Uwha and Jed catchments. We acknowledge the intention
to enable existing LIDF systems to continue to operate without resource consent without
increasing the N loads. We have considered the significant number of reports and
studies that sit behind the section 32 report and the s42A Report. We are satisfied that
the Council has undertaken a significant amount of work to enable sufficient assessment
of the cumulative effects of PC1 on water quality.
125. We acknowledge it is possible that PC1 may result in increased N losses from dryland
farming, but we accept that the effects of this have been considered under the Council’s
‘plausible worst-case scenario’. We agree with Council Officers that physical limitations
and historic data of areas of winter grazing indicate it is highly unlikely the area of winter
grazing would increase beyond the ‘plausible worst-case scenario’ assessed.
126. Overall, we accept the methodology used by the Council to calculate the required offset
and consider it is sufficiently precautionary to ensure that, as a minimum, PC1 maintains
water quality.
127. We acknowledge PC1 will enable pre-HWRRP dryland farming systems to continue to
operate within a more realistic nutrient loss variance given the highly variable nature of N
loads. We accept that PC1 is designed to enable existing land uses to continue as
permitted activities and manage land use change through resource consent processes.
We noted that under the existing rule framework in the HWRRP (Rule 10.2 in particular),
land uses within the Waiau Uwha catchment are able to intensify as a permitted activity
where intensification will not cause an exceedance of Plan limits or drinking water
standards. We consider PC1 is consistent with this approach.
128. We consider any previous offers by Amuri Irrigation for a higher N offset are not relevant
to our assessment of the effects of PC1. We have no evidence to support use of any
alternative method of calculating the N load offset. We therefore rely on the significant
information put forward by the Council and supported by many of the submitters.

Adequacy of the Section 32 Analysis
129. The submission by Emu Plains Irrigation challenged the section 32 report, but did not
seek any specific relief.
130. The submission by RAN sought an additional section 32 analysis on Rule 10.1A and
clarification of how lifestyle blocks (less than 30ha) would be managed. The submission
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stated the section 32 report was insufficient in both its scientific analysis and is
justification for the proposed Rule 10.1A rule requirements.
131. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird sought clarification within the section 32 report that
winter grazing is not the only major variable affecting ‘off-farm losses’. They were
concerned that the section 32 report referred to the HWRRP ‘Implementation Package’
being developed with key irrigation schemes in the zone, but that the offset package was
part of a wider mitigation package to avoid overdue irrigation consent minimum flow
reviews. They were concerned that the Implementation Package in its current form
would see further significant delays in the implementation of minimum flows which were
intended to be implemented by when the HWRRP became operative in 2013.
132. NC Fish & Game also sought further section 32 analysis of the long-term trends of
phosphorous loss as a result of PC1.
133. The s42A Report clarified that lifestyle blocks (less than 30ha), with irrigation or that
have more than 10% of their area in winter grazing, would continue to be managed as
they currently are under Rule 10.1 and 10.2. It noted that where a lifestyle block met the
definition of ‘Low Intensity Dryland Farming’ it would be managed under proposed Rule
10.1A.
134. The s42A Report stated it was not clear, from NC Fish & Game’s submission what
information further analysis would provide to inform PC1, given PC1 would not cause
farming activities to change such that phosphorus loss rates would increase. The Report
noted that the requirement for the use of Management Plans specifically requires
identifying actions for phosphorus loss risk management and considered this would
prevent any increase in manageable phosphorus loss.
135. Dr Hume stated that NC Federate Farmers considered the section 32 report evaluation
and modelling had been undertaken in a ‘thorough and transparent way’.
Findings
136. Overall, we consider the section 32 report provides a sufficiently robust analysis of PC1
and is fit for purpose given the targeted nature of PC1 and its purpose. We are satisfied
that the s42A Report clarifies how lifestyle blocks will be managed under PC1. We
accept that PC1 will not increase phosphorous loss and that implementation of
Management Plans will enable critical source areas to be identified and managed to
reduce losses.
137. We consider further analysis of how lifestyle blocks (less than 30 ha) would be
managed is not required given the clarifications made at the hearing and in the s42A
Report. Overall, we agree with the key conclusions of the section 32 report and consider
these are applicable to the management of lifestyle blocks.
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ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED CHANGES
Proposed Policy 5.3C
138. Proposed Policy 5.3C states:
To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha
Rivers and their tributaries, while recognising the comparatively small contribution of
dryland farming to in-river nutrient concentrations by allowing for the continued
operation of low intensity dryland farms without resource consent.

139. Submissions by Beef + Lamb, Ravensdown and NC Federated Farmers all generally
supported the inclusion of proposed Policy 5.3C.
140. Ngāi Tahu’s submission supported proposed Policy 5.3C, so long as its application
would result in the maintenance (at a minimum) of water quality in the Jed, Hurunui and
Waiau Uwha catchments. The submission requested reference to the Jed River
catchment should be included in the policy.
141. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird’s submissions sought amendments to proposed
Policy 5.3C to clarify that values, uses and the mauri of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha
Rivers and their tributaries are protected, specifically from nutrient and water overallocation. These submitters also sought to replace the word ‘small’ with ‘lesser’ in
relation to the comparative contribution of dryland farming to in-river nutrient
concentrations.
142. Fonterra sought to amend proposed Policy 5.3C so that it reads as follows
(amendments sought shown as underlined and strike through):
To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha
Rivers and their tributaries, while providing for a degree of flexibility for dryland
farming provided that flexibility is limited to the extent necessary to ensure there will
be no breach of the nutrient load limits set in schedule 1. while recognising the
comparatively small contribution of dryland farming to in-river nutrient concentrations
by allowing for the continued operation of low intensity dryland farms without resource
consent.

143. Fonterra sought the amendment to proposed Policy 5.3C to provide ‘clear boundaries to
use and intensification that offer a high level of surety that in-stream nutrient limits are
not exceeded’.
144. The s42A Report considered the request to amend proposed Policy 5.3C to apply
specifically to nutrient and water over-allocation, but recommended the amendment was
not made on the basis that proposed Policy 5.3C implements objectives concerned with
managing the cumulative effects of land use on water quality. It stated that the policy
was not intended to be limited to nutrient losses, as it also related to managing
contaminant run-off and other adverse effects that occur cumulatively from land use. It
noted that proposed Policy 5.3C was not intended to relate to water quantity, as this is
addressed in other provisions (sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8) of the Plan.
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The Report concluded that applying proposed Policy 5.3C to water quantity overallocation would expand the scope of PC1 beyond its targeted purpose.
145. With regard to the request to replace the word “small” with “lesser”, the s42A Report
stated that it was not recommended that the amendment sought was made. It
considered that the words ‘small’ and ‘lesser’ were synonyms and that it was unclear
what would be achieved by changing the words.
146. The s42A Report noted that the voluntary surrender of 38 t/N/year load lost from source
by Amuri Irrigation would ensure the Catchment Nutrient Load Limits in Schedule 1 for
the Hurunui Catchment were not exceeded and would resolve the current over-allocation
caused by not accounting for nutrient losses from dryland farms in the catchment
allocation. It noted that the degree to which LIDF activities could ‘intensify’ is limited by
Rule 10.1A and the definition of ‘Low Intensity Dryland Farming’, which excludes
irrigation development and limits winter grazing opportunity. It stated that proposed
Policy 5.3C does not need to state these requirements, but rather state how the
objectives of the Plan will be achieved. In the Council Officers’ opinion, proposed Policy
5.3C better explains how the objectives are to be implemented, than that suggested by
Fonterra. Consequently, no amendments to proposed Policy 5.3C were recommended
in response to this submission.
147. Council Officer’s agreed proposed Policy 5.3C should apply in the Jed catchment and
recommended amendments to the policy to the included the Jed River and its tributaries.
148. Ms Lauren Phillips, South Island Environmental Policy Manager for Beef + Lamb
provided a written statement of evidence and appeared at the hearing. She emphasised
the importance of PC1 to sheep and beef farmers in the Hurunui and the diverse and
often complex nature of dryland farming systems. She highlighted the need for flexibility
in their land use and the need to ensure the regulation proposed is linked to
environmental effects and proportional to the risk. She considered proposed Policy
5.3C, in conjunction with proposed Rule 10.1, was a step towards acknowledging the
different and lower risk presented by dryland farming systems.
149. Dr Lindsay Fung, Environmental Stewardship Manager for the Deer Industry New
Zealand, also provided a written statement of evidence and appeared at the hearing on
behalf of Beef + Lamb. He re-iterated Beef + Lamb’s general support of the proposed
changes and considered these were sufficiently linked to commensurate effects on the
environment. He considered the importance of agriculture to economic, social and
cultural wellbeing had been recognised and provided for in PC1 through Policy 5.3 and
Rule 10.A.
150. Ms Lisa MacKenzie, Senior Environmental Advisor for Ngāi Tahu, provided a written
statement of evidence and appeared at the hearing on behalf of Ngāi Tahu. She
acknowledged the Council Officer’s recommendation to include reference to the Jed
River. She noted Ngāi Tahu’s support of the purpose of PC1 and acceptance that the
calculated offset would, as a minimum, maintain water quality in the zone.
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151. Dr Hume for NC Federated Farmers supported use of the word ‘small’ because it was
‘more absolute’. He therefore supported retaining the word ‘small’ as notified and
recommended by the Council Officers.
152. Dr Hume noted that NC Federated Farmers also supported amending the policy to
include the Jed River and its tributaries, as sought by Ngāi Tahu.
Recommendation
153. On the basis of the evidence before us, we find that proposed Policy 5.3C should be
amended to include the Jed River and its tributaries, as follows (amendments from the
notified version shown in bold italics):
To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Jed,25 Hurunui and Waiau
Uwha Rivers and their tributaries, while recognising the comparatively small
contribution of dryland farming to in-river nutrient concentrations by allowing for the
continued operation of low intensity dryland farms without resource consent.

154. We agree with the Council Officers that proposed Policy 5.3C should not be amended
to include specific reference to protection from nutrient and water over-allocation. We
accept other provisions in the Plan address water quantity and that the amendment
sought would expand the scope of PC1, as notified.
155. We consider use of the words ‘comparatively small’ in the proposed policy
acknowledges the contribution of in-river nutrients from dryland farming relative to
contributions from other more intensive based farming systems. We do not consider
changing ‘small’ to ‘lesser’ is warranted.

Proposed Changes to Rule 10.1
156. Beef + Lamb, Ravensdown, and NC Federated Farmers generally supported the
proposed changes to Rule 10.1 and sought its retention. RAN supported the exclusion
of LIDF activities from the OVERSEER requirements of Rule 10.1.
157. Forest & Bird and NC Fish & Game sought inclusion of a new condition to Rule 10.1
that would prevent LIDF activities from operating under proposed Rule 10.1A, until the
38 t/N/year load lost from source in the Hurunui catchment has been surrendered by
Amuri Irrigation.
158. The s42A Report included a copy of the agreement Amuri Irrigation has entered into
with the Council to ensure this surrender would occur. The Report stated that the signed
Deed of Undertaking between the CRC and Amuri Irrigation would ensure the required
38 t/N/year load lost from source would be surrendered as soon as PC1 was beyond
challenge. The Report stated that this would ensure that the PC1 provisions would not
result in any over-allocation (noting that farmers must comply with the HWRRP and PC1
until this point in time).
25

Submission # 14.9.
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159. In response to questions regarding certainty that the surrender would occur, Mr Maw
noted that PC1 would not be made operative by the Council until the required surrender
had occurred. He noted this would ensure there would be no increase in nutrient
allocation.
160. In reply, Council Officers provided copies of the undertakings relied on by the Council
for the Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan. They noted that this had
proven to be effective in that case. They considered the Deed of Undertaking in place to
enable PC1 took this approach a step further and therefore provided sufficient certainty
that the partial surrender would occur if PC1 remained within the scope of the offset
Recommendation
161. On the basis of the evidence provided by the Council Officers, we are satisfied that
there is sufficient certainty that the surrender of the offset nutrient load will occur before
PC1 becomes operative given the Deed of Understanding and the fact the Council will
ensure this is done before PC1 is made operative.
162. We recommend no amendment to the proposed changes to Rule 10.1, as notified.

Proposed Changes to Rule 10.2
163. Beef + Lamb, Amuri Irrigation, NC Federated Farmers and HDLG generally supported
the proposed changes to Rule 10.2.
164. Ravensdown sought some minor corrections to Rule 10.2 (i.e. capitalise the term ‘Low
Intensity Dryland Farming’). Ravensdown also sought an amendment to Condition (a)(ii)
to remove the need for land use changing from LIDF to comply with Condition (b) of
proposed Rule 10.1A (i.e. the Management Plan requirement).
165. The s42A Report recommended the minor corrections sought by Ravensdown were
made.
166. Ngāi Tahu sought deletion of Clause (a)(ii) from Rule 10.2 or an amendment to Rule
10.2 to clarify how the rule and its conditions apply alongside other rules.
167. The s42A Report stated that applying the requirement for compliance with proposed
Rule 10.1A conditions (as a condition of permitted land use change) ensures the extent
of land use change can be understood. It noted that the conditions of permitted land use
were designed to ensure the nutrient and contaminant losses coming from that land use
were known (i.e. reporting nutrient losses or winter grazing area and being part of a
collective who has implemented an Environmental Management Strategy or
implementation of a Management Plan). It stated that if those conditions were not
required to be met, it would be impossible to know if a land use had changed (i.e. for
land uses other than LIDF, nutrient losses have increased by more than 10%), or what
impact a change in land use could have.
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168. The s42A Report stated that the operative Rule 10.2 requires non-irrigated land uses to
have been subject to a ‘collective agreement’ prior to a permitted land use change. It
stated that Condition 10.2(a)(ii) provides an alternative pathway for LIDF activities, that
have operated under proposed Rule 10.1A, to comply with the requirement to
demonstrate application of good management practices, which the scale of impact of the
existing land use to be estimated. As such, it was not recommended that the
amendments sought by Ngāi Tahu or Ravensdown were made.
169. Fonterra sought to limit the application of proposed Rule 10.2 to situations where any
change in land use for LIDF activities is only permitted if that change in land use would
not result in an exceedance of nutrient limits.
170. The s42A Report stated Rule 10.2, Condition (a)(i) refers back to, and requires
compliance with, limits specified in Rule 10.1 Conditions (c) and (d), for any land use
change to be a permitted activity. It noted that Condition (b) of Rule 10.2 also requires
demonstration that any land use change would not result in the Catchment Nutrient Load
Limits in Schedule 1 of the HWRRP being exceeded. It stated that Rule 10.2 already
limits permitted land use change to occur, only where limits are met and as such the
amendment sought would not add any additional requirement to the rule. On this basis,
it recommended that the amendment sought was not made.
Recommendation
171. We agree with the Council Officers that no amendments are required to the proposed
changes to clarify how the rule operates with other rules, as requested by Ngāi Tahu.
172. We agree with the Council Officers that operative Rule 10.2 already limits permitted
land use change to occur, only where nutrient limits are met. We agree that the request
sought by Fonterra is therefore unnecessary.
173. We accept the minor changes to Rule 10.2 requested by Ravensdown (e.g. to capitalise
the Low Intensity Dryland Farming) and the minor changes recommended by Council
Officers.
174. We recommend Rule 10.2 is amended as follows (amendments from the notified
version shown in bold italics):
Rule 10.2
Any change in land use (refer Part 5 – Definitions), in the Nutrient Management Area shown
on Map 4, is a permitted activity, provided that:
a.

26
27

Either either26:
i.
conditions (b) (c) and (d) of Rule 10.1 are met; or
ii.
if land use is changing from low intensity dryland farming Low
Intensity Dryland Farming27 to another land use, conditions (c) and
(d) of Rule 10.1 and conditions (a) and (b) of Rule 10.1A are met; and

Minor correction in accordance with Clause 16(2) of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991
Submission # 11.5
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b.

c.

for changes in land use in the Hurunui catchment above SH 1, the dissolved
inorganic nitrogen and dissolved reactive phosphorus load limits specified in
Schedule 1 are not exceeded, taking into account limits specified in resource
consents; and
a water permit has been granted that authorises irrigation on the land and
includes conditions that:
i.
specify the maximum annual amount of nitrate-nitrogen that may be
leached;
ii.
specify measures to minimise the loss of phosphorus; and
iii.
the land is subject to:
i.
an Industry Certification System; or
ii.
a Catchment Agreement; or
iii.
an Irrigation Scheme Management Plan; or
iv.
a Lifestyle Block Management Plan
Or as an alternative to complying with (c):

d.

on or before 1 January 2017 the land is not irrigated with water but is subject
to:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

an Industry Certification System; or
a Catchment Agreement; or
an Irrigation Scheme Management Plan; or
a Lifestyle Block Management Plan.

Proposed Rule 10.1A
175. Beef + Lamb, Ravensdown, and Ngāi Tahu generally supported the proposed changes
to proposed Rule 10.1A and sought its retention.
176. HDC and HDLG supported the permitted activity pathway for LIDF activities provided by
proposed Rule 10.1A, and specifically supported the choices available for compliance
with catchment accounting requirements via the Farm Portal or a Dryland Farmer
Collective Agreement. HDLG also supported condition (b) of proposed Rule 10.1A, as it
clarified that the CRC would not retain copies of Management Plans.
177. NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird sought amendments to proposed Rule 10.1A to
improve enforceability and implementation of good management practices through
Management Plans. The submitters sought amendment of proposed Rule 10.1A to
ensure the CRC can carry out random checks of Management Plans and ensure the
Management Plans are accurate and are being implemented.
178. RAN opposed the conditions of proposed Rule 10.1A, which require reporting of winter
grazing area and mandatory preparation and implementation of Management Plans.
RAN sought further justification for the requirement for Management Plans and sought
deletion of proposed Rule 10.1A in its entirety. The submission stated there was no
justification for mandatory requirements on dryland farmers, particularly lifestyle blocks
with few grazing animals. RAN submitted that the catchment accounting proposed in
Rule 10.1A would be ineffective and inefficient, and would fail to achieve the purpose of
the RMA and meet the NPS-FM requirements.
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179. Amuri Irrigation generally supported proposed Rule 10.1A, but sought amendments to
its conditions. Amuri Irrigation specifically sought amendment to Condition (a)(i) to state
the specific information to be required when registering with the Farm Portal. Amuri
Irrigation also sought amendment to Condition (b) to clarify that one Management Plan
per property was required.
180. NC Federated Farmers and HDLG Group supported proposed Rule 10.1A and the
clarification that Management Plans would be made available to be viewed only.
However, NC Federated Farmers sought amendments to ensure information that was
contained within Management Plans and could be linked to specific properties, would not
be retained by the CRC.
181. NC Federated Farmers also sought confirmation that the CRC would provide support to
farmers who may have trouble preparing a Management Plan or registering in the Farm
Portal.
182. The s42A Report noted that reporting of winter grazing areas was necessary for
monitoring the effectiveness of PC1 and for meeting the catchment accounting
requirements of the NPS-FM. The Report stated that reporting of winter grazing areas
would also enable more informed limit setting when the HWRRP is next reviewed.
183. The s42A Report stated that Management Plans are necessary to ensure good
management practices are identified and implemented to manage the risk of run-off
contamination of water (phosphorus, microbial and sediment run-off). It stated that
Management Plans are a tool that the CRC use to have conversations about good
management practices with farmers. It noted that Management Plans were widely
supported during the collaborative Zone Committee process; and that Management
Plans are becoming industry standard, as a useful tool for identifying environmental risk
and methods for managing those risks. The Report considered it would be unlikely PC1
could be the most appropriate way of achieving the Objectives of the HWRRP or as
giving effect to the Objectives and Policies the NPS-FM, if winter grazing was provided
for as a permitted activity with no requirement to actively manage the risk of run-off
contamination of water.
184. The s42A Report stated that the information required to register with the Farm Portal
would vary slightly for each farm. It noted that the Farm Portal requires basic information
about the farm type, stocking rates and areas in pasture or crop. The Report stated that
listing the information required by the Farm Portal within the rule would add unnecessary
complexity to the rule and as such concluded it was not recommended.
185. The s42A Report agreed that clarification that one Management Plan per property was
required and would improve the rule clarity. The Report therefore recommended that an
amendment, similar to that suggested by Amuri Irrigation, should be made.
186. The s42A Report considered it was clear in condition (b) of proposed Rule 10.1A that
Management Plans would not be retained by the Council. It noted that the Council may
be required to hold some information regarding Management Plans in instances where
there was a compliance proceeding (e.g. proposed enforcement action), or for the
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purposes of keeping track of monitoring. The Report stated it was unlikely that specific
Management Plan information (linked to specific properties) would be retained unless it
was related to a compliance proceeding.
187. The s42A Report noted that the CRC has an extensive work programme and
resourcing, including a dedicated zone team, in place to assist farmers in complying with
Management Plan and Farm Portal requirements. It noted this would form part of the
implementation of PC1, and sits outside the provisions of PC1.
188. Ms Phillips, on behalf of Beef + Lamb, noted support of the Management Plan
requirement, without use of an Overseer budget. She also noted support for providing
for reporting through use of a collective agreement, as an alternative to the farm portal.
She highlighted that winter grazing is an important part of dryland farming. She
considered concerns raised that allowing up to 10% of a farm’s area could result in a
‘gold rush’ of increases in winter grazing were not credible given information on historic
land use practices and physical constraints. She noted that a Sheep and Beef Farm
Survey undertaken by Beef + Lamb showed winter forage crops tended to constitute a
small percentage of farms that grow them and that the definition of LIDF excluded high
intensity systems.
189. Dr Fung, on behalf of Beef + Lamb, considered proposed Rule 10.1A was the
fundamental foundation of PC1 and that its successful implementation would help to
achieve Objectives 5.1 and 5.2. He noted the ‘low environmental risk’ of LIDF systems
and considered Management Plans were appropriate for managing activities and critical
source areas which present the most risk.
190. Dr Hume, on behalf of NC Federated Farmers, addressed the importance of ensuring
the confidentiality of private information (both personal and business) was protected. He
therefore supported the approach that Management Plans are to be viewed and not
retained. He agreed that any retention of information for monitoring and compliance
purposes should be very limited in nature.
191. Mr Dan Hodgen, on behalf of NC Federated Farmers, noted that Farm Environment
Plans (FEP) were useful planning documents, but considered auditing these would shift
their use from a farm planning tool to a regulatory one. He considered this would limit
the information put in them and that they would no longer be used to plan voluntary
positive actions. He noted that membership of the HDLG was conditional on undertaking
a FEP, but that the group maintained that these would not be passed on to the CRC. He
was concerned auditing FEP would limit their use and add significant cost while reducing
environmental benefit.
192. Mr Jamie McFadden, Mr Jeff Wilkinson and Mr Winton Dalley represented RAN at the
hearing. Mr McFadden highlighted the positive restoration work being undertaken by
farmers and the success of the previous Catchment Board Plans which were based on
trust and respect. He considered the new regulatory framework had undermined his
trust and respect, and that farm Management Plans were a ‘waste of time and a tick box
approach’. He highlighted the need to build an integrated approach, led by farmers, with
social well-being as one of the corners stones.
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193. Mr Wilkson emphasised the human factors and noted that for every action there was a
reaction. He considered the CRC had not recognised the consequences of the
regulation on the ground and the huge stress on farmers from environmental regulation.
He noted the while he accepted that the general public should have a say, it was
important that the Council listened to those most affected.
194. Mr Dalley challenged the assumptions of PC1 and noted the rules were never intended
to capture dryland farming. He considered the cumulative environmental effect of
dryland farming was ‘minor’ and that irrigation was the key difference. He was
concerned that once captured by this plan change, incrementally stronger regulation
requirements would be implemented. He highlighted the social, economic and
environmental values to be protected under the RMA sat equally, and that these must be
balanced.
195. During the hearing, we questioned Mr McFadden about providing alternative wording for
Rule 10.1A to enable existing LIDF to continue without the need to obtain resource
consent. He acknowledged that RAN did generally support the intent of PC1 to fix the
‘10% rule’ and that to delete the rule entirely would not enable this to occur. He agreed
to provide alternative wording which would meet the purpose of PC1 while addressing
the concerns raised about requiring provision of Management Plans.
196. Following the adjournment of the hearing, RAN provided alternative wording which
would make LIDF activities permitted activities without any conditions to be met within
the rule itself.
197. This alternative rule was circulated to the parties for comment and was opposed by
Ngāi Tahu; and support by NZ Federated Farmers and the Planetary Healing
Foundation.
198. In reply, the Council Officers stated that the alternative wording suggested by RAN was
beyond the scope of RAN’s original submission and the scope of PC1 and should be
rejected. They considered that removal of the 10% winter grazing limit could result in
significant adverse effects on water quality and is therefore not supported. They noted
that no alternative method to use of Management Plans had been suggested by RAN for
the management of phosphorous and run-off or that would enable catchment wide
accounting of nutrient discharges.
199. In response to questions, the Council Officers said the Council had looked at alternative
methods to achieve the outcomes sought by the NPS-FM provisions, but that the costs
of methods such as satellite monitoring would fall on ratepayers. They considered
provision of Management Plans was reasonable given they would not be costly to
farmers. Overall, the removal of the requirement to provide Management Plans was not
supported by the Council because it would be unlikely to ensure water quality is
maintained or improved, or that the limits in PC1 would be achieved.
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Recommendation
200. Overall, we agree with the Council Officers that the provision of a Management Plan is
consistent with the Council’s approach to dryland farming activities across the region.
We accept that providing information such as the area used for winter grazing will enable
the Council to undertake catchment level accounting of nutrient loads in compliance with
Policy CC1(b) of the NPS-FM. We do not accept there is any evidence to support RAN’s
claim that it will be ineffective or inefficient.
201. In recognising that RAN supported the intention of PC1, we decided to provide the
submitter with further opportunity to suggest alterative wording of the rule, which would
address concerns raised with the conditions, particularly the provision of Management
Plans. In considering the alternative wording provided by the RAN, we do not accept
that removing the requirement to provide a Management Plan entirely without suggesting
an alternative method would enable the provision of sufficient information for effective
management at a catchment level. We also agree with Council Officers that the
alternative wording suggested went beyond the scope of the concerns raised by the
submitter and beyond the scope of PC1. We have therefore not considered the
alternative wording any further.
202. We are satisfied that PC1 provides two options for dryland farmers to report their winter
grazing area and that this enables farmers to provide the required information either
individually of as part of a collective. We consider this addressed concerns raised about
privacy.
203. We are satisfied that proposed Rule 10.1A makes it clear that the Council has the ability
to view Management Plans as a part of any compliance checks, which could occur at
any time. We consider proposed Rule 10.1A sufficiently specifies the minimum content
of a Management Plan by reference to Schedule 6. We accept the changes
recommended by Council Officers, in response to submissions, clarifies that the rule
requires the preparation and implementation of one Management Plan for each property.
Overall, we accept this approach is used elsewhere in the Canterbury region for
permitted farming activities and is consistent with the approach of the CLWRP.
204. We accept that the requirement to retain a copy of the Management Plan for viewing
only addresses concerns regarding the protection of private information held by the
CRC. We consider the further amendments to Schedule 6, Part B(4)(b) proposed by
Council Officers to retain Management Plans for 10 years will provide a continuous
record of ongoing on-farm actions to avoid and minimise nutrient discharges. We
consider this will help farmers to demonstrate improvement over time during compliance
checks.
205. We consider including specific information required by the Farm Portal in the wording of
the rule would add unnecessary complexity to the rule. We note slightly different
information is required for different properties and that this would make any list of
required information difficult.
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206. On the basis of the evidence, we therefore recommend that proposed Rule 10.1A is
amended as follows (amendments to the notified version shown in bold italics):
Rule 10.1A
The use of land for Low Intensity Dryland Farming that results in a discharge of nitrogen or
phosphorus, which may enter water, in the Nutrient Management Area shown on Map 4, is a
permitted activity provided that:
a. either:
i.

the property is registered in the Farm Portal by [12 months after the
plan change becomes operative in accordance with clause 20 of
Schedule 1 of the RMA] and information about the farming activity
and the property is reviewed and updated by the property owner or
their agent every 36 months thereafter, or whenever any boundary of
the property is changed; or

ii.

the property is subject to a Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement on
or before [12 months after the plan change becomes operative in
accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA]; and

b. a Management Plan is prepared for and implemented on the property28 in
accordance with Schedule 6 has been prepared and is implemented29 by
[12 months after the plan change becomes operative in accordance with
clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA] and is supplied to the Canterbury
Regional Council, on request, to be viewed only. The Canterbury Regional
Council will not retain copies of the Management Plan.

Proposed Changes to Rule 11.1
207. Amuri Irrigation and Ravensdown generally supported the proposed changes to Rule
11.1.
208. The s42A Report considered the submissions from Amuri Irrigation, NC Federated
Farmers and Ngāi Tahu in relation to changes to Rule 11.1 were outside the scope of
PC1.
Recommendation
209. As discussed earlier in this report, we agree with Council Officers that the amendments
to proposed Rule 11.1 sought by Amuri Irrigation, NC Federated Farmers and Ngāi Tahu
are outside the scope of PC1 and do not serve the purpose of the targeted plan change.
We therefore recommend no amendment to the proposed changes to Rule 11.1, as
notified.

28
29

Submission # 9.23 and 9.20.
Submission # 9.20.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

90 of 173

38

Proposed Definitions
Change of land use
210. Amuri Irrigation, Ravensdown, NC Federated Farmers and Beef + Lamb supported the
definition of ‘Change of land use’ in general; and HDLG specifically supported the
inclusion of Clause (b) to the definition.
211. The s42A Report noted the changes sought by ANZ Fine Wine Estates were outside of
the scope of PC1 and recommended no amendments were made.
Recommendation
212. As discussed earlier in this report, we agree with Council Officers that the amendments
to the definition sought by ANZ Fine Wines are outside the scope of PC1. We
recommend no amendments are made to the definition of ‘Change of land use’, as
notified.

Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement
213. Ravensdown, NC Federated Farmers, Beef + Lamb and HDLG supported the definition
of ‘Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement’ generally.
214. The s42A Report noted the changes sought by ANZ Fine Wines Estates were outside of
the scope of PC1 and recommended no amendments were made.
215. Fonterra sought amendment to the definition of ‘Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement’
to clarify that information gathered by the collective would be shared with CRC for
compliance monitoring for proposed Rule 10.1A.
216. The s42A Report noted that proposed Rule 10.1A and Schedule 2A set out the
information sharing requirements for monitoring purposes and that it was not considered
appropriate or necessary to specify rule requirements within the definition. No changes
were recommended.
Recommendation
217. As discussed earlier in this report, we agree with Council Officers that the amendments
to the definition sought by ANZ Fine Wines are outside the scope of PC1.
218. We agree with Council Officers that it is not necessary to specify the rule requirements
within the definition.
219. We recommend no changes are made to the definition of ‘Dryland Farmer Collective
Agreement’, as notified.
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Farm Portal
220. Ravensdown, NC Federated Farmers and HDLG supported the definition of ‘Farm
Portal’ generally.
221. NC Federated Farmers sought a small grammatical correction, which was accepted by
Council Officers as consistent with the style of the Plan.
Recommendation
222. We accept the Council Officers’ recommendations to amend the definition of ‘Farm
Portal’ as follows (amendments from the notified version shown in bold italics):
means Means30 the nutrient management database accessed at www.farmportal.ecan.govt.nz
. For the purpose of Rule 10.1A, Farm Portal refers to the "N. Check" tool which can be
accessed at www.farmportal.ecan.govt.nz

Low Intensity Dryland Farming
223. Amuri Irrigation and Beef + Lamb generally supported the definition of LIDF.
224. Ngāi Tahu sought clarification of how the definition of LIDF related to the existing and
proposed rules.
225. The s42A Report stated that any land use that met the definition of LIDF would be
required to comply with the conditions of proposed Rule 10.1A. It noted that if a land use
activity that met the definition of LIDF was changed (in accordance with the definition of
‘Change of land use’), Rule 10.2 would apply; or if the conditions of Rule 10.2 were not
met, Rules 11.1 or 11.1A would apply. It also noted that if a land use did not meet the
definition of LIDF, Rules 10.1, 10.2, 11.1 and 11.1A would apply as they would have
under the existing operative rule framework of the Plan.
226. Ravensdown, NC Federated Farmers and HDLG sought amendments to the definition
of LIDF so that it specifies that properties under 100 ha are able to use up to 10 ha for
winter grazing while remaining within the definition.
227. The s42A Report noted the changes sought were consistent with the CLWRP
provisions for farming activities in ‘Red Nutrient Allocation Zones’ (i.e. zones where water
quality outcomes are not met). It noted that it is accepted that it is unlikely that extensive
winter grazing would be carried out on lifestyle blocks of 10 ha or less; but that it was not
clear if there are an abundance of smaller blocks used for this purpose within the
Hurunui Waiau Zone. However, the Report concluded that the ‘plausible-worst case
scenario’ increase for winter grazing would still apply at the catchment wide level
because it is assumed that non-irrigated smaller blocks are subject to the same natural
and economic limitations as larger dryland blocks. On this basis, Council Officers

30
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recommended the amendments sought by Ravensdown, NC Federated Farmers and
HDLG should be made.
228. Ravensdown also sought amendment to Clause (d) of the definition of LIDF, to remove
the words ‘for the purpose of intensive controlled feeding with the purpose of
encouraging weight gain’.
229. The s42A Report stated that the purpose of Clause (d) of the definition is to exclude
intensive feedlot farm systems from the definition of LIDF. Intensive feedlot farm
systems were not intended to be provided for by PC1, and would continue to be
managed under Rules 10.1, 10.2, 11.1 and 11.1A. It noted that including feedlot
systems would expand the scope of PC1 beyond what has been considered in technical
work (and would have implications for the required nitrogen loss offset), or subject to
Schedule 1 consultation. It also noted that the amendment sought would remove
qualifiers that identify the difference between extensive dryland farming operations and
intensive feed-lot systems. Council Officers concluded the amendment sought would
result in the exclusion of any farming activity where stock are held in stockyards from the
definition of LIDF. This is because Clause (d) would read: ‘the farming activity does not
include a component where livestock are confined within a hardstand area’. On this
basis, the amendment sought was not recommended by the Council Officers.
230. NC Federated Farmers sought deletion of Clause (c) of the definition of LIDF, so that
pork and poultry farming is not excluded from the definition.
231. The s42A Report noted that pork and poultry farm systems were not intended to be
provided for by PC1, and would continue to be managed under Rules 10.1, 10.2, 11.1
and 11.1A. It noted that including pork and poultry systems would expand the scope of
PC1 beyond what has been considered in technical work (and would have implications
for the required nitrogen loss offset), or subject to Schedule 1 consultation. It also noted
the amendment sought does not serve the purpose of the targeted plan change (which is
to reduce the regulatory burden on low impact dryland farming) and as such
recommended that the amendment sought was not made.
232. Fonterra sought an amendment to Clause (d) to specify that a LIDF activity should not
include a component where livestock are confined on an area without pasture or
vegetative cover for intensive controlled feeding.
233. The s42A Report stated that this amendment would effectively exclude winter grazing
from LIDF activities because it is common for winter grazing to result in areas where
cattle are confined being stripped of vegetative cover. It noted that this was the reason
why winter grazing is a nutrient and contaminant loss risk and why it is necessary to limit
the permitted winter grazing area.
234. Fonterra also sought to limit LIDF to activities where no more than 20% of animal feed
consumed on the property is imported.
235. The s42A Report noted that this could unnecessarily limit the ability for LIDF activities to
retain stock in very dry years, where it may be necessary to import hay or baleage to
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keep stock going over dry months. It noted it was not clear what advantage would be
gained from limiting imported feed for LIDF activities where imported feed is used as a
means to keep stock on during a feed shortage, rather than as a supplement to increase
productivity.
236. Dr Hume, on behalf of NC Federate Farmers, noted support for the changes
recommended by the Council Officers. He noted the changes were consistent with the
thresholds in the CLWRP and provided flexibility to accommodate the normal cyclical
nature of farming.
Recommendation
237. We consider the Council Officers have clarified how the definition of LIDF relates with
existing and proposed rules.
238. We agree with the Council Officers that intensive feedlot farming systems should not be
included in the definition of LIDF. We consider the potential environmental effects of
such activities have not been assessed.
239. We agree with the Council Officer that the changes sought by Fonterra would effectively
prevent winter grazing on up to 10% of the property. We are satisfied that the
environmental effects of permitting winter grazing have been assessed as part of PC1.
No evidence has been provided supporting limiting imported feed and we acknowledge
this is an important part of LIDF during drought periods.
240. We accept that the changes recommended by the Council Officers are consistent with
the CLWRP provisions and clarifiy the maximum area permitted for winter grazing on
properties less than 100 ha.
241. We accept that it was not the intention of PC1 to include pork and poultry farming
systems within the definition of LIDF. As discussed earlier in this report, we agree with
the Council Officers that this would be outside of the scope and purpose of PC1.
242. We recommend the definition of ‘Low Intensity Dryland Farming’ is amended, as
recommended by Council Officers, as follows (amendments from the notified version
shown in bold italics):
means the use of land for a farming activity, where:
a. no part of the property is irrigated; and
b. the area of the property used for Winter Grazing is less than:

31

i.

10 hectares, for any property less than 100 hectares in area; or31

ii.

10% of the area of the property, for any property between 100 hectares
and 1000 hectares in area; or
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iii.
c.

100 hectares, for any property greater than 1000 hectares in area; and

the farming activity does not include the farming of more than 25 weaned pigs or
more than 6 sows, or the farming of poultry fowl at a stocking rate of more than 10
birds per hectare, up to a maximum of 1000 birds; and

d. the farming activity does not include a component where livestock are confined within
a hard-stand area for the purpose of intensive controlled feeding with the purpose of
encouraging high weight gain.

Winter Grazing
243. Amuri Irrigation, Ravensdown, Beef + Lamb, and HDLG, supported the definition of
‘Winter Grazing’ in general.
244. NC Federated Farmers sought amendment to the definition to align with the definition
used in the CLWRP. The change sought was as follows:
Winter Grazing means the grazing of cattle within the period of 1 May to 30
September, where the cattle are contained for break-feeding of in-situ
brassica and root vegetable forage crops or for consuming supplementary
feed that has been brought onto the property.
245. The s42A Report stated that there was benefit to using the same definitions across the
various regional plans in force in Canterbury. It noted that consistent terminology
ensures consistency in implementation and is easier for plan users. However, the
Report concluded that in the context of PC1, limiting the area over which imported feeds
such as hay and baleage could be fed out, could not be justified.
246. The s42A Report noted that PC1 required LIDF activities to report on the area of land
used for winter grazing. It noted it was common practice for LIDF activities to feed out
supplementary feed such as hay or baleage over winter months. The Report considered
it is good practice for this feeding to occur in different locations to avoid damage to
pasture. It noted that reporting on this area would not necessarily provide an accurate
picture of the type of ‘high risk’ winter grazing that the CRC considers is important for the
purpose of accounting for nutrient losses at the catchment scale. The Report
recommended the proposed definition of ‘Winter Grazing’ more efficiently achieve the
HWRRP objectives.
247. Ms Phillips noted Beef + Lamb opposed the amendment sought by NC Federated
Farmers on the basis that bringing in supplementary feed is not the same as winter
grazing. She warned that conflating supplementary feeding with winter grazing could
have negative and unintended consequences.
248. Dr Fung, on behalf of Beef + Lamb, noted that ‘Winter Grazing’ specifically applied to
crops grown in situ and grazed, rather than feed that is brought in. He agreed that winter
grazing is a ‘high risk activity’. He noted that Beef + Lamb did not support including
supplementary feed in the definition, as requested by NC Federated Farmers.
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Recommendation
249. We accept that feeding out supplementary feed is an important part of LIDF activities.
We agree with the Council Officers that the reporting of areas of winter grazing
addresses high risk activities. We agree with Ms Phillips that to include supplementary
feeding may have negative and unintended consequences.
250. We recommend no changes are made to the definition of ‘Winter Grazing’, as notified.

Proposed Schedule 2A
251. Ravensdown, Beef + Lamb and HDLG generally supported Schedule 2A.
252. Fonterra sought an amendment to include the proportion of the feed budget that
comprises imported feed as a matter for members to report annually to the collective.
253. The s42A Report stated it was not considered necessary to seek this information for
LIDF and that it is accepted this is an important part of dryland farming as means to keep
stock alive during a feed shortage.
Recommendation
254. We agree with the Council Officers that information on imported feed is not necessary
for LIDF activities to achieve the objectives of the Plan. We recommend Schedule 2A is
retained as notified in PC1.

Proposed Schedule 6
255. Ravensdown generally supported Schedule 6, and NC Federated Farmers specifically
supported the ninth box 9 (item 3) in the table (Part B) that refers to ‘source areas for
phosphorus loss’
256. ANZ Fine Wine Estates sought amendment to Part A of Schedule 6 to enable Demeter
Biodynamic Accreditation management plans to be considered compliant with the
requirements of Schedule 6.
257. The s42A Report included a copy of the Demeter Biodynamic Accreditation
management plan template and confirmed the management plan covered most of the
requirements set out in Schedule 6. It noted that the Demeter Biodynamic Accreditation
management plan does not include provision for the identification and protection of
mahinga kai values, but that it was likely that the nature of biodynamic farming practices
would result in protection of mahinga kai values. It also noted that Schedule 6 provides
for industry prepared Management Plans and requires that the Management Plan be
certified, as equivalent, by the Chief Executive of CRC. It stated that the submitter would
be able to seek approval of the Demeter Biodynamic Accreditation management plan
under the provisions as notified. On this basis, Council Officers considered no
amendment was needed to provide the relief sought by the submitter.
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258. NC Federated Farmers and HDLG sought deletion of item 2(e) (requirement to identify
the location on waterways where stock access or crossing occurs) from Part B of
Schedule 6.
259. The s42A Report noted that stock access to waterways is a high risk for contaminants
entering waterways, either directly or as a result of river bank destabilisation. It stated
that identifying areas where stock can access waterways, so that the risk of contaminant
runoff can be assessed and managed, is an important function of a Management Plan.
Council Officers therefore recommended item 2(e) was retained as proposed.
260. NC Federated Farmers and HDLG sought amendment to item 3 of Part B to refer to
‘critical’ source areas for phosphorus loss.
261. The s42A Report noted the amendment requested was consistent with Management
Plan requirements under the CLWRP and therefore recommended the amendment
sought was made.
262. In response to questions, Ms Jenkins and Mr Norton stated that they were confident
that landowners understood the term ‘Critical source areas’ and that this did not need to
be explained further. They agreed that insertion of the word ‘critical’ would be consistent
with the commonly used and understood term ‘critical source areas’.
263. RAN, NC Federated Farmers and HDLG sought deletion of the ‘mahinga kai values’
practice from the table in Part B of Schedule 6.
264. The s42A Report noted that section 6(e) of the RMA identifies “the relationship of Māori
and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu, and
other taonga’ as a matter of national importance to be recognised and provided for. It
considered that Management Plans were required by proposed Rule 10.1A as a method
by which potential adverse effects on water quality can be identified and avoided, or
mitigated. It noted that water quality impacts mahinga kai values and therefore it was
important for LIDF activities to identify and protect those values so that the relationship of
Māori with their culture and traditions can be provided for.
265. The s42A Report stated that removing the ‘mahinga kai’ practice from the table would
reduce the effectiveness with which the PC1 provisions give effect to the Plan objectives,
specifically Objective 5.1.
266. Ngāi Tahu sought an amendment to the Table in Part B of Schedule 6 to include
‘fertiliser’ in the following practice description:
Vegetated riparian margins of sufficient width are maintained to minimise nutrient,
sediment and microbial pathogen losses to waterbodies.
267. NC Federated Farmers sought the deletion of this item from the table.
268. The s42A Report stated that neither of the amendments sought to the practice
descriptor were recommended. In relation to the Ngāi Tahu submission, it noted that the
term ‘nutrient’ would encapsulate fertiliser and therefore is not necessary. In relation to
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the NC Federated Farmers submission to delete item 2(e), the Report noted that the
identification of waterways and stock crossings and access was a key method for
minimising contaminant run-off entering water. It noted that there were no other
practices or methods identified that would achieve the same protection of water quality
from general farm run-off.
269. The evidence of Mr Nukuroa Tirikatene-Nash, on behalf of Ngāi Tahu outlined the
progressive and historic disassociation of tāngata whenua from their values and
important sites for mahinga kai. He acknowledged the close link between maintaining
and improving water quality and the protection of and improvement of mahinga kai.
270. During the hearing, we explored with the Council Officers changes that could be made
to enable the Council to view Management Plans for previous years to enable
comparison of on-farm actions over time and to enable farmers owners to demonstrate
progressive implementation of good management practices. In response, the Council
Officers recommended further changes to item 4 which clarify that Management Plans
should include a continuous record of on-farm actions for a period of up to 10 years. The
Council Officers noted that this recommended change was within the scope of
submissions made by NC Fish & Game and Forest & Bird requesting processes for
achieving continuous improvement.
Recommendation
271. We are satisfied that the wording of Schedule 6 provides approval of alternative
Management Plans, proved it meets the requirements. We therefore agree with the
Council Officers that no amendment is required.
272. We agree with the Council Officers that item 2(e) is an important method for managing
phosphorous loss and general farm run-off and that effective management of such areas
is critical in achieving the objectives of the Plan. We do not recommend deletion of item
2(e), as requested.
273. We agree with NC Federated Farmers, HDLG and the Council Officers recommendation
that use of the term ‘critical source areas’ is appropriate and that the meaning of this
term is widely understood within the farming sector. We recommend this amendment is
made.
274. We accept that the inclusion of ‘mahinga kai’ in Schedule 6 Part B is directly linked to
achieving existing Objective 5.1 of the HWRRP.
275. We note Objective 5.1 states:
Concentrations of nutrients entering the mainstems of the Hurunui, Waiau and Jed rivers
are managed to:
a. protect the mauri of the waterbodies;
b. protect natural biota including riverbed nesting birds, native fish, trout, and their
associated feed supplies and habitat;
c. control periphyton growth that would adversely affect recreational, cultural and
amenity values;
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d. ensure aquatic species are protected from chronic nitrate toxicity effects; and,
e. ensure concentrations of nitrogen do not result in water being unsuitable for
human consumption.

276. We agree with Council Officers that identifying and protecting mahinga kai values on
individual farm properties will assist in protecting the mauri of waterbodies that flow
through those properties and will also assist in the protection of natural biota and habitat.
We therefore recommend the requirement to identify and protect mahinga kai values
should not be deleted, as requested.
277. We consider the further recommendations of the Council Officers to require a
continuous record of on-farm actions for up to 10 years within the Management Plans is
within the scope of submissions received and will enable more effective monitoring of
improvements made overtime. We recommend the further changes to item 4 are made.
278. We recommend Schedule 6 Part B should be amended (amendments from the notified
version shown in bold) as follows:
Schedule 6 Management Plan for Low Intensity Dryland Farming Activities
Part A – Management Plans
A Management Plan can be either:
1. A Plan prepared in accordance with the requirements of Part B below; or
2. A Plan prepared in accordance with an industry prepared Farm Environment Plan template that
has been certified by the Chief Executive of Environment Canterbury as providing at least an
equivalent amount of information and practice guidance contained in Part B below.
Part B – Management Plan Default Content
The Management Plan shall contain as a minimum:
1. Property details
a. Physical address
b. Description of the ownership and name of a contact person
c. Legal description of the land and farm identifier
2. A map(s) or aerial photograph at a scale that clearly shows:
a. The boundaries of the property.
b. The boundaries of the main land management units on the property.
c. The location of permanent or intermittent rivers, streams, lakes, drains, ponds or wetlands.
d. The location of riparian vegetation and fences adjacent to water bodies.
e. The location on all waterways where stock access or crossing occurs.
3. The location of any critical32 source areas for phosphorus loss
4. A description of:
a. the on-farm actions, including applicable good management practices, that have been
undertaken in the previous 01 July to 30 June period to implement the applicable practices
described in the table below; and
b. the on-farm actions, including applicable good management practices, that will be
undertaken each year (01 July – 30 June), from [12 months after the plan change
becomes operative in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA], in the
32
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previous 01 July to 30 June period to implement the applicable practices described in
the table below. For clarity, the Management Plan will include a continuous record
of on-farm actions, including applicable good management practices from [the
operative date of the Plan] for a period of up to 10 years33; and
5. A copy of the Management Plan shall be retained by the landowner and updated at least once
every 12 months as necessary, and provided to the Canterbury Regional Council, for viewing,
on request. The Canterbury Regional Council will not retain copies of the Management Plan.

STATUTORY ASSESSMENT
National Environmental Standards
279. Section 43B of the RMA addresses the relationship between national environmental
standards and rules and resource consents. Section 43B provides that:
A rule or resource consent that is more stringent than a national
environmental standard prevails over the standard, if the standard expressly
says that a rule or consent may be more stringent than it.
A rule or resource consent that us more lenient than a national
environmental standard prevails over the standard if the standard expressly
says that a rule or consent may be more lenient than it.

280. The national environmental standard of particular relevance to PC1 is the Resource
Management (National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human Drinking Water)
Regulations 2007 (‘NES Drinking Water’). The NES requires regional councils to
consider the effects of activities on community drinking water sources when including or
amending permitted activity rules in a regional plan, or assessing an application for a
resource consent.
281. We note there are community drinking water sources throughout the Hurunui and
Waiau catchments. However, because PC1 does not seek to change the operative Plan
limits, or provide for the intensification of dry land farms, we accept it is not anticipated
that the proposed provisions will result in any water supply becoming unsafe for human
consumption or increase the concentration of health-related contaminants by more than
a minor amount.
282. We note that a council cannot include or amend a rule in a regional plan to allow a
permitted activity (under sections 9, 13, 14, or 15 of the RMA) upstream of an abstraction
point of a registered drinking water supply (defined as supplying 501 or more people with
drinking water for 60 days per year or more), unless the Council is satisfied that the
activity is not likely to result in the water supply becoming unsafe for human consumption
or increase the concentration of health related contaminants by more than a minor
amount.

33
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283. On the basis of the evidence, we accept that PC1 is unlikely to result in any drinking
water becoming unsafe for human consumption or to increase the concentration of
health-related contaminants by more than a minor amount.

National Policy Statement for Freshwater 2014 (as amended in 2017)
284. The HWRRP was promulgated under the provisions of the NPS-FM 2011. PC1 to the
HWRRP was prepared under provisions of the NPS-FM 2014 (as amended in 2017),
which replaced the NPS-FM 2011. The NPS-FM 2014 (as amended in 2017) provides
national direction for a sustainable, integrated approach to the management of
freshwater. It requires, among other things, that councils recognise the national
significance of freshwater and Te Mana o te Wai (the mana of the water).
285. We note the evidence of Ms McKenzie, on behalf of Ngāi Tahu, that the inclusion of Te
Mana o te Wai in the NPS-FM reflects the Treaty principles.
286. The specific directions that the Council must give effect to were outlined in Appendix 1
of the section 32 report. Overall, we accept PC1 has been developed to give effect to
these requirements, within the limited scope of PC1.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010
287. The RMA requires that regional plans give effect to the NZCPS. We note that the
HWRRP was developed to give effect to the NZCPS and accept that PC1 does not seek
to amend any limits or Objectives within the operative HWRRP. We accept PC1, as
proposed, will not alter the extent to which the operative HWRRP gives effect to the
NZCPS.

The Environment Canterbury (Temporary Commissioners and Improved Water
Management) Act 2016
288. The Environment Canterbury (Temporary Commissioners and Improved Water
Management) Act 2016 (ECan Act 2016) came into force on 10 May 2016.34 This
provides the CRC with the continuation of certain powers from the Environment
Canterbury (Temporary Commissioners and Improved Water Management) Act 2010
that it would not otherwise have, to address issues relevant to the efficient, effective, and
sustainable management of freshwater in the Canterbury region.
289. In considering PC1, we have had particular regard to the vision and principles of the
CWMS, which are set out in Schedule 3 of the ECan Act 2016. We acknowledge this is
in addition to the matters relevant under clause 10(1) of Schedule 1 of the RMA. We
note section 21(2) of the ECan Act 2016 states that the inclusion of the vision and
principles of the CWMS in Schedule 3 does not accord to the CWMS or its vision and
principles any status in law, other than as provided in that Act.
34

For completeness, we note that section 5, Part 3, and Schedule 1 to 3 of the ECan Act 2016 came into
force on the transition day, as defined in the ECan Act 2016.
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290. We note the vision of the CWMS is:
To enable present and future generations to gain the greatest social, economic,
recreational and cultural benefits from our water resources within an
environmentally sustainable framework.

291. The fundamental principles of the CWMS are sustainable management, a regional
approach, and kaitiakitanga. The supporting principles are natural character, indigenous
biodiversity, access, quality drinking water, recreational and amenity opportunities, and
community and commercial use.
292. While section 24 of the ECan Act 2016 requires us to have particular regard to the
vision and principles of the CWMS, we note the vision and principles of the CWMS are
also being given effect to in Canterbury through the wider auspices of the CWMS as a
whole.
293. We note the CWMS introduced a collaborative and integrated management approach to
freshwater management, and seeks to maximise opportunities for the region's
environment, economy and community. The CWMS identified that a shift was required
from effects-based management of individual consents, to integrated management
based on water management zones, and the management of cumulative effects of both
water abstraction and land use intensification. We acknowledge the CWMS and the
Zone Committee process established under it, is one way that the CRC has sought to
involve the community, including iwi and hapū, in how best to give effect to the NPS-FM.
294. We note the CWMS and the Hurunui Waiau Zone Implementation Programme (ZIP)
Addenda are the outcome of extensive consultation and community participation aimed
at reaching a consensus as to how to best manage the freshwater resources in the
Hurunui Waiau sub-region. We acknowledge the CWMS has been endorsed by the
CRC and all of the territorial authorities in the Canterbury region and as such, provides
valuable guidance about how the people and communities of Canterbury wish to see
provision for their wellbeing and health and safety, through the management of the use,
development and protection of resources, including water and land.
295. We acknowledge that although there is no statutory requirement for PC1 to incorporate
or give effect to the entire content of the CWMS, the document as a whole is an
important component in determining the most appropriate way of achieving the purpose
of the RMA. We accept we may also have regard to the CWMS as a whole as a relevant
consideration. We note the CWMS is not a ‘strategy prepared under other Acts’, in
terms of section 61(2)(a)(i) of the RMA, and is therefore not a mandatory consideration
under that section. However, we accept section 61(2)(a) does not create an exhaustive
list of considerations.
296. We confirm we have had particular regard to the vision and principles of the CWMS and
to the CWMS as a whole, and to the Zone Committee process established under the
CWMS and the ZIP Addendum, in order to give effect to the vision and principles of the
CWMS (and the NPS-FM).
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Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013
297. PC1 has been developed to give effect to the CRPS, and in particular Chapter 7 of the
CRPS which addresses the resource management issues relating to water quality.
298. We note that Appendix 1 of the section 32 report described the key objectives and
policies in Chapter 7 of the CRPS as they relate to PC1. We record we have considered
these provisions in making our recommendations. We consider PC1 is consistent with
achieving the outcomes sought by the CRPS.

Iwi Management Plans
299. Section 66(2A)(a) of the RMA requires us to take into account any relevant planning
document that is recognised by an iwi authority and that is lodged with the CRC. The
relevant iwi management plans for PC1 that have been lodged with the CRC are:
(a) Te Whakatau Kaupapa: Ngāi Tahu Resource Management Strategy for the
Canterbury Region (1990);
(b) Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Freshwater Policy Statement (1999);
(c) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (February 2013); and
(d) Te Pohu o Tohu Raumati: Te Rūnanga o Kaikōura Environmental Management Plan
2007.
300. In preparing PC1, the CRC has taken these documents into account. We record we
have taken these relevant iwi management plans into account in assessing PC1.
301. We have considered the evidence of Ms MacKenzie and agree with her assessment
that PC1 is consistent with achieving the outcomes sought by these plans.
302. We have also considered the evidence of Mr Tirikatene-Nash on behalf of Ngāi Tahu
describing the associations, values and importance of the Waiau Uwha, Hurunui and Jed
land, water and mahinga kai. We are satisfied the recommendations made to PC1 will
at least maintain these relationships and values, and accept effective catchment wide
management of nutrient outputs will assist in achieving improvements in water quality.

Water Conservation Orders
303. PC1 must not be inconsistent with a water conservation order. We note there are no
water conservation orders that apply in the Hurunui, Waiau Uwha or Jed catchments.

Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998
304. The Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Act 1996 and the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998
recognise Ngāi Tahu Whānui as tāngata whenua for Canterbury. We note that this is
particularly relevant in applying sections 6(e), 7(a) and 8 of the RMA.
305. We note the Hurunui River is an area of statutory acknowledgement to Ngāi Tahu under
the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. We note the CRPS also identifies issues of
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importance to Ngāi Tahu and describes processes for enhancing the relationship of Ngāi
Tahu and the CRC (Chapters 2 and 4). We accept that compliance with these Acts is
also relevant to giving effect to the CRPS. We have taken these Acts into account in
assessing PC1.

Government’s proposed freshwater reforms
306. The Government has recently released its proposed freshwater management reforms,
which include a draft National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and a
proposed National Environmental Standard for Freshwater. We accept these draft /
proposed documents do not currently (as of the date of our report and
recommendations) have legal effect and should be given no weight in assessing PC1.
We record we have not considered these draft/proposed documents.

RMA Part 2
307. Part 2 of the RMA sets out the purpose and principles of general application in giving
effect to the Act. We note the evidence of Mr Maw and Ms Edwards regarding Supreme
Court's decision in Environmental Defence Society Incorporated v New Zealand King
Salmon Company Limited.35
308. We agree that an ‘overall judgment’ approach to Part 2 still has validity in considering
how a council promulgated change to a regional plan should give effect to the NZPCS,
national standards and regional policy statement; and a regional council's duties under
section 32, where those higher order documents do not ‘cover the field’, or where there
is uncertainty as to the meaning of particular policies.
309. The s42A Report noted that that the Supreme Court found that there was no basis to
refer back to section 5 or to undertake an overall judgment when assessing whether
specific, directive, policies in the NZCPS had been given effect to by the provisions of a
proposed plan change.
310. The s42A Report stated that the Supreme Court had been quite clear that there would
still be situations where it would be necessary to ‘go back to’ Part 2, including:
a) if the policies in question do not ‘cover the field and a decision-maker will have to
consider whether Part 2 provides assistance in dealing with the matter(s) not
covered’; or
b) where there is any uncertainty as to the meaning of particular policies (of the
NZCPS); or
c) where there is an allegation on invalidity in the higher order document/s.
311. The s42A Report noted that the Supreme Court’s decision in King Salmon had been
addressed in the context of a council promulgated plan change following a decision of

35

Environmental Defence Society Incorporated v New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited [2014]
NZSC 38.
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the High Court in Turners & Growers Horticulture Limited v Far North District Council.36
It noted that in that case, the High Court found that Part 2 of the RMA remained relevant
to plan-making decisions under the RMA, given the nature of the obligation on councils
to prepare a plan change in accordance with the matters set out in sections 66(1)(a)-(f)
and 74(1)(a)-(f) of the RMA (for regional councils and territorial authorities respectively).
Both provisions contain reference to Part 2.
312. The s42A Report noted that the High Court had distinguished the Turners & Growers
case from King Salmon, noting that the circumstances were ‘far removed from those in
…King Salmon’ as there was ‘no relevant constraint in a higher order planning document
to which the Council is required to give effect’; and found that ‘the Supreme Court did not
suggest that Part 2 would be an irrelevant consideration in a case such as the present
where decision-makers have choice’.37
313. The s42A Report stated that the CRC considered that resort should not be had to Part 2
in interpreting objectives and policies in higher order directions unless they fall within one
of the categories recognised by the Supreme Court. However, it noted that the CRC
considered that the decision in King Salmon does not ‘do away’ with Part 2
considerations being relevant to the overall assessment of a variation or plan change in
reaching a recommendation on PC1, bearing in mind the statutory considerations set out
in sections 32, 66, 67 and 68 of the RMA.
314. We agree that the implication of the Supreme Court decision is that in assessing PC1,
an overall judgment approach cannot be relied on to justify a departure from directive
policies of the higher order instruments, including the NZCPS, NES-Drinking Water,
NPS-FM and CRPS.
315. We agree with the submissions of Mr Maw and Ms Edwards, that in relation to this
targeted plan change the NPS-FM does not ‘cover the field’ of enabling existing dryland
farming activities; and that a catchment wide approach across a wide geographical
spectrum results in some statutory provisions sometimes competing or pulling in different
directions (depending on the geographical location) and cannot be reconciled to ensure
strict compliance with all statutory directions in all locations within the catchment.
316. By way of example, the s42A Report noted that the CRPS directs the maintenance and
enhancement of natural and physical resources contributing to Canterbury's overall rural
productive economy in areas which are valued for existing or foreseeable future primary
production by ensuring that rural land use intensification does not contribute to significant
cumulative adverse effects on water quality and quantity (Policy 5.3.12(3)). The Report
noted that the explanation to the policy confirms that the rural productive base of
Canterbury is essential to the economic, cultural and social well-being of its people and
communities and that enabling the use of natural and physical resources to maintain the
rural productive base is a foreseeable need of future generations.

36

37

Turners & Growers Horticulture Limited v Far North District Council [2017] NZHC 764, (2017) 20 ELRNZ
203.
Turners & Growers Horticulture Limited v Far North District Council [2017] NZHC 764, (2017) 20 ELRNZ
203 at [46].
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317. The s42A Report noted that the CRPS also contains a range of objectives and policies
relating to water quality. For example, it directs that changes in land use are controlled
to ensure water quality standards are maintained or improved (Policy 7.3.7(2)) and that
where the effects on freshwater bodies, singularly or cumulatively, are unknown or
uncertain, take a precautionary approach to the intensification of land uses or discharge
of contaminants (Policy 7.3.12).
318. Mr Dalley, on behalf of RAN, urged us to ensure social, economic and environmental
values are given equal weight in making our determination. We consider PC1
recognises with importance of the social and economic well-being of dryland farmers.
319. We do not consider it is necessary to undertake a detailed Part 2 analysis given the
specific guidance of the NPS-FM, NES-Drinking Water and CRPS. Overall, we find PC1
(with the changes recommended in this report) will achieve the purpose of the RMA and
the objectives of the operative HWRRP.

Overall Recommendations
320. We have considered and deliberated on PC1; the submissions and further submissions
lodged on it; and the report, evidence and submissions made and given at the public
hearings. In reaching our recommendations, we have sought to comply with all
applicable provisions of the RMA; we have had particular regard to the evaluation of
amendments to the plan change we are recommending; and to the vision and principles
of the CWMS. We consider there are no further changes proposed that would require
further evaluation under section 34AA of the Act.
321. The relevant matters we have considered, and our reasons for our recommendations
are summarised in the main body of our report and are detailed in Appendix 1 in relation
to each individual submission pointed.
322. We conclude that PC1 to the HWRRP, as recommended in the Council’s reply
submissions, is the most appropriate way to achieve the purposes of the RMA and give
effect to Part 2 of the RMA, the NPS-FM and CRPS. We therefore recommend to the
Canterbury Regional Council that the HWRRP 2013 be amended, as shown in
Appendix 1 of this report.

DATED AT CHRISTCHURCH THIS 7th DAY OF FEBRUARY 2020
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Sharon McGarry
Independent Commissioner
Chair of Hearing Panel

Yvette Couch-Lewis
Independent Commissioner
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Appendix 1: Recommendations
Part 2

Objectives and Policies

2.5

Cumulative Effects of Land Use on Water Quality

Policy 5.3C

To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Jed38 Hurunui and Waiau Uwha Rivers
and their tributaries, while recognising the comparatively small contribution of dryland
farming to in-river nutrient concentrations.

Part 3

Rules

3.3

Cumulative Effects of Land Use on Water Quality

Permitted Activities
Rule 10.1

Except for the use of land for Low Intensity Dryland Farming, Aany existing land use as at the
date the Plan is made operative that results in a discharge of nitrogen or phosphorus which
may enter water, in the Nutrient Management Area shown on Map 4, is a permitted activity
provided that:
a.

on or before 1 January 2017 the land is subject to:
i.

an Industry Certification System; or

ii.

a Catchment Agreement; or

iii.

an Irrigation Scheme Management Plan; or

iv.

a Lifestyle Block Management Plan.

And and39
b.

a record of the annual average amount of nitrate-nitrogen and phosphorus loss from
the land, for the period from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2016, calculated using the
Overseer nutrient budget model (or an alternative nutrient budget model approved
by the Canterbury Regional Council) shall be submitted to the Council by 1 October
2016. For production land use activities where Overseer cannot adequately model
nutrient losses, an alternate method such as nutrient loading rates (e.g. kgN/ha/year
deposited on the land) for the period from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2016 shall be
submitted to the Council by 1 October 2016;

c.

any nitrate-nitrogen leached from the land shall not cause or contribute to any
measured40 exceedence of the Policy 5.3 and Policy 5.3A limits for the 95th percentile

38

Submission # 14.9.
Minor correction in accordance with Clause 16(2) of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991
40
As indicated by monitoring undertaken by the Canterbury Regional Council.
39
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concentration of nitrate-nitrogen in the mainstem or tributaries of the Hurunui and
Waiau Rivers; and
d.

contaminants leached from the land shall not cause or contribute to any measured41
breach of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Human
Drinking Water) Regulations 2007 or the guideline values or maximum acceptable
values for determinands in the Drinking Water Standards of New Zealand 2008 for any
registered drinking water supply takes.

Note: Canterbury Regional Council is satisfied that this permitted activity rule will not cause or
contribute to a breach for any registered drinking water supplies, but condition (d) is included
here for completeness.
Note: For the avoidance of doubt, in respect of tributaries, Rule 10.1(c) only applies to
tributaries at their confluence with the mainstem of the Hurunui or Waiau River.
Rule 10.1A

The use of land for Low Intensity Dryland Farming that results in a discharge of nitrogen or
phosphorus, which may enter water, in the Nutrient Management Area shown on Map 4, is a
permitted activity provided that:
a.

either:
i.
the property is registered in the Farm Portal by [12 months after the plan
change becomes operative in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the
RMA] and information about the farming activity and the property is
reviewed and updated by the property owner or their agent every 36 months
thereafter, or whenever any boundary of the property is changed; or
ii.

b.

Rule 10.2

the property is subject to a Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement on or
before [12 months after the plan change becomes operative in accordance
with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA]; and

a Management Plan is prepared for and implemented on the property42 in accordance
with Schedule 6 has been prepared and is implemented43 by [12 months after the plan
change becomes operative in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA]
and is supplied to the Canterbury Regional Council, on request, to be viewed only. The
Canterbury Regional Council will not retain copies of the Management Plan.

Any change in land use (refer Part 5 – Definitions), in the Nutrient Management Area shown
on Map 4, is a permitted activity, provided that:
e.

Either either44:
i.
conditions (b) (c) and (d) of Rule 10.1 are met; or

41

As indicated by monitoring undertaken by the Canterbury Regional Council.
Submission # 9.23 and 9.20.
43 Submission # 9.20.
44 Minor correction in accordance with Clause 16(2) of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991
42
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ii.

f.

g.

h.

if land use is changing from low intensity dryland farming Low Intensity
Dryland Farming45 to another land use, conditions (c) and (d) of Rule 10.1 and
conditions (a) and (b) of Rule 10.1A are met; and
for changes in land use in the Hurunui catchment above SH 1, the dissolved inorganic
nitrogen and dissolved reactive phosphorus load limits specified in Schedule 1 are not
exceeded, taking into account limits specified in resource consents; and
a water permit has been granted that authorises irrigation on the land and includes
conditions that:
iv.
specify the maximum annual amount of nitrate-nitrogen that may be
leached;
v.
specify measures to minimise the loss of phosphorus; and
vi.
the land is subject to:
v.
an Industry Certification System; or
vi.
a Catchment Agreement; or
vii.
an Irrigation Scheme Management Plan; or
viii.
a Lifestyle Block Management Plan
Or as an alternative to complying with (c):
on or before 1 January 2017 the land is not irrigated with water but is subject to:
v.
an Industry Certification System; or
vi.

a Catchment Agreement; or

vii.

an Irrigation Scheme Management Plan; or

viii.

a Lifestyle Block Management Plan.

Restricted Discretionary Activities

Rule 11.1

Land use activities which do not comply with that are not permitted by Rules 10.1 or 10.1A, or
which do not comply with conditions (a), (c) or (d) of Rule 10.2 are a discretionary activity.
The Canterbury Regional Council will restrict the exercise of its discretion to the following
matters:
i.

ii.

iii.

45

methods required to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on water quality
resulting from nutrients lost or leached from the land, including whether the activity
will cause or contribute to an exceedence of the nitrate-nitrogen toxicity limits or
dissolved reactive phosphorus limits in Policies 5.3 and 5.3A;
methods required to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects resulting from a
breach of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Human
Drinking Water) Regulations 2007 or the guideline values or maximum acceptable
values for determinands in the Drinking Water Standards of New Zealand 2008 for
any registered drinking water supply take, having regard to Objectives 5.1 and 5.2 and
Policies 5.1 to 5.4A;
methods required to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects arising from issues
managed under the systems, agreements or plans specified in Schedule 2, having
regard to Objectives 5.1 and 5.2 and Policies 5.1 to 5.4A; and

Submission # 11.5
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iv.

consent duration, having regard to Policies 9.1 and 9.2.

5.0 Part 5 - Definitions, Schedules and Maps
5.1
Change of
land use

Definitions
For the purposes of this Plan, a change in land use,:
a.

b.

is calculated on a per property basis, and is determined as being an increase greater
than 10% in the long term average release of Nitrogen or Phosphorus to land which
may enter water, measured on a kg/ ha basis, but calculated on the gross load per
property from the date this Plan is made operative; or
where a farming activity met the definition of Low Intensity Dryland Farming at [the
date the plan becomes operative in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the
RMA], any change that results in the farming activity not meeting the definition of Low
Intensity Dryland Farming.

Dryland
Farmer
Collective
Agreement

A Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement is an agreement that has been approved by Canterbury
Regional Council as containing the matters identified in Schedule 2A, for members to
collectively record compliance with Rule 10.1A.

Farm
Portal

means Means46 the nutrient management database accessed at

Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

means Means47 the use of land for a farming activity, where:

www.farmportal.ecan.govt.nz. For the purpose of Rule 10.1A, Farm Portal refers to the “N.
Check” tool which can be accessed at www.farmportal.ecan.govt.nz.

a.
b.

c.

d.

no part of the property is irrigated; and
the area of the property used for Winter Grazing is less than:
i.
10 hectares, for any property less than 100 hectares in area; or48
ii.
10% of the area of the property, for any property between 100 hectares and
1000 hectares in area; or
iii.
100 hectares, for any property greater than 1000 hectares in area; and
the farming activity does not include the farming of more than 25 weaned pigs or more
than 6 sows, or the farming of poultry fowl at a stocking rate of more than 10 birds per
hectare, up to a maximum of 1000 birds; and
the farming activity does not include a component where livestock are confined within
a hardstand area for the purpose of intensive controlled feeding with the purpose of
encouraging high weight gain.

46

Submission # 16.11.
Minor correction in accordance with Clause 16(2) of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991
48 Submission # 11.10, 16.2, 26.9.
47
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Winter
Grazing

means the grazing of cattle within the period of 1 May to 30 September where the cattle are
contained for break-feeding of in-situ brassica and root vegetable forage crops.

Schedule 2A - Matters to be addressed in any Dryland Farmer Collective
Agreement in accordance with Rule 10.1A
Rule 10.1A provides an option for any Low Intensity Dryland Farming activity, in the Nutrient Management Area
shown on Map 4, to implement, on or before [12 months after the plan change becomes operative in accordance
with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA], a Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement. This schedule sets out the
requirements that a Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement must contain and address for it to be approved by
the Canterbury Regional Council.
As a minimum the ‘Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement’ shall include:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Details relating to the governance arrangements of the Collective;
A description of each property subject to the Collective Agreement, including property boundaries and
ownership details;
The method by which the total area of land used for Winter Grazing will be reported to the Collective;
A statement of the actions that will be undertaken by the individual land managers (the ‘Members’)
who commit to the Collective, including as a minimum:
i.
the requirement for Members to report annually, to the Collective, on individual property area
and the area of each property used for Winter Grazing.
A description of the reporting process that must include the following statements:
i.
An annual report shall be prepared by [the collective governance] which describes the
Collective area, including property boundaries, ownership details and total area of land used
for Winter Grazing; and
ii.
The report shall be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council no later than 1 December
each year.

5.7 Schedule 6 Management Plan for Low Intensity Dryland Farming Activities
Part A – Management Plans
A Management Plan can be either:
3.
4.

A Plan prepared in accordance with the requirements of Part B below; or
A Plan prepared in accordance with an industry prepared Farm Environment Plan template that has
been certified by the Chief Executive of Environment Canterbury as providing at least an equivalent
amount of information and practice guidance contained in Part B below.

Part B – Management Plan Default Content
The Management Plan shall contain as a minimum:
6.

7.

Property details
d. Physical address
e. Description of the ownership and name of a contact person
f. Legal description of the land and farm identifier
A map(s) or aerial photograph at a scale that clearly shows:
f. The boundaries of the property.
g. The boundaries of the main land management units on the property.
h. The location of permanent or intermittent rivers, streams, lakes, drains, ponds or wetlands.
i. The location of riparian vegetation and fences adjacent to water bodies.
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8.
9.

j. The location on all waterways where stock access or crossing occurs.
The location of any critical49 source areas for phosphorus loss
A description of:
c. the on-farm actions, including applicable good management practices, that have been
undertaken in the previous 01 July to 30 June period to implement the applicable practices
described in the table below; and
d. the on-farm actions, including applicable good management practices, that will be undertaken

each year (01 July – 30 June), from [12 months after the plan change becomes
operative in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA], in the previous 01
July to 30 June period to implement the applicable practices described in the table below.
For clarity, the Management Plan will include a continuous record of on-farm actions,
including applicable good management practices from [the operative date of the Plan]
for a period of up to 10 years50; and
10. A copy of the Management Plan shall be retained by the landowner and updated at least once every 12
months as necessary, and provided to the Canterbury Regional Council, for viewing, on request. The
Canterbury Regional Council will not retain copies of the Management Plan.
Practice

On-farm actions undertaken in the
previous 12 months

On-farm actions to be undertaken
in the next 12 months

Effluent and fertiliser is applied at
a rate that does not exceed the
water holding capacity of the soil
or the agronomic requirements of
the crop or pasture.
Effluent application systems,
fertiliser or organic manure
systems are assessed annually and
maintained and operated to apply
waste or nutrients efficiently to
meet agronomic requirements of
crop or pasture and not exceed
soil water holding capacity.
Silage pits, refuse pits and offal
pits are sited, designed and
managed to avoid the discharge of
leachate into surface waterbodies
or groundwater.
Mahinga kai values are identified
and protected. To seek assistance
in identifying mahinga kai values
and practices to protect those
values contact the Canterbury
Regional Council or tangata
whenua.

49
50

Submission # 16.15, 26.12.
Submission # 23.15
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Fertiliser is stored a minimum of
20
metres
from
surface
waterbodies.
Stock
are
excluded
from
waterbodies in accordance with
regional council rules or any
granted resource consent.
Vegetated buffer strips of at least
5 metres in width are maintained
between areas of Winter Grazing
and any river, lake, drain or
wetland.
Vegetated riparian margins of
sufficient width are maintained to
minimise nutrient, sediment and
microbial pathogen losses to
waterbodies.
Critical phosphorus source areas
are identified and appropriately
managed to minimise sediment
and phosphorus loss.
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Appendix 2: Hearing Appearances
Canterbury Regional Council
Mr Philip Maw and Ms Imogen Edwards, Counsel, Wynn Williams
Ms Lisa Jenkins, Team Leader Land and Freshwater Planning Team, CRC
Mr Ned Norton, Resource Management Consultant, LandWaterPeople Ltd

Submitters
North Canterbury Province, Federated Farmers of New Zealand
- Dr Lionel Hume, Senior Policy Advisor
- Mr Dan Hodgen, Senior Vice President
Amuri Irrigation Company Limited
- Mr Andrew Barton, Chief Executive Officer
- Mr David Croft, Chairman
Beef + Lamb Limited
- Ms Lauren Phillips, Environmental Policy Manager, South Island
- Dr Lindsay Fung, Environmental Stewardship Manager for Deer Industry NZ
Planetary Healing Foundation
- Mr Peter Clark
- Mr Surrey Earl
Hurunui District Landcare Group
- Mr Josh Brown, Coordinator
- Mr Jansen Travis, Farm Management Consultant, Tambo NZ Ltd
Rural Advocacy Network
- Mr Jamie McFadden, Farmer
- Mr Jeff Wilkinson, Farmer
- Mr Winton Dalley
Te Rūnunga o Ngāi Tahu
- Ms Lisa MacKenzie, Senior Environmental Advisor
- Mr Nukuroa Tirikatene-Nash, Runanga Trustee and Representative

Written Statement
Ravensdown Limited
- Ms Carmen Taylor, Consultant Planner, Planz Consultants Ltd
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Appendix 3: Summary of Recommendations of the Hearing
Commissioners
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APPENDIX 3:
Recommendations of the Hearing Commissioners in relation to submissions on
Plan Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan
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Submitter details
Submitter ID
9
17
24
27
25
15
3
26
23
16
20
11
7
14

Submitter Name
Amuri Irrigation Company Ltd - Andrew Barton
Aotearoa New Zealand Fine Wine Estates - Lynda
Murchison
Beef + Lamb New Zealand - Lauren Phillips
Emu Plains Irrigation Incorporated - Warren Keith
Armstrong
Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited - Richard Allen
Forest & Bird - Nicky Snoyink
Hurunui District Council - Monique Eade
Hurunui Landcare Group Inc (HDLG) - Joshua Brown
North Canterbury Fish and Game - Scott Pearson

Address Line 1
Amuri Irrigation Company Ltd
c/- Murchison Planning

Address Line 2
C/o Enspire Consulting Limited
380 Waipara Flat Rd

Address Line 3
PO Box 13009
RD3

Town / City
Tauranga 3143
Amberley 7483

PO Box 39085
Brian Ellwood

Harwood
Lowe Environmental Impact

Christchurch 8545
PO Box 29288

Christchurch

Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited
PO Box 2516
PO Box 13
60 Wilsons Road South

Hamilton 3204

North Canterbury Province, Federated Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Planetary Healing Foundation - Peter Clarke
Ravensdown Limited - Carmen Taylor
Rural Advocacy Network - Jamie McFadden
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu - Lisa Mackenzie

Federated Farmers of New Zealand

P.O. Box 9045
Christchurch 8014
Amberley 7441
St Martins 8022
North Canterbury Fish and Game
Council
Box 414

544 Hurunui Bluff Road
Planz Consultants Limited (Planz)
24 Mina Road
15 Show Place

RD1 Hawarden
PO Box 1845
RD2
Addington

Christchurch 8140
Cheviot 7382
Christchurch 8042

Address Line 1
Amuri Irrigation Company Ltd
c/- Murchison Planning

Address Line 2
C/o Enspire Consulting Limited
380 Waipara Flat Rd

Address Line 3
PO Box 13009
RD3

PO Box 39085
Federated Farmers of New Zealand

Harwood
Box 414

Christchurch 8545
Ashburton

15 Show Place

Addington

Christchurch 8042

Christchurch
PO Box 50

Woodend 7641

Ashburton

Email address
gavin@enspire.co.nz
murchisonplanning@outlook.com
lauren.phillips@beeflambnz.com
brian@lei.co.nz
richard.allen2@fonterra.com
n.snoyink@forestandbird.org.nz
monique.eade@hurunui.govt.nz
Josh@hurunuilandcaregroup.co.nz
spearson@fishandgame.org.nz
lhume@fedfarm.org.nz
carmen@planzconsultants.co.nz
info@ruraladvocacynetwork.nz
lisa.mackenzie@ngaitahu.iwi.nz

Further Submitter details
Submitter ID
109
117
124
116
114

Submitter Name
Amuri Irrigation Company Ltd - Andrew Barton
Aotearoa New Zealand Fine Wine Estates - Lynda
Murchison
Beef + Lamb New Zealand - Lauren Phillips
North Canterbury Province, Federated Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu - Lisa Mackenzie
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General submissions
Submission
reference
number
11.1

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support /
Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Ravensdown
Limited - Carmen
Taylor
Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu - Lisa
Mackenzie
Hurunui District
Council - Monique
Eade
North Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Rural Advocacy
Network - Jamie
McFadden
Rural Advocacy
Network - Jamie
McFadden
Amuri Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton

General

Support

Generally support PC1 - no specific relief sought

General

Support

General

9.18

9.20

14.1
3.1
16.1

7.1
7.12
9.17

14.8
16.21

17.1

17.10

23.25

25.6

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

ACCEPT

The intent of PC1 will be achieved through the provisions
and recommended changes.

Support PC1 in as far as it goes to maintain current water quality - no specific
relief sought

ACCEPT

PC1 will maintain or improve water quality.

Support

Supports proposed PC1 - No decision requested

ACCEPT

The intent of PC1 will be achieved through the provisions
and recommended changes.

General

Support

Generally support PC1

ACCEPT

The intent of PC1 will be achieved through the provisions
and recommended changes.

General

Support

Support intent of PC1 - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT

The intent of PC1 will be achieved through the provisions
and recommended changes.

General

Support in part

Make any additional changes necessary to give effect to the relief sought in
submission points 7.1 to 7.11

ACCEPT
IN PART

General

Support in part

Place PC1 on hold until the nutrient surrender agreement between Amuri
Irrigation and the CRC is executed if that has not occurred prior to the closing
date of submissions

ACCEPT
IN PART

Amuri Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton

General

Support in part

Amend PC1 to specifically acknowledge that the changes made via this plan
change could only occur as a consequence of the voluntary surrender of nutrient
allocation by Amuri Irrigation

REJECT

Amuri Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu - Lisa
Mackenzie
North Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda Murchison
Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda Murchison
North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Support in part

In relation to the relief sought by Amuri Irrigation provide any similar relief with
like effect and any consequential changes that arise.

ACCEPT
IN PART

General

Support in part

Provide any consequential amendments necessary to give effect to the relief
sought by submission points 14.1 to 14.7

ACCEPT
IN PART

General

Support in part

Provide any consequential amendments necessary to give effect to submission
points 16.1 to 16.20

ACCEPT
IN PART

Recommendations on submission points 7.1 and 7.11
are made throughout this table. No changes are
considered necessary.
Both section 32 report and s42A Report outline on the
process and agreement between Amuri Irrigation and
CRC. At the time of the hearing a signed agreement
between Amuri Irrigation and CRC was submitted. The
nutrient surrender agreement by Amuri Irrigation and the
CRC will enable a correction of the current overallocation and will provide headroom for additional N loss
from dryland farming, resulting in, at a minimum,
maintenance of water quality.
It would not be appropriate to include additional
commentary in PC1 that states a voluntary surrender of
nutrient allocation by Amuri Irrigation, as this sits outside
the plan change process.
Recommendations on submission points are made
throughout this table. No changes are considered
necessary.
Recommendations on submission points 14.1 and 14.7
are made throughout this table. No changes are
considered necessary.
Recommendations on submission points 16.1 and 16.20
are made throughout this table. No changes are
considered necessary.

General

Support in part

Retain PC1, as notified, with the exception of relief sought in submission points
17.2 to 17.10

ACCEPT
IN PART

Recommendations on submission points 17.2 and 7.10
are made throughout this table. No changes are
considered necessary.

General

Support in part

Make any consequential amendments required to give effect to the relief sought
in submission points 17.1 to 17.9

ACCEPT
IN PART

Recommendations on submission points 17.1 and 17.9
are made throughout this table. No changes are
considered necessary.

General

Support in part

Support concept of a more equitable nutrient allocation but seek a more
precautionary approach

REJECT

Fonterra Cooperative Group
Limited - Richard
Allen

General

Support in part

Provide such further or consequential or alternative relief as may be necessary
to fully give effect to submission points 25.1 to 25.5

We refer to the CRC methodology (referred to as
“method 2”) used to calculate level of 38 t/N/year is
appropriate, as outlined within the technical supporting
material and in Mr Norton’s 2018 memo. We consider
the proposed offset to be sufficiently precautionary.
Support s42A amendment to Policy 5.3c following
recommendations in response to submissions.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

116.9

ACCEPT

119 of 173

Submission
reference
number
7.2

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support /
Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Rural Advocacy
Network - Jamie
McFadden
Rural Advocacy
Network - Jamie
McFadden

General

Oppose

Remove the change of land use 10% [provisions] in their entirety

General

Oppose

Establish Freshwater Management Units (FMUs) and values and attributes for
those so that issues can be properly quantified

7.9

Rural Advocacy
Network - Jamie
McFadden

General

Oppose

Clarify in the section 32 report that lifestyle blocks under 30ha will also be
captured by Rule 10.1A

ACCEPT
IN PART

7.10

Rural Advocacy
Network - Jamie
McFadden

General

Oppose

Oppose section 32 analysis as insufficient, particularly in relation to Rule 10.1A no specific relief sought

REJECT

9.19

Amuri Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton

General

Oppose

Withdraw PC1 in its entirety should the agreement between Amuri Irrigation and
the CRC not be able to be executed or implemented for any reason

REJECT

15.1

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

Clarify in the section 32
report that some stakeholders prefer an alternative method for estimating
the nitrogen load from dryland farms in
the Hurunui catchment (and hence the nitrogen
offset required to maintain or improve water quality).

116.1, 109.3

REJECT

15.2

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

Apply a more precautionary estimated increase in inriver load in the Hurunui of 50 t/N/year

116.2, 109.4

REJECT

15.3

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

Apply a greater nitrogen offset in the Hurunui River to maintain or improve water
quality

116.3, 109.5

REJECT

15.4

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink
Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

116.4, 109.6

REJECT

General

Oppose

Apply a more precautionary estimated increase in inriver load in the Hurunui of 50t/N/year
Clarify that winter grazing is not the only major variable affecting off-farm losses

116.5

REJECT

15.8

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

In the s32 analysis, provide a more detailed analysis of the long term (rolling) av
erage phosphorous load trend

109.8

ACCEPT

15.9

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

Clarify the relationship / provide transparency regarding the nitrogen load offset [
Deed of Understanding between Amuri Irrigation
and CRC] and delays in implementation of minimum flows

15.10

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

Clarify in the s32 analysis that Fish & Game withdrew from the collaborative proc
ess partway through the development of PC1

7.4

15.5

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose
109.1

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

REJECT

This action will remove the ability to achieve the water
quality limits as set in PC1.

109.2

REJECT

Under the NPS-FM CRC has in place a Progressive
Implementation Programme setting out a time-stage
programme for implementing the policies of the NPS-FM
in the Canterbury Region.
We acknowledge the clarification in the s42A Report
were lifestyle blocks (less than 30ha), with irrigation or
that have more than 10% of their area in winter grazing,
will continue to be managed as they currently are under
Rule 10.1 and 10.2. Where a lifestyle block meets the
definition of “Low Intensity Dryland Farming” it would be
managed under Rule 10.1A. Therefore, no additional
clarification is required for section 32 report.
We consider that the section 32 report analysis for 10.1A
as being robust and sufficient. As clarified in s42A report,
Lifestyle blocks (less than 30ha), with irrigation or that
have more than 10% of their area in winter grazing, will
continue to be managed as they currently are under Rule
10.1 and 10.2. Where a lifestyle block meets the
definition of “Low Intensity Dryland Farming” it would be
managed under Rule 10.1A.
PC1 is necessary to enable low intensity dryland farming
to operate as a permitted activity. At the time of the
hearing a signed Deed of Understanding between Amuri
Irrigation and CRC was provided.

REJECT

116.6

REJECT

We acknowledge the section 32 report and the method
used to estimate nutrient loads. Whilst PC1 will result in
additional nitrogen load from dryland farming in the
Hurunui, Waiau, Uwha and Jed catchment, the offset
provided by the partial surrender by Amuri Irrigation and
requirement for Management Plans will ensure, at a
minimum, water quality will be maintained within the Plan
limits.
We refer to the CRC methodology (referred to as
“method 2”) used to calculate level of 38 t/N/year is
appropriate, as outlined within the technical supporting
material and in Mr Norton’s 2018 memo. We consider
that the proposed offset is sufficiently precautionary.
We adopt the reasoning in the section 32 report that “it is
not necessary to assess a scenario where the maximum
permitted area is used for winter grazing.” We consider
that the calculated offset is sufficiently precautionary
given the “plausible worst-case scenario”.
As above 15.2. Consider the modelling undertaken to be
sufficiently precautionary.
We refer to the section 32 report’s description of the
normal year to year variations on dryland farms that can
lead to changes in loss rates greater than 10%, in any
given year. We consider that winter grazing is a highrisk dryland farming activity that should be limited to
ensure water quality of not adversely affected.
We adopt the section 32 report analysis of the long-term
average phosphorus load trend is sufficient given PC1 is
expected to reduce losses through requiring farm
Management Plans.
We acknowledge there has been transparency in the
process of determining the nitrogen load offset. The
timing of implementation of the minimum flows set out in
the Plan are outside the of scope for PC1.
We consider the section 32 report acknowledges the
withdrawal of the submitter from the HWZC. The
submitter had the opportunity to continue to participate in
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Submission
reference
number

Submitter

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

15.11

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

General

Oppose

Support concept of a more equitable nutrient allocation but seek a more precauti
onary approach

116.7

ACCEPT
IN PART

16.19

North Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
North Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Amend PC1 to include an allowance for small areas of irrigation, similar to
Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan rules for irrigation in Red
Zones. These rules allow for existing irrigation up to 50ha, but for areas less
than 50ha any increase in the irrigated area (assuming water is available) is
limited to 10ha.
If relief sought in submission point 16.19 is not granted due to increases in N
load, amend PC1 to provide allowance for irrigation that was lawfully established
prior to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan notification in 2012

109.7

REJECT

General

Oppose

General

Oppose

In the section 32 analysis, provide a more detailed analysis of the long term
(rolling) average phosphorous load trend

109.9

23.23

North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Clarify the relationship / provide transparency regarding the nitrogen load offset
[Deed of Understanding between Amuri Irrigation and CRC] and delays in
implementation of minimum flows

23.24

North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Clarify in the section 32 analysis that Fish & Game withdrew from the
collaborative process part way through the plan change development and that an
application for declaration from the Environment Court was made in relation to
the "Advice Note" for the 10% rule

116.8

REJECT

20.1

Planetary Healing
Foundation Peter Clarke
Planetary Healing
Foundation Peter Clarke
Planetary Healing
Foundation Peter Clarke
North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Withdraw PC1 in its entirety

116.10,
124.1

REJECT

General

Oppose

Amend the Plan Change to stop all chemical fertiliser use immediately

REJECT

General

Oppose

Ensure Queen’s Chain riparian setbacks are enforced on all flowing waterways

General

Oppose

Clarify in the section 32 report that some stakeholders prefer an alternative
method for estimating the nitrogen load from dryland farmers in the Hurunui
catchment (and hence the nitrogen offset required to maintain or improve water
quality).

116.11,
124.2,
109.10
116.12,
124.3,
109.11
116.13,
109.12

23.3

North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Apply a more precautionary estimated increase in in-river load in the Hurunui of
50 t/N/year

116.14,
109.13

REJECT

23.6

North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Apply a greater nitrogen offset in the Hurunui River to maintain or improve water
quality

116.15,
109.14

REJECT

23.8

North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Oppose

Apply a more precautionary estimated increase in in-river load in the Hurunui of
50 t/N/year

116.16,
109.15

REJECT

16.20

23.22

20.2
20.3
23.1

Plan
Provision

Support /
Oppose

Summary of relief sought
and that an application for declaration from the Environment Court was made in r
elation to the "Advice Note" for the 10% rule

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Further
submission
support

REJECT

REJECT

REJECT

REJECT
REJECT

Reasons
the consultation and plan process. Consider declaration
from Environment Court is not a relevant consideration in
assessing PC1.
PC1 addresses existing inequality in nutrient allocation,
as outlined in the section 32 report. We consider the
offset to be sufficiently precautionary.
We consider the request is outside the scope of PC1.
Additional irrigation, particularly within the Hurunui
catchment, would result in overallocation of nutrient
limits, unless existing irrigated farms were compelled to
reduce nutrient discharges to compensate.
We consider providing for irrigation as a component of
“Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is beyond the scope of
PC1.
We note the section 32 analysis of the long-term
average phosphorus load trend. It is not clear, from the
submission, what further analysis could be provided to
inform PC1, given the requirements for Management
Plans will reduce phosphorous loss and contamination
from farm run-off.
We consider the timing of the implementation of
minimum flows in the Plan is not the subject of, and is
beyond the scope of PC1. The Deed of Undertaking
between Amuri Irrigation and the CRC is not conditional
on the outcome of HWZC discussions on minimum
flows.
The section 32 report acknowledges the withdrawal of
the submitter from the HWZC. We consider the
submitter had the opportunity to continue to participate in
the consultation and plan process. We consider the
declaration from Environment Court referred to by the
submitter is not a relevant consideration in assessing
PC1.
Water quality will be maintained or improved as a result
of PC1.
Request to change farming systems is beyond the scope
of PC1. Water quality will be maintained or improved as
a result of PC1.
We consider the request to apply riparian setbacks is
beyond the scope of PC1. Water quality will be
maintained or improved as a result of PC1.
We consider the s32 analysis and the CRC methodology
(referred to as “method 2”) used to calculate level of 38
t/N/year is appropriate, as outlined within the technical
supporting material and in Mr Norton’s 2018 memo. We
consider that the proposed offset is sufficiently
precautionary.
We consider to the s32 analysis and the CRC
methodology (referred to as “method 2”) used to
calculate level of 38 t/N/year is appropriate, as outlined
within the technical supporting material and in Mr
Norton’s 2018 memo. We consider that the proposed
offset is sufficiently precautionary.
We consider the s32 analysis and the CRC methodology
(referred to as “method 2”) used to calculate level of 38
t/N/year is appropriate, as outlined within the technical
supporting material and in Mr Norton’s 2018 memo. We
consider that the proposed offset is sufficiently
precautionary.
We consider the s32 analysis and the CRC methodology
(referred to as “method 2”) used to calculate level of 38
t/N/year is appropriate, as outlined within the technical
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Submission
reference
number

Submitter

Plan
Provision

23.10

North Canterbury
Fish and Game Scott Pearson

General

Support /
Oppose

Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Clarify that winter grazing is not the only major variable affecting off-farm losses

Accept /
Reject

REJECT

Reasons
supporting material and in Mr Norton’s 2018 memo. We
consider that the proposed offset is sufficiently
precautionary.
We acknowledge that the section 32 report describes the
normal year to year variations on dryland farms that can
lead to changes in loss rates greater than 10%, in any
given year. We consider that winter grazing is a highrisk dryland farming activity that should be limited to
ensure water quality of not adversely affected.

Submissions on Policy 5.3C
Submission
reference
number
16.2

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support /
Oppose

Summary of relief sought

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor

Policy 5.3C

Support

Retain Policy 5.3C as proposed

Policy 5.3C

Support

24.1

Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips

Policy 5.3C

14.9

Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie

15.12

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

11.2

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

ACCEPT
IN PART

At the hearing, the submitter stated support for
amending proposed Policy 5.3C to include the Jed River
catchment and its tributaries, as the rules that relate to
proposed Policy 5.3C (specifically proposed Rule 10.1A)
apply in the Jed catchment.

Retain Policy 5.3C as notified

ACCEPT
IN PART

Support

Support Policy 5.3C - No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

Policy 5.3C

Support
in part

Ensure Policy 5.3C is applied so that water quality in the Jed, Waiau Uwha and Hurunui is
maintained

ACCEPT

Policy 5.3C

Oppose

Amend Policy 5.3C as follows:

The Policy has substantially been retained with an
amendment to include the Jed River catchment and its
tributaries as the rules that relate to proposed Policy
5.3C (specifically proposed Rule 10.1A) apply in the Jed
catchment.
The Policy has substantially been retained with an
amendment to include the Jed River catchment and its
tributaries as the rules that relate to proposed Policy
5.3C (specifically proposed Rule 10.1A) apply in the Jed
catchment.
The rules that relate to proposed Policy 5.3C (specifically
proposed Rule 10.1A) apply in the Jed catchment and
we accept it is appropriate that the policy refers to the
Jed River and its tributaries. An amendment to
proposed Policy 5.3C, to include the Jed River
catchment and its tributaries, is recommended.
We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report response
that proposed Policy 5.3C implements objectives
concerned with managing the cumulative effects of land
use on water quality. It is not intended that the policy be
limited to nutrient losses. Proposed Policy 5.3C and the
relevant rules in the HWRRP also relate to managing
contaminant run-off and other adverse effects that occur
cumulatively from land use. Proposed Policy 5.3C is not
intended to relate to water quantity. Including ‘water
over-allocation’ would expand the scope of PC1 beyond
its targeted purpose. Agree with s42A Report
recommendation not to replace the word “small” with
“lesser” given the policy states “comparatively small”.
We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report response
that proposed Policy 5.3C implements objectives
concerned with managing the cumulative effects of land
use on water quality. It is not intended that the policy be
limited to nutrient losses. Proposed Policy 5.3C and the
relevant rules in the HWRRP also relate to managing
contaminant run-off and other adverse effects that occur
cumulatively from land use. Proposed Policy 5.3C is not
intended to relate to water quantity. Including ‘water
over-allocation’ would expand the scope of PC1 beyond
its targeted purpose. Agree with s42A Report
recommendation not to replace the word “small” with
“lesser” given the policy states “comparatively small”.

116.17,
109.16

REJECT

116.18,
109.17

REJECT

To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha Rivers and
their tributaries from nutrient and
water overallocation, while recognising the comparatively small lesser contribution of dry
land farming to in-river nutrient
concentrations by allowing for the continued operation of low intensity dryland farms withou
t resource consent

23.26

North
Canterbury
Fish and
Game - Scott
Pearson

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Policy 5.3C

Oppose

Amend Policy 5.3C as follows:
To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha Rivers and
their tributaries from nutrient and water overallocation, while recognising the
comparatively small lesser contribution of dryland farming to in-river nutrient
concentrations by allowing for the continued operation of low intensity dryland farms
without resource consent
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Submission
reference
number
25.1

17.2

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support /
Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Fonterra Cooperative
Group Limited
- Richard Allen

Policy 5.3C

Oppose

Amend Policy 5.3C as follows:

Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison

Policy 5.3C

Oppose

To protect existing values, uses and the mauri of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha Rivers and
their tributaries, while providing for a degree of flexibility for dryland farming provided
that flexibility is limited to the extent necessary to ensure there will be no breach of
the nutrient load limits set in schedule 1. recognising the comparatively small
contribution of dryland farming to in-river nutrient concentrations by allowing for the
continued operation of low intensity dryland farms without resource consent
Delete Policy 5.3C and replace with the following:

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose
124.4

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report response
that proposed Policy 5.3C better explains how the
objectives are to be implemented, compared to the
wording suggested by Fonterra. No amendments to
proposed Policy 5.3C are recommended in response to
this submission.

REJECT

The suggested replacement policy extends the scope of
proposed Policy 5.3C beyond Low Intensity Dryland
Farming to enable “low intensity farming activities”. We
consider this request is outside of the scope of PC1.

To maintain the mauri and in-stream values of the Hurunui and Waiau Uwha Rivers
and their tributaries and enable people and communities to provide for their
economic and social wellbeing, by enabling low intensity farming activities as
permitted activities.

Submissions on Rules 10.1 – 11.1

Submission
Submitter
reference
number
Rules - General
27.2
Emu Plains
Irrigation
Incorporated Warren Keith
Armstrong

Plan
Provision

Support /
Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

Rules General

Oppose

Grant PC1 only if it is clarified that the combined cumulative effects of the increase in
discharge of nutrients to the Waiau Uwha River by dryland farmers, consented discharges
and discharges that have been applied for prior to notification of PC1, are acceptable

109.19

116.19

REJECT

27.3

Emu Plains
Irrigation
Incorporated Warren Keith
Armstrong

Rules General

Oppose

If the combined cumulative effects of the increase in discharge of nutrients to the Waiau
Uwha River by dryland farmers [pursuant to PC1], consented discharges and discharges
that have been applied for prior to notification of PC1 will result in an increased risk of
periphyton growth then amend PC1 so the scale of increase in dryland discharge is
reduced to maintain periphyton growth within acceptable limits

109.23

116.20

REJECT

27.4

Emu Plains
Irrigation
Incorporated Warren Keith
Armstrong
Emu Plains
Irrigation
Incorporated Warren Keith
Armstrong

Rules General

Oppose

If the relief sought at point 27.3 is not granted, then withdraw PC1 in its entirety

109.24

REJECT

Rules General

Oppose

Re-assess the cumulative effects of PC1 and known discharges to the Waiau Uwha River

109.18

REJECT

We consider future development and any resource
consent applications lodged, but yet to be granted, are
not part of the existing receiving environment. The
cumulative effects assessment undertaken is sufficient
given PC1 seeks to enable pre-HWRRP farming
systems (including Low Intensity Dryland Farming) to
continue to operate with a more realistic nutrient loss
variance.
We consider future development and any resource
consent applications lodged, but yet to be granted, are
not part of the existing receiving environment. The
cumulative effects assessment undertaken is sufficient
given PC1 seeks to enable pre-HWRRP farming
systems (including Low Intensity Dryland Farming) to
continue to operate with a more realistic nutrient loss
variance.
The operative HWRRP underestimated the nutrient loss
from “normal” dryland farming (being Low Intensity
Dryland Farming) and PC1 proposes to enable that
existing land use to continue as intended when the
HWRRP was developed.
We adopt section 32 report and technical advice by
Dynes and Norton memo August 2018. It is not
anticipated that PC1 will cause periphyton limits in the
Waiau and Uwha River to be reached or exceeded.
PC1 is designed to enable existing land uses to
continue as permitted activities and manage land use
change through resource consent processes.

Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor
North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips

Rule 10.1

Support

Retain Rule 10.1 as notified

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s32 report and section 42A
Report no changes are recommended to Rule 10.1.

Rule 10.1

Support

Retain Rule 10.1 as notified

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s32 report and section 42A
Report no changes are recommended to Rule 10.1.

Rule 10.1

Support

Support Rule 10.1 - No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s32 report and section 42A
Report no changes are recommended to Rule 10.1.

27.1

Rule 10.1
11.3
16.3

24.2
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7.3

26.1

17.3

15.13

23.27

Rule 10.1A
11.4
24.3
3.3

26.2

26.3

14.2

23.15

16.6

9.22

Rural
Advocacy
Network Jamie
McFadden
Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison
Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

Rule 10.1

Support

Support the removal of OVERSEER requirements for dryland farmers - no specific relief
sought

Rule 10.1

Support
in part

Amend Rule 10.1 to include provision for irrigation up to 50 ha along the same lines as
Plan Change 5 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan

Rule 10.1

Oppose

Amend Rule 10.1 as follows:

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s32 report and section 42A
Report no changes are recommended to Rule 10.1.

REJECT

We consider providing for irrigation as a component for
“Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is outside of the scope
of PC1.

REJECT

We consider providing for irrigation as a component for
“Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is beyond the scope of
PC1.

116.21,
109.21

REJECT

We consider the technical work undertaken does not
support increasing the nitrogen offset to 50 t/N/year in
the Hurunui catchment. For the reasons given in the
s42A Report we recommend not including a new
condition to Rule 10.1.

116.23,
109.22

REJECT

We consider the technical work undertaken does not
support increasing the proposed nitrogen offset to 50
t/N/year in the Hurunui catchment. For the reasons
given in the s42A Report we recommend not including
a new condition to Rule 10.1.
For the reasons given in the s42A Report Rule 10.1A is
recommended to be retained with amendment clarifying
one Management Plan per property is required.
For the reasons given in the s42A Report Rule 10.1A is
recommended to be retained with amendment clarifying
one Management Plan per property is required.
For the reasons given in the s42A Report Rule 10.1A is
recommended to be retained with amendment clarifying
one Management Plan per property is required.

109.20

116.22

Except for the use of land for Low Intensity Dryland Farming, ...
Rule 10.1

Oppose

Insert a new Clause (e) to Rule 10.1 as follows:

Oppose

e) That a precautionary equivalent inriver N load of 50 tonnes allocation has been legally transferred to offset the
additional Nitrogen that may be discharged to water from increased low intensity dry
land farming activities.
Insert a new Clause (e) to Rule 10.1 as follows:

North
Canterbury
Fish and
Game - Scott
Pearson

Rule 10.1

Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor
Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips
Hurunui
District
Council Monique Eade
Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie
North
Canterbury
Fish and
Game - Scott
Pearson
North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton

Rule 10.1A

Support

Retain Rule 10.1A as notified

ACCEPT
IN PART

Rule 10.1A

Support

Support Rule 10.A - No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

Rule 10.1A

Support

Retain dryland farmer collectives as a pathway to reporting winter grazing area

ACCEPT

Rule 10.1A

Support

Supports the two compliance paths provided for in Rule 10.1A making joining a collective
voluntary. No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s42A Report Rule 10.1A is
recommended to be retained with amendment clarifying
one Management Plan per property is required.

Rule 10.1A

Support

Supports the clarification that Management Plans are not to be held by Environment
Canterbury and are to be viewed only

ACCEPT

For the reasons discussed in the s42A Report it is
appropriate to retain embedded in the rule clear
guidance that CRC will not retain copies of
Management Plans.

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

Support Rule 10.1A to the extent that water quality can be maintained - no specific relief
sought

ACCEPT

PC1 will maintain or improve water quality.

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

Amend Rule 10.1A to ensure that any inclusion of the management plan provision affords
CRC the ability to carry out random checks of management plan accuracy and
implementation on-farm, given the “at risk” state of the zone and fully allocated nitrogen
load situation

ACCEPT
IN PART

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

Ensure that the CRC will provide support for registration in the Farm Portal and the
preparation of Management Plans, at no cost, for those who find the process difficult

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

Retain rule 10.1A(a) as proposed (with the exception of relief sought by submission point
9.21)

We adopt the amended wording and reasons supplied
in the section 42A Report and in Council’s Reply will
enable CRC to audit Management Plans and to require
a record is kept of on-farm action implemented for up to
10 years to ensure continuous improvement.
This will form part of the implementation of PC1 and,
sits outside the provisions of PC1. We acknowledge
that CRC has an extensive work programme and
resourcing, including a dedicated zone team, in place to
assist farmers to comply with Management Plan and
Farm Portal requirements.
We adopt the Council Officers’ reasons in the s42A
Report for retaining Rule 10.1A(a). The response to
submission point 9.21 is elsewhere in this table.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

e) That a precautionary equivalent in-river N load of 50 tonnes allocation has been
legally transferred to offset the additional Nitrogen that may be discharged to water
from increased low intensity dryland farming activities.

117.1, 124.5

ACCEPT
IN PART

ACCEPT
IN PART
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9.24

Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

Retain rule 10.1A(b) as proposed (with the exception of relief sought by submission point
9.23)

ACCEPT

For the reasons in the s42A Report the relief sought in
submission point 9.23 has been recommended with no
further changes to Rule 10.1A(b).

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

Amend Rule 10.1A (b) as follows:

REJECT

16.5

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Rule 10.1A

Support
in part

(b) a Management Plan in accordance with Schedule 6 has been prepared and is
implemented by [12 months after the plan change becomes operative in accordance with
clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA] and is supplied to the Canterbury Regional Council,
on request, to be viewed only. The Canterbury Regional Council will not retain copies of the
Management Plan or any information from them which is identifiably linked with
individual properties.
Retain the part of Rule 10.1A(b) that states "Management Plans will be viewed only".

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning that the proposed
wording is appropriate without the amendment sought.
We acknowledge that some information may be
recorded by CRC, such as regarding non-compliance
issues.

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s42A report and
acknowledging submitters concerns this phrase is
recommended to be retained without amendment in
Rule 10.1A (b).

23.21

North
Canterbury
Fish and
Game - Scott
Pearson
Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Ensure Rule 10.1A is complied with

REJECT

We acknowledge compliance with the rule will be
monitored by CRC.

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Ensure rule 10.1A is complied with

REJECT

We acknowledge that compliance with the rule will be
monitored by CRC.

7.5

Rural
Advocacy
Network Jamie
McFadden

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Oppose requirements for dryland farmers to be in a collective or register in the Farm Portal
for catchment accounting purposes - no specific relief sought

REJECT

7.6

Rural
Advocacy
Network Jamie
McFadden

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Clarify justification for mandatory farm management plans for dryland farmers, including
lifestyle blocks

ACCEPT
IN PART

7.7

Rural
Advocacy
Network Jamie
McFadden
Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Oppose mandatory farm management plans required by Rule 10.1A(b) for low intensity
farms - no specific relief sought

REJECT

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Amend Rule 10.1A to ensure that any inclusion of the Management Plan provision affords
CRC the ability to
carry out random checks of management plan accuracy and implementation onfarm, given the “at risk” state of the zone and fully allocated nitrogen load situation

7.11

Rural
Advocacy
Network Jamie
McFadden

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Delete Rule 10.1A in its entirety

REJECT

9.21

Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Amend Rule 10.1A(a)(i) so it clearly states what information about the farming activity and
the property needs to be provided

REJECT

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

Amend Rule 10.1A as follows:

We adopt the reasoning in the section 32 report for
Rule 10.A. Recording information via the Farm Portal
or Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement is critical to
ensuring compliance with nutrient limits in the Plan is
achieved; and will enable catchment wide accounting of
nutrient loads in compliance with the NPS-FM.
We adopt the s42A Report clarified the Council’s
justification for requiring Management Plans. Accept
section 32 report for Rule 10.A. Management Plans are
a key tool for ensuring compliance with nutrient limits in
the Plan is achieved; and will enable catchment wide
accounting of nutrient loads in compliance with the
NPS-FM.
We adopt the reasons given in the section 32 report for
Rule 10.A. Management Plans are a key tool for
ensuring compliance with nutrient limits in the Plan is
achieved; and will enable catchment wide accounting of
nutrient loads in compliance with the NPS-FM.
We acknowledge the amended wording suggested
within the section 42A Report and in Council’s Reply
will enable CRC to audit Management Plans and to
require a record is kept of on-farm action implemented
for up to 10 years to ensure continuous improvement.
We consider Rule 10.1A will achieve the recording of
implementation of good management practices put in
place over time, which will enable better outcomes.
Management Plans are particularly important to PC1
because they are the key tool for managing phosphorus
and other contaminant losses from dryland farms.
We consider an amendment to condition (a)(i) stating
specific information that will be required when
registering with the Farm Portal would add unnecessary
complexity to the rule.
We consider providing for irrigation as a component for
“Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is outside of the scope
of PC1.

16.4

15.7

15.6

17.4

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

The use of land for Low Intensity Dryland Farming that results in a discharge of nitrogen ...

116.24

116.26

ACCEPT
IN PART

REJECT
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9.23

Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

15.14

Forest & Bird Nicky Snoyink

Rule 10.1A

Oppose

(b) a Management Plan shall be prepared for the property in accordance with ...
Amend Rule 10.1A (b) as follows:

Oppose

b) a Management Plan in accordance with Schedule 6 has been prepared and is
implemented by [12 months after the plan change becomes operative in accordance with
clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA] and is supplied to the Canterbury Regional Council,
on request, to be viewed only
and used for random compliance check purposes as required by Canterbury
Regional Council . The Canterbury Regional Council will not retain copies of the
Management Plan unless it is necessary for remedying non-compliance.
Amend Rule 10.1A (b) as follows:

23.28

Rule 10.2
16.7

9.25

24.4

26.4

25.2

11.5

Amend Rule 10.1A(b) to clarify that one Management Plan is required per
property. Submitter suggests:

Accept amendment requested to clarify one
Management Plan per property is required under Rule
10.1A.

116.25

REJECT

We acknowledge that some information may be
recorded by CRC, such as non-compliance issues.
However, we consider it is not considered necessary for
that to be provided for in the rule.

116.27

REJECT

We acknowledge that some information may be
recorded by CRC, such as non-compliance issues.
However, we consider it is not considered necessary for
that to be provided for in the rule

North
Canterbury
Fish and
Game - Scott
Pearson

Rule 10.1A

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips

Rule 10.2

Support

Retain Rule 10.2 as proposed

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s42A Report recommend
retaining proposed Rule 10.2 with only minor
grammatical changes for consistency throughout the
Plan.

Rule 10.2

Support

Retain Rule 10.2(a) as modified by PC1

ACCEPT

Rule 10.2

Support

Support Rule 10.2 - No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Fonterra Cooperative
Group Limited
- Richard Allen
Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor

Rule 10.2

Support

Support Rule 10.2 as notified. No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

For the reasons given in the s42A Report recommend
retaining proposed Rule 10.2 with only minor
grammatical changes for consistency throughout the
Plan.
For the reasons given in the s42A Report recommend
retaining proposed Rule 10.2 with only minor
grammatical changes for consistency throughout the
Plan.
For the reasons given in the s42A Report recommend
retaining proposed Rule 10.2 with only minor
grammatical changes for consistency throughout the
Plan.

Rule 10.2

Support
in part

If the relief sought at submission point 25.3 is not granted, amend Rule 10.2 so that a
change in land use for Low Intensity Dryland Farming is only permitted is only permitted
where it would not result in an exceedance or further exceedance of nutrient limits

REJECT

We accept s42A Report reasoning that proposed Rule
10.2 already limits permitted land use change to occur
only where nutrient limits are met.

Rule 10.2

Support
in part

Amend Rule 10.2(a) as follows:

ACCEPT
IN PART

We accept the changes requested by the submitter to
capitalise the term ‘Low Intensity Dryland Farming’ and
“Either” for grammatical correctness and consistency
throughout the Plan.

b) a Management Plan in accordance with Schedule 6 has been prepared and is
implemented by [12 months after the plan change becomes operative in accordance with
clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA] and is supplied to the Canterbury Regional Council,
on request, to be viewed only and used for random compliance check purposes as
required by Canterbury Regional Council. The Canterbury Regional Council will not
retain copies of the Management Plan unless it is necessary for remedying noncompliance.

Any change in land use (refer Part 5 - Definitions), in the Nutrient Management Area shown
on Map 4, is a permitted activity, provided that:
a)

14.3

ACCEPT
IN PART

Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Rule 10.2

Oppose

Either:
i.
ii.

We accept Council Officers’ reasoning in the s42A
Report for the reference to clause (b) to be retained in
Rule 10.2(a)(ii) We acknowledge that Management
Plans are a key tool to ensure good management
practises are achieved and nutrient limits in the Plan
are met.

conditions (b), (c) and (d) of Rule 10.1 are met; or
if land use is changing from Llow Iintensity Ddryland Ffarming to another
land use, conditions (c) and (d) of Rule 10.1 and conditions (a) and (b) of
Rule 10.1A are met; and ...

Delete Clause (a)(ii) from Rule 10.2

REJECT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for not deleting
this clause. We acknowledge that condition 10.2(a)(ii)
provides an alternative pathway for Low Intensity
Dryland Farming activities that have operated under
proposed Rule 10.1A to comply with the requirement to
demonstrate application of good management
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14.4

Rule 11.1
9.27

11.6
16.8

9.26

14.6

24.5

practices, which in turn identify the scale of impact of
the existing land use.
We acknowledge that the s42A Report clarifies how
rules and clauses apply. No changes to the wording of
the rule are required.

Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie

Rule 10.2

Oppose

If relief sought in submission point 14.3 is not granted, amend Rule 10.2 so it is clear how
the rule and conditions apply alongside other rules.

REJECT

Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor
North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie

Rule 11.1

Support

Retain Rule 11.1 as modified by PC1 (except for the relief sought by submission point 9.26)

ACCEPT
IN PART

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining Rule
11.1. The recommendation on submission point 9.26 is
elsewhere in this table.

Rule 11.1

Support

Retain Rule 11.1 as notified

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining Rule
11.1.

Rule 11.1

Support
in part

Amend Rule 11.1 as follows:

REJECT

We adopt the s42A Report response that Rule 11.1
itself states clearly the matters to which the CRC will
restrict its discretion. The amendment sought is outside
the scope of PC1.

REJECT

Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips

Rule 11.1

We adopt the s42A Report response that Rule 11.1
itself states clearly the matters to which the CRC will
restrict its discretion. The amendment sought is outside
the scope of PC1.
We adopt the s42A Report response that PC1 does not
seek to change the matters to which discretion is limited
by Rule 11.1 The amendment sought is out of scope
and could only lawfully, in accordance with the
provisions of Schedule 1 of the RMA, be made by way
of a variation to PC1. The amendment sought does not
serve the purpose of the targeted plan change and as
such it is not recommended that the amendment sought
is made.
We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining Rule
11.1.

...of Rule 10.2 are a restricted discretionary activity

Rule 11.1

Oppose

Amend Rule 11.1 as follows:
Land use activities ... are a restricted discretionary activity.

Rule 11.1

Oppose

Include Ngāi Tahu values as a matter of discretion in Rule 11.1

REJECT

Neutral - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT

Submissions on Definitions
Submission Submitter
reference
number
Winter Grazing
9.30
Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
11.11
Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor
24.10
Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips
26.10
Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
16.13
North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Plan
Provision

Support
/ Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Definitions –
Winter
Grazing

Support

Definitions –
Winter
Grazing
Definitions –
Winter
Grazing
Definitions –
Winter
Grazing
Definitions –
Winter
Grazing

Accept / Reject

Reasons

Retain the definition of "Winter Grazing" as modified by PC1

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Winter Grazing" as notified.

Support

Retain the definition of "Winter Grazing" as notified

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Winter Grazing" as notified.

Support

Support - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Winter Grazing" as notified.

Support

Support the definition of "Winter Grazing". No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Winter Grazing" as notified.

Support
in part

Amend the definition of Winter Grazing to align with the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan definition

REJECT

We adopt s42A Report reasoning that feeding out
supplementary feed such as hay or bailage over
winter months is an important part of Low Intensity
Dryland Farming. We acknowledge it is good
practice for this feeding to occur in different locations
to avoid damage to pasture. We consider Reporting
on this area would not necessarily provide an
accurate picture of the type of “high risk” winter

[ Winter Grazing means the grazing of cattle within the period of 1 May to 30
September where the cattle are contained for break-feeding of in-situ brassica
and root vegetable forage crops.

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

114.5

124.6
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Submission
reference
number

Submitter

Change of Land Use
9.28
Amuri
Irrigation
Company Ltd Andrew Barton
11.7
Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor
16.9
North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
24.6
Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips
26.5
Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
17.5
Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison

Plan
Provision

Summary of relief sought
Winter Grazing means the grazing of cattle within the period of 1 May to 30
September, where the cattle are contained for break-feeding of in-situ brassica
and root vegetable forage crops or for consuming supplementary feed that has
been brought onto the property.]

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept / Reject

Reasons
grazing activity the CRC considers is important for
the purpose of accounting for nutrient losses at the
catchment scale. Adopt Council Officers’
recommendation to not include supplementary feed
in the definition of winter grazing given the HWRRP
context.

Definitions –
Change of
land use

Support

Retain the definition of "Change of land use" as modified by PC1

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Change of land use” as notified.

Definitions –
Change of
land use
Definitions –
Change of
land use

Support

Retain the definition of "Change of land use" as notified

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Change of land use” as notified.

Support

Retain the definition of "Change of land use" as proposed

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Change of land use” as notified.

Definitions –
Change of
land use
Definitions –
Change of
land use

Support

Support - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Change of land use” as notified.

Support

Support the addition of clause (b) to the definition of "Change of land use". No specific
relief sought

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Change of land use” as notified.

Definitions –
Change of
land use

Oppose

Amend the definition of "change of land use" as follows:

REJECT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Change of land use” as notified. We
consider providing for irrigation as a component of
“Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is outside the scope
of PC1.

Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement
11.8
Ravensdown
Definitions –
Limited Dryland
Carmen Taylor Farmer
Collective
Agreement
16.10
North
Definitions –
Canterbury
Dryland
Province,
Farmer
Federated
Collective
Farmers - Dr
Agreement
Lionel Hume
24.7
Beef + Lamb
Definitions –
New Zealand - Dryland
Lauren Phillips Farmer
Collective
Agreement
26.6
Hurunui
Definitions –
Landcare
Dryland
Group Inc
Farmer
(HDLG) Collective
Joshua Brown Agreement
17.6
Aotearoa New Definitions –
Zealand Fine
Dryland
Wine Estates - Farmer
Lynda
Collective
Murchison
Agreement

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Support
/ Oppose

114.6

116.28

...(b) where a farming activity met the definition of Low Intensity Dryland Farming at [the
date the plan becomes operative in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the
RMA], any change that results in the farming activity not meeting the definition of Low
Intensity Dryland Farming.
Support

Retain the definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement" as notified

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement”
as notified.

Support

Retain the definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement" as proposed

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement”
as notified.

Support

Support - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement”
as notified.

Support

Support the definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement" as notified. No specific
relief sought

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement”
as notified.

Oppose

Amend the definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement" as follows:

REJECT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement”
as notified. We consider providing for irrigation as a
component of “Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is
beyond the scope of PC1.

Dryland Low Intensity Farmer Collective Agreement:
A Dryland Low Intensity Farmer Collective Agreement is an agreement that has been
approved by Canterbury Regional Council as containing the matters identified in
Schedule 2A, for members to collectively record compliance with Rule 10.1A.

114.4

116.29
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Submission
reference
number
25.4

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support
/ Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Fonterra Cooperative
Group Limited
- Richard Allen

Definitions –
Dryland
Farmer
Collective
Agreement

Oppose

Amend the definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement" to clarify that the
information gathered by the collective will be shared with the Regional Council to allow
credible compliance monitoring of Rule 10.1A

Ravensdown
Definitions –
Limited Farm Portal
Carmen Taylor
16.11
North
Definitions –
Canterbury
Farm Portal
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
24.8
Beef + Lamb
Definitions –
New Zealand - Farm Portal
Lauren Phillips
26.7
Hurunui
Definitions –
Landcare
Farm Portal
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Low Intensity Dryland Farming
9.29
Amuri
Definitions –
Irrigation
Low
Company Ltd - Intensity
Andrew Barton Dryland
Farming
24.9
Beef + Lamb
Definitions –
New Zealand - Low
Lauren Phillips Intensity
Dryland
Farming
11.10
Ravensdown
Definitions –
Limited Low
Carmen Taylor Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Support
Support
in part

Farm Portal
11.9

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept / Reject

Reasons

REJECT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement”
as notified. Proposed Rule 10.1A and Schedule 2A
set out the information sharing requirements for
monitoring purposes. It is not considered appropriate
or necessary to specify rule requirements within the
definition.

Retain the definition of "Farm Portal" as notified

ACCEPT

Amend the definition of "Farm Portal" as follows"

ACCEPT

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Farm Portal” as notified, with a
grammatical amendment to capitalise “means”.
We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Farm Portal” as notified, with a
grammatical amendment to capitalise “means”.

mMeans the nutrient management database

Neutral - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT

Support

Supports the definition of "Farm Portal" as notified, including the implication that
OVERSEER nutrient budgets will not be required. No specific relief sought

ACCEPT

Support

Retain the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" as modified by PC1

ACCEPT IN
PART

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for amending
the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" with
the addition of “(b)(i) 10 hectares, for any property
less than 100 hectares in area; or”.

Support

Support - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT IN
PART

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for amending
the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" with
the addition of “(b)(i) 10 hectares, for any property
less than 100 hectares in area; or”.

Support
in part

Amend the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming as follows:

ACCEPT IN
PART

We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report
recommendation to amend the definition of " Low
Intensity Dryland Farming" to ensure properties
under 100 ha are able to use up to 10 ha for winter
grazing while remaining within the definition. We
consider this is consistent with the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan provisions for farming
activities in “Red Nutrient Allocation Zones” where
water quality outcomes are not met. Recommend
including “(b)(i) 10 hectares, for any property less
than 100 hectares in area; or”.

124.7

Low Intensity Dryland Farming means the use of land for a farming activity, where:
a.
b.

c.
d.

no part of the property is irrigated; and
the area of the property used for Winter Grazing is less than:
i.
10 hectares, for any property less than 100 hectares in area; or
ii.
10% of the area of the property, for any property between 100
hectares and 1000 hectares in area; or
iii.
100 hectares, for any property greater than 1000 hectares in area;
and
the farming activity does not include the farming of more than 25 weaned pigs
or more than 6 sows, or the farming of poultry fowl at a stocking rate of more
than 10 birds per hectare, up to a maximum of 1000 birds; and or
the farming activity does not include a component where livestock are confined
within a hard-stand area for the purpose of intensive controlled feeding
with the purpose of encouraging high weight gain.

We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Farm Portal” as notified, with a
grammatical amendment to capitalise “means”.
We adopt the s42A Report reasoning for retaining the
definition of "Farm Portal” as notified, with a
grammatical amendment to capitalise “means”.

We reject deletions requested within a), b)(iii), c, as
this would widen the scope of the definition and not
achieve the purpose of PC1.
For the reasons given in the s42A Report retain the
wording of d) as notified.

14.5

Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Support
in part

Clarify how the definitions and rules interrelate

ACCEPT IN
PART

We acknowledge that the s42A Report clarifies how
the rule interrelate, no changes are recommended in
response to this submission.

26.9

Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc

Definitions –
Low
Intensity

Support
in part

Amend the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" as follows:

ACCEPT

We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report to amend
the definition. This is consistent with the Canterbury
Land and Water Regional Plan provisions for farming

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

means the use of land for a farming activity, where:
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Submission
reference
number

Submitter

Plan
Provision

(HDLG) Joshua Brown

Dryland
Farming

Support
/ Oppose

Summary of relief sought
a.
b.

c.
d.

16.12

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Oppose

no part of the property is irrigated; and
the area of the property used for Winter Grazing is less than:
i.
10 hectares, for any property less than 100 hectares; or
ii.
10% of the area of the property, for any property between 100
hectares and 1000 hectares in area; or
iii.
100 hectares, for any property greater than 1000 hectares in area;
and
the farming activity does not include the farming of more than 25 weaned pigs
or more than 6 sows, or the farming of poultry fowl at a stocking rate of more
than 10 birds per hectare, up to a maximum of 1000 birds; and
the farming activity does not include a component where livestock are confined
within a hard-stand area for the purpose of intensive controlled feeding with the
purpose of encouraging high weight gain.

Further
submission
support

Amend the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" as follows:

Further
submission
oppose

Accept / Reject

117.2

ACCEPT IN
PART

activities in “Red Nutrient Allocation Zones” where
water quality outcomes are not met.

Low Intensity Dryland Farming mMeans the use of land for a farming activity, where:
a.
b.

c.

d.

Reasons

no part of the property is irrigated; and
the area of the property used for Winter Grazing is less than:
i.
10 hectares, for any property less than 100 hectares; or
ii.
10% of the area of the property, for any property between 100
hectares and 1000 hectares in area; or
iii.
100 hectares, for any property greater than 1000 hectares in area;
and or
the farming activity does not include the farming of more than 25 weaned
pigs or more than 6 sows, or the farming of poultry fowl at a stocking
rate of more than 10 birds per hectare, up to a maximum of 1000 birds;
and
the farming activity does not include a component where livestock are confined
within a hard-stand area for the purpose of intensive controlled feeding with the
purpose of encouraging high weight gain.

Regarding the change requested to clause b), we
accept the insertion to ensure properties under 100
ha are able to use up to 10 ha for winter grazing
while remaining within the definition. We consider
this is consistent with the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan provisions for farming activities in “Red
Nutrient Allocation Zones” where water quality
outcomes are not met. Recommend including “(b)(i)
10 hectares, for any property less than 100 hectares
in area; or”.
Regarding the change requested to clause c), adopt
the reasoning in the s42A Report that the
amendment sought is not made given the purpose of
the targeted plan change is to reduce the regulatory
burden on low impact dryland farming. We consider
PC1 was not intended to provide for pork and poultry
farm systems and that these land use activities will
continue to be managed via Rules 10.1, 10.2, 11.1
and 11.1A. Including pork and poultry systems would
expand the scope of PC1 beyond what has been
considered in technical work and would have
implications for the required nitrogen loss offset or be
subject to Schedule 1 consultation. We consider the
amendment requested is outside the scope of PC1.
Regarding the requested capitalisation of “means”,
we consider this is an appropriate grammatical
amendment that is consistent with the Plan.

17.7

17.8

Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Oppose

Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Oppose

Amend the definition of "Low intensity dryland farming" as follows:

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report to reject
this change as providing for irrigation as a component
for “Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is outside of the
scope of PC1.

116.31

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report to reject
this change as providing for irrigation as a component
for “Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is beyond the
scope of PC1.

Low Intensity Dryland Farming means the use of land for a farming activity, where:
a.

no part of the property is irrigated; and no more than 50ha if the
property is irrigated ...

Should relief sought in point 17.7 not be granted, amend the definition of "Low intensity
dryland farming" as follows:
Low Intensity Dryland Farming means the use of land for a farming activity, where:
a.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

116.30

no part of the property is irrigated; and no more than 50ha if the
property is irrigated and that land which is irrigated is not used for the
purpose of dairy grazing or winter grazing ...
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Submission
reference
number
26.8

25.3

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support
/ Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Fonterra Cooperative
Group Limited
- Richard Allen

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming
Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Oppose

Amend the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" to include existing irrigated
areas up to 50ha per farm

Oppose

Amend the definition of "Low Intensity Dryland Farming" as follows:

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept / Reject

Reasons

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report to reject
this change as providing for irrigation as a component
for “Low Intensity Dryland Farming” is outside the
scope of PC1.

124.8

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning in the s42A Report that the
amendment sought could unnecessarily limit the
ability for Low Intensity Dryland Farming activities to
retain stock in very dry years where it may be
necessary to import hay or bailage to keep stock
going over dry months. It was not clear what
advantage would be gained from limiting imported
feed for Low Intensity Dryland Farming activities
where imported feed is used as a means to keep
stock on during a feed shortage, rather than as a
supplement to increase productivity.

116.32

REJECT

We acknowledge the s42A Report assessment of the
cumulative effects of PC1 on water quality. Any
resource consent applications lodged, but not
granted, at the date of this decision are not part of the
existing receiving environment and should not be
considered as part of any assessment of cumulative
effects.
We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report to
not remove PC1 in its entirety.

... (d) the farming activity does not include a component where livestock are confined on
an area without pasture or vegetative cover or within a hard-stand area for the
purpose of intensive controlled feeding with the purpose of encouraging high weight
gain.
(e) no more than 20% of the animal feed consumed (Dry Matter consumed) is
imported on to the property. (i.e. at least 80% of DM consumed is grown on the
property).

27.5

Emu Plains
Irrigation
Incorporated Warren Keith
Armstrong

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Oppose

27.6

Emu Plains
Irrigation
Incorporated Warren Keith
Armstrong

Definitions –
Low
Intensity
Dryland
Farming

Oppose
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Note, the figure of 20% (in (e) above) is indicative only and may need further
investigation before inclusion in this definition. 20% imported feed aligns with the upper
threshold for system 3 dairy farms.
If the combined cumulative effects of the increase in discharge of nutrients to the
Waiau Uwha River by dryland farmers [pursuant to PC1], consented discharges and
discharges that have been applied for prior to notification of PC1 will result in an
increased risk of periphyton growth then amend the definition of "low intensity dryland
farming" so the scale of increase in dryland discharge is reduced to maintain
periphyton growth within acceptable limits
If the relief sought in point 27.5 is not granted, withdraw PC1 in its entirety

REJECT
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Submissions on Schedule 2A
Submission
reference
number

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Support
/ Oppose

Summary of relief sought

11.12

Ravensdown
Limited Carmen Taylor

Schedule 2A

Support

Retain Schedule 2A: Matters to be addressed in any Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement
in accordance with Rule 10.1A as notified

24.11

Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips

Schedule 2A

Support

Support - no specific relief sought

26.11

Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown
Fonterra Cooperative
Group Limited
- Richard Allen

Schedule 2A

Support

Supports minimum requirements for a "Dryland Farmer Collective Agreement" as
notified. No specific relief sought

Schedule 2A

Oppose

Amend Clause 4 of Schedule 2A as follows:

25.5

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

ACCEPT

We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report for
retaining Schedule 2A as notified.

ACCEPT

We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report for
retaining Schedule 2A as notified.

ACCEPT

We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report for
retaining Schedule 2A as notified.

124.9

REJECT

We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report to not
include the proportion of the feed budget that comprises
imported feed as a matter for members to report
annually to the collective. It is not considered
necessary to seek this information from Low Intensity
Dryland Farming activities.

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

ACCEPT
IN PART

We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report to
include the word “critical”, to clarify the timing of the
provision of Management Plans, and to clarify that
Management Plans must include a continuous record of
on-farm actions for up to 10 years.
We adopt the reasons given in the s42A Report to
include the word “critical”, to clarify the timing of the
provision of Management Plans, and to clarify that
Management Plans must include a continuous record of
on-farm actions for up to 10 years.
It is not considered necessary to include specific
reference to a Demeter Biodynamic Accreditation
management plans within Schedule 6. We accept the
submitter will be able to seek approval of the Demeter
Biodynamic Accreditation management plan under the
provision.

114.7

(4) A statement of the actions that will be undertaken by the individual land managers (the
“Members”) who commit to the Collective, including as a minimum:
(i) the requirement for Members to report annually, to the Collective, on:

•
•
•

individual property area, and
the area of each property used for Winter Grazing; and
the proportion of the feed budget that comprises feed brought onto the
property.

Submissions on Schedule 6
Submission
reference
number
11.13

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Ravensdown
Limited Carmen
Taylor

Schedule 6 general

24.12

Beef + Lamb
New Zealand Lauren Phillips

Schedule 6 general

17.9

Aotearoa New
Zealand Fine
Wine Estates Lynda
Murchison

Schedule 6 Part A

Support
/
Oppose
Support

Oppose

Summary of relief sought
Retain "Schedule 6: Management Plan for Low Intensity Dryland Farming Activities" as
notified

Neutral - no specific relief sought

ACCEPT
IN PART

Amend Schedule 6, Part A as follows:

REJECT

... A Management Plan can be either:
1.
2.

3.
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Further
submission
support

A Plan prepared in accordance with the requirements of Part B below; or
A Plan prepared in accordance with an industry prepared Farm Environment Plan
template that has been certified by the Chief Executive of Environment Canterbury
as providing at least an equivalent amount of information and practice guidance
contained in Part B below.
A plan that has been prepared in accordance with Demeter Biodynamic
Accreditation. ...
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Submission
reference
number
26.12

Submitter

Plan
Provision

Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown

Schedule 6 Part B

Support
/
Oppose
Support
in part

Summary of relief sought
Amend Part B of Schedule 6 as follows:

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

Reasons

ACCEPT
IN PART

For the reasons given in the Council Officers’ s42A
Report retain item 2(e) as proposed stock access to
waterways is a high risk for contaminants entering
waterways, either directly or as a result of river bank
destabilisation. We consider identifying areas where
stock can access waterways so that the risk of
contaminant runoff can be assessed and managed is
an important function of Management Plans.

... (2) A map(s) or aerial photograph at a scale that clearly shows:
(a)...
(e) The location on all waterways where stock access or crossing occurs.
(f)...
(3) The location of any critical source areas for phosphorus loss ...

We adopt the reasons in the s42A Report for amending
Schedule 6 - Part B item 3 refer to “critical” source
areas for phosphorus. The amendment requested is
consistent with management plan requirements under
the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan. It is
recommended the amendment is made
For the reasons given in the Council Officers’ s42A
Report retain item 2(e) as proposed stock access to
waterways is a high risk for contaminants entering
waterways, either directly or as a result of river bank
destabilisation. Identifying areas where stock can
access waterways so that the risk of contaminant runoff
can be assessed and managed is an important function
of Management Plans.
We adopt the reasons in the s42A Report for amending
Schedule 6 - Part B item 3 refer to “critical” source
areas for phosphorus. The amendment requested is
consistent with management plan requirements under
the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan.

16.14

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Schedule 6 Part B

Oppose

Delete item 2(e) [The location on all waterways where stock access or crossing occurs] of
Schedule 6 Bart B

16.15

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume
Rural
Advocacy
Network Jamie
McFadden

Schedule 6 Part B

Oppose

Amend item 3 of Schedule 6, Part B as follows:

Schedule 6
– Part B
Table

Oppose

Oppose incorporating mahinga kai requirement into farm plans - no specific relief sought

114.3

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning given in the s42A Report to not
delete the “mahinga kai values” practice from the table
in Part B of Schedule. Section 6(e) of the RMA
identifies “the relationship of Māori and their culture and
traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi
tapu, and other taonga” as a matter of national
importance to be recognised and provided for.
Management Plans are a requirement of proposed Rule
10.1A because they are a method by which potential
adverse effects on water quality can be identified and
avoided or mitigated. Because water quality can impact
on mahinga kai values, it is important for Low Intensity
Dryland Farming activities to identify and protect those
values so that the relationship of Māori with their culture
and traditions can be provided for. Removing the
“mahinga kai” practice from the table would reduce the
effectiveness with which PC1 provisions give effect to
the Plan objectives, specifically Objective 5.1.

Hurunui
Landcare
Group Inc
(HDLG) Joshua Brown

Schedule 6
– Part B
Table

Oppose

Delete the "mahinga kai values" item from the Table of practices and on-farm actions:

114.1

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning given in the s42A Report to not
delete the “mahinga kai values” practice from the table
in Part B of Schedule. Section 6(e) of the RMA
identifies “the relationship of Māori and their culture and
traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi
tapu, and other taonga” as a matter of national
importance to be recognised and provided for.
Management Plans are a requirement of proposed Rule
10.1A because they are a method by which potential
adverse effects on water quality can be identified and
avoided or mitigated. Because water quality can impact
on mahinga kai values, it is important for Low Intensity
Dryland Farming activities to identify and protect those
values so that the relationship of Māori with their culture
and traditions can be provided for. We consider

7.8

26.13
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REJECT

124.10

ACCEPT

3. The location of any critical source areas for phosphorus loss

Mahinga kai values are identified and protected. To seek assistance in identifying
mahinga kai values and practices to protect those values, contact the Canterbury
Regional Council or tangata whenua
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Submission
reference
number

Submitter

16.16

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

14.7

16.17

16.18

Support
/
Oppose

Summary of relief sought

Schedule 6
– Part B
Table

Oppose

Delete the fourth "practice" box in the table located in Part B of Schedule 6:

Te Rūnanga o
Ngāi Tahu Lisa
Mackenzie

Schedule 6
– Part B
Table

Support
in part

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Schedule 6
– Part B
Table

Oppose

North
Canterbury
Province,
Federated
Farmers - Dr
Lionel Hume

Schedule 6
– Part B
Table

Support

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Plan
Provision

Further
submission
support

Further
submission
oppose

Accept /
Reject

114.2

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning given in the s42A Report to not
delete the “mahinga kai values” practice from the table
in Part B of Schedule. Section 6(e) of the RMA
identifies “the relationship of Māori and their culture and
traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi
tapu, and other taonga” as a matter of national
importance to be recognised and provided for.
Management Plans are a requirement of proposed Rule
10.1A because they are a method by which potential
adverse effects on water quality can be identified and
avoided or mitigated. Because water quality can impact
on mahinga kai values, it is important for Low Intensity
Dryland Farming activities to identify and protect those
values so that the relationship of Māori with their culture
and traditions can be provided for. We consider
removing the “mahinga kai” practice from the table
would reduce the effectiveness with which PC1
provisions give effect to the Plan objectives, specifically
Objective 5.1.

Amend the eighth farm practice listed in the table as follows:

REJECT

Vegetated riparian margins of sufficient width are maintained to minimise nutrient,
fertiliser, sediment and microbial pathogen losses to waterbodies
Delete the eighth "practice" box in the table located in Part B of Schedule 6:

We adopt the reasoning given in the s42A Report not to
amend the eighth farm practice listed in Schedule 6 –
Part B Table by adding “fertiliser”. The term “nutrient”
encapsulates fertiliser.

REJECT

We adopt the reasoning given in the s42A Report not to
amend the eighth farm practice listed in Schedule 6 –
Part B Table. We consider it is a key practice for
minimising contaminant run-off entering water and there
are no other practices identified that would achieve the
same protection of water quality from general farm runoff.
We adopt the reasoning given in the s42A Report to
retain the ninth practice box listed in Schedule 6 – Part
B, as notified.

removing the “mahinga kai” practice from the table
would reduce the effectiveness with which PC1
provisions give effect to the Plan objectives, specifically
Objective 5.1.

Mahinga kai values are identified and protected. To seek assistance in identifying
mahinga kai values and practices to protect those values, contact the Canterbury
Regional Council or tangata whenua

Vegetated riparian margins of sufficient width are maintained to minimise nutrient,
sediment and microbial pathogen losses to waterbodies

Retain the ninth "practice" box, in the table located in Part B of Schedule 6, as proposed:
Critical phosphorus source areas are identified and appropriately managed to minimise
sediment and phosphorus loss.

Reasons

ACCEPT
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Appendix 4: Reports and Documents Referenced
Brown, J. 2018. ‘Likely trends of dryland farming as a permitted activity in the Hurunui and Waiau
Zone’ (In the context of water quality discussions).
Canterbury Regional Council. 2017. ‘Fixing the 10% Rule issues and options.’
Canterbury Regional Council 2019. ‘Proposed Plan Change 1 to the Hurunui and Waiau River
Regional Plan: Dryland Farming – Summary of evaluation under section 32 of the Resource
Management Act.’
Commissioners recommendation report on the HWRRP. Canterbury Regional Council, April 2013.
Dynes, K. and Norton, N. 2018 ‘What are the predicted environmental effects of a percent increase in
nitrogen and phosphorus for the Waiau River catchment?’
Dynes, K. et al. 2017 ‘What do we currently know?... about surface water quality… & land use… in
the Waiau River catchment…’
Dynes, K., Norton, N. & Graham, H. 2017. ‘What we know… about water quality in the Hurunui
catchment: Results from current monitoring and investigations.’
Harris, S. 2017 ‘Hurunui zone limit setting process: Economic assessment of the current state.’
Hulse, P. March 2018. Zone Committee Paper 10 Review of Zone Delivery Work Programme.
Hurunui Waiau Zone Implementation Programme. July 2017
Hurunui Waiau Zone Implementation Plan and August 2018 Addendum
Jenkins, L. 2017 ‘Capacity for the Canterbury Regional Council and industry to efficiently process
consents that would be required from dryland farmers under the “10% rule”.’
Norton, N. 2018. ‘Estimating the ‘plausible worst case’ increase in nitrogen load from a new way of
permitting ‘normal dryland farming’, that would need to be offset by decreases elsewhere in order to
stay within the Hurunui Waiau River Regional Plan (HWRRP) nitrogen load limit.’
Norton, N. 2018. ‘Nitrogen allocation in the Hurunui catchment and its relevance for dryland farming
and a draft plan change to “fix the 10% rule”.
Norton, N. 12 April 2018. ‘Summary of process to estimate the nitrogen load increase that would need
to be offset in the Hurunui catchment as part of fixing the dryland farming 10% rule issue.’
Norton, N. 12 April 2018 ‘Summary of process to estimate the nitrogen load increase that would need
to be offset in the Hurunui catchment as part of fixing the dryland farming “10% rule” issue.’
Norton, N. 29 January 2018. ‘What do we know about future nutrient losses in the Waiau catchment
from both irrigated and dryland development, and under different assumed amounts of permitted
winter grazing of forage crops?’
White, L 2018 ‘An Assessment of the Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Hurunui and Waiau River
Regional Plan.’
Zone Committee paper 06 Waiau WQ limits. Jenkins, L. March 2018

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

135 of 173

8.2. Fees and Charges

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Tania Harris, Senior Manager Operational Support, Katherine Harbrow,
Chief Finance Officer

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought / Nadeine Dommisse

Purpose
1.

To seek agreement to consult on a proposal to increase Environment Canterbury
consent planning officer charge-out rates, and to initiate a special consultative
procedure under the Local Government Act 2002 section 83 to consult the community
on this increase.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

approves a proposal to increase in the charge-out rates for consent planning
officers to recover actual and reasonable costs

2.

approves initiation of a special consultative procedure, as set out in the
Local Government Act 2002, section 83, to consult the community on
increasing consent planning officer charge out rates.

Key points









Councils carry out regulatory functions on behalf of the community and may
recover all actual and reasonable costs incurred in respect of the activity to which
the charge relates.
Environment Canterbury is currently under-recovering costs associated with
processing of resource consent applications, and there is a projected deficit for this
financial year of $600,000 – $800,000.
A wide-ranging review of our funding model is underway and will deliver
recommendations which can be incorporated into the development of the LongTerm Plan 2021-31, and take effect from 1 July 2021.
In the interim, staff recommend increasing the charge-out rates for consent
planning officers to meet actual and reasonable costs.
As required by the Resource Management Act 1991 section 36(3)(b), charges for
resource consent processing may be fixed only after undertaking a special
consultative procedure, as set out in the Local Government Act 2002 (section 83).
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Background
2.

Councils carry out regulatory functions on behalf of the community. There are
associated costs, including costs for processing resource consents. Legislation,
including the Resource Management Act 1991, the Local Government Act 2002, and
the Building Act 2004, determines how Councils can recover these costs. Environment
Canterbury may recover all actual and reasonable costs incurred in respect of the
activity to which the charge relates.

3.

Environment Canterbury’s Revenue and Financing Policy, which is included as part of
the Long-Term Plan and was consulted on in 2018, sets out the guiding principle of
attribution of costs to the beneficiary. This means that Council seeks to allocate
reasonable costs to those who benefit from its activities or cause those activities to be
undertaken. Activities that are directly caused by an individual or confer a benefit on an
individual are funded by a form of user-pays charge.

4.

This includes applications for a resource consent as required by a regional plan. A
resource consent is a permit that allows the holder to use or take water, land or coastal
resources, or allows discharge of water or wastes into air, water or onto land.

Current situation
5.

Environment Canterbury receives 1500 – 2000 resource consent applications each year
and must meet statutory timeframes for processing these. We seek to cover reasonable
costs through fees and charges. The hourly charge-out rate for consent planning
officers is set out in our Fees and Charges Policy.

6.

In addition to the consent processing work we recover costs for, we endeavour to
continually improve service provision in areas such as data sharing and advice to
support resource consent applicants and ensure efficiency of the process.

7.

Over the last year it has become apparent that the current funding model, including the
current charge-out rates for consent planning officer time, has not kept pace with
increasing costs, such as inflation.

8.

The Consents Section is currently anticipating an under-recovery of costs of between
$600,000 and $800,000 for the 2019/20 financial year.

9.

To attempt to address the under-recovery of costs, staff have implemented actions to
improve systems and achieve cost recovery targets. However, this has not been
sufficient to correct the anticipated deficit.

10. The last time there was a significant increase in charge-out rates for consent planning
officers was in the 2009/10 financial year.
11. Environment Canterbury’s current charge for a consent planning officer is $135 per
hour, including GST. We have benchmarked this against other regional councils and
territorial authorities, such as Christchurch City Council, and find we are charging below
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the rates of comparable councils, i.e. those that are seeking to fully recover actual and
reasonable costs.
12. Many other councils have chosen to partially offset the cost to applicants by use of
other revenue, such as income from council assets, or from general rates. Environment
Canterbury policy is not to offset costs to the applicant using other revenue.

Addressing the current issue
13. The Revenue and Financing Policy and the Fees and Charges Policy will be reviewed
as part of developing the Long-Term Plan 2021-31. There is also a need for a wideranging review of the funding model. This review is being commissioned and will
commence shortly.
14. The reviews are expected to provide recommendations, which can be included in the
policies and activities in the draft Long-Term Plan 2021-31. Any changes made as a
result of this review and its recommendations will not come into effect until 1 July 2021.
15. Staff have also been investigating short-term interim measures to reduce the projected
deficit for the remainder of this financial year and for the 2020/21 financial year.

Short-term options
16. To address the issue of under-recovery in the shorter term, two options are presented
for Council consideration:
 Option 1 is to do nothing until the next Long-Term Plan and accept the continuing
under-recovery of costs for consent processing
 Option 2 is to immediately increase consent planning officer charge-out rate to a level
that will allow recovery of actual and reasonable costs from the date the new rates
are implemented.
17. Suggested criteria to consider in assessing these options are:
 consistency with policy
 cost to individual applicants
 cost to Environment Canterbury/community
 comparisons to other councils.

Option 2: increasing charge-out rate
18. Table A on page 6 of the Fees and Charges Policy sets out the charges for consent
planning officers.
19. Staff consider that the increases set out in Table 1 below in the charge-out rates for
consent planning officers and consents senior planning officers will allow recovery of
actual and reasonable costs. It is not proposed to increase the charge-out rates for
other staff, such as consent hearing officers, science or specialist officers, or
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management officers at this time. All charge-out rates will be reviewed as part of the
wider review and work on the Long-Term Plan 2021-31.
Table 1 Planning officer charge-out rates
Current charge
(inc. GST)

Proposed charge
(Inc GST)

Consent planning officer

$135.00

$166.75

Consents senior planning officer

$155.00

$184.00

Assessing the options
Table 2 Assessing options against the criteria
Criteria

Option 1: continued underrecovery of costs

Option 2: increase charge-out rate

Consistency with policy

No

Yes

Cost to individual
applicants

No change

Increased cost to applicant
instead of general
ratepayers (see table 3
below for examples)

Cost to Environment
Canterbury/community

Continued general ratepayer Costs fully recovered from
subsidisation
applicants

Comparisons to other
councils

At the lower end of the
range

Moving towards the higher
end of range

Table 3 Examples of proposed increase to applicants
Type of consent
application

Current deposit fees for
activity based on average
costs/hours

Cost if charge-out rates
increased as proposed

Proposed increase
to consent
applicant (average)

Swing Mooring

$575 .00 (4.25 hrs)

$710.23

$135.23

Transfer of Water
Permit

$1,900.00 (14 hrs)

$2,346.85

$446.85

Take Groundwater

$2,950.00 (21.85 hrs)

3,643.80

$693.80



Note – examples have been calculated showing increase for Consent Planning Officer only
and will vary for Senior Planner hourly rates or a combination of officers.

20. Staff recommend that Councillors approve Option 2 to increase the charge-out rate for
consent planning officers as soon as possible.
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Cost, compliance and communication
Significance and engagement
21. As noted in paragraph 8, councils must use the special consultative procedure set out in
the Local Government Act 2002 (section 83) when fixing charge-out rates for staff
processing resource consent applications.
22. For a special consultative procedure, councils must prepare a statement of proposal
setting out the issue or decision to be made. The community must be made aware of
the issue and how they can make submissions on it. All submissions must be
acknowledged in writing and every submitter must be given a reasonable opportunity to
be heard, if requested.

Financial implications
23. If no changes are made to the current funding model, there is a projected deficit in cost
recovery associated with the processing of consent applications of $600,000 – 800,000
for the current financial year. This will be repeated in financial year 2020/21.
24. If consent planning officer charge-out rates are increased as soon as possible, there is
an opportunity to reduce the under-recovery for 2019/20 by up to $100,00, and fully
recover costs for 2020/21.
25. Any shortfall in cost-recovery will have to be covered by use of reserves or by general
rates. This may impact other Council activities.
26. Costs associated with running a special consultative procedure will be significantly less
than the costs of doing nothing.

Risk assessment and legal compliance
27. General Counsel has reviewed and approved the timeline set out below.
28. With the current low charge-out rate, there is a risk of not placing appropriate value on
staff expertise, which may result in a perception of a poor quality of service.
29. There is a risk that an increase in cost-recovery will not be well-received by some
beneficiaries of these services. This may be offset by an overall improvement in service
quality.

Consistency with council policy
30. The proposed increase in charge-out rate is consistent with the current Revenue and
Finance Policy and the principle of attribution of costs to the beneficiary.
31. The Fees and Charges Policy states that it will be reviewed at least annually by 1 July
each calendar year in conjunction with Long-Term Plan and Annual Plan processes.
That review has taken place and has identified this issue.
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32. It is proposed to run a special consultative procedure separately from the Annual Plan
engagement.

Next steps
33. The proposed timeline, if Council agree to Option 2, is:
 12 March 2020 – Council decide to propose an increase in charge-out rate for
consent planning officers and initiate a special consultative procedure
 30 March 2020 – consultation period commences
 4 May 2020 – consultation period closes (10 am)
 6 May 2020 – hearings held
 7 May 2020 – Council deliberates
 14 May 2020 – Council meeting to decide what action to take with respect to the
proposed increase in charge-out rates.
34. Any changes decided by Council on 14 May 2020 can come into effect immediately.

Attachments
Nil

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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Catherine Schache
Adrienne Lomax (Senior Strategy Advisor), Mark Smith (Team Leader
Business Partnership)
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8.3. Delegation of submission approval: National Environmental
Standard for the Outdoor Storage of Tyres

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Cecilia Ellis, Senior Strategy Advisor

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought

Purpose
1.

This paper seeks Council agreement to delegate approval of the Environment
Canterbury submission on the Ministry for the Environment’s consultation on changes to
the proposed National Environmental Standard for the Outdoor Storage of Tyres.

2.

Making a submission to the Ministry for the Environment provides Environment
Canterbury an opportunity to support changes that will enable a more consistent
approach to the management of end of life tyres that is needed across New Zealand.

3.

Delegated approval is sought as the submission closing date is 25 March 2020, before
the next Council meeting on 16 April.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

delegates to the Chair approval of the Environment Canterbury submission
on the Ministry for the Environment’s consultation on changes to the
proposed National Environmental Standard for the Outdoor Storage of Tyres.

Background
4.

The Ministry for the Environment is consulting on three variations to the proposed
National Environmental Standard (NES) for the Outdoor Storage of Tyres.

5.

The proposed NES was originally consulted on in 2017. Environment Canterbury
advocated support for the proposed NES in 2017 through a Canterbury Mayoral Forum
submission.

6.

This consultation builds on the 2017 proposal following a change in Government, and
further consideration of submissions, research and options for strengthening the NES.
Due to variations from the original proposed NES, the Ministry for the Environment is
seeking submissions from interested parties on the proposed variations by Wednesday
25 March. These three proposed variations are:
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7.



making the NES the responsibility of regional councils, rather than district councils as
was originally proposed



two options for outdoor tyre storage volume thresholds for resource consent



a new permitted activity rule with requirements.

The Ministry for the Environment consultation timeframe (26 February to 25 March
2020) did not allow enough time for a draft submission to be developed with Council for
approval at this meeting. The submission needs to be lodged before the next Council
meeting on 16 April therefore staff propose that a draft submission is provided to
Council for comment and then the draft submission be approved by the Chair.

Environment Canterbury submission
8.

Staff consider the proposals should be supported given they will improve Council’s
ability to manage the effects of outdoor tyre storage. Key draft submission points which
will be expanded on in the submission are as follows:
 A more consistent approach needs to be applied to the management of end of life
tyres across New Zealand and Environment Canterbury welcomes this consultation
as a step closer towards implementation of this proposed NES.
 Environment Canterbury supports making the NES the responsibility of regional
councils, given regional council expertise in this area and the need for a regionally
consistent approach. The proposal is unlikely to have significant cost implications
given costs are recoverable, but the submission will flag the continuing need for
increased access to tools to help address enforcement issues, such as the rules
proposed in the NES.
 Environment Canterbury considers that the 200m3 volume threshold for resource
consent is appropriate, rather than the proposed 100m3 recognising that larger
stockpiles will require resource consents and an appropriate risk management
plan.
 Environment Canterbury supports the addition of a new permitted activity rule with
requirements. In the draft submission, some suggestions for additional
requirements will be made e.g. consideration of community drinking water supplies
and cultural impacts.

9.

These points and a draft submission will be tested with Councillors ahead of delegated
approval being sought by the Chair.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
10. Making a submission has no financial implications. There may be cost implications for
council given that implementation of the NES would be a new responsibility for regional
council, however these costs are unlikely to be significant given costs will be
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recoverable. Further advice will come to Council once a decision has been made by the
Government on the NES.

Communication
11. The Environment Canterbury submission will be published on Environment Canterbury’s
website.

Next steps
12. A draft submission will be provided to Councillors by email for comment ahead of
delegated approval by the Chair.
13. A final submission will be lodged with the Ministry for the Environment by Wednesday
25 March.

Attachments
Nil

Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Zoe Buxton, Cam Smith
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8.4. Submission on proposed National Policy Statement for
Indigenous Biodiversity

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Zoë Buxton, Strategy Advisor

Responsible Director

Nadeine Dommisse

Purpose
1.

This paper seeks Council approval of the Environment Canterbury submission on the
proposed National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity (NPSIB).

2.

The NPSIB will provide national direction for how councils must manage indigenous
biodiversity under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). Making a submission to
the Ministry for the Environment enables Environment Canterbury to influence the
development of the NPSIB, to help deliver the biodiversity outcomes sought by
Environment Canterbury for the Canterbury region.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

approves the attached Environment Canterbury submission on the proposed
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity.

Background
3.

The RMA is the main statutory framework for managing indigenous biodiversity on
private land. It does not provide detailed direction to local government on how to
manage indigenous biodiversity and this has resulted in wide variation in methods and
approaches across the country. Biodiversity continues to decline.

4.

The Ministry for the Environment is currently seeking public feedback on a proposed
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity through to 14 March 2020.The
NPSIB will provide direction to local government on how indigenous biodiversity must
be managed under the RMA. All regional policy statements, regional plans and district
plans will be required to give effect to the NPSIB.

5.

The proposed NPSIB deals almost exclusively with management of terrestrial
biodiversity, with freshwater and costal marine biodiversity managed separately under
the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, National Environmental
Standards for Freshwater Management and New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.

6.

The primary objective of the NPSIB is to maintain indigenous biodiversity at existing
levels. Key policy proposals are centred on protection of existing indigenous biodiversity
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through planning frameworks. This is supported by requirements for councils to take
steps to promote restoration and enhancement of indigenous biodiversity through
policies, plans and regional strategies.

Environment Canterbury submission
7.

The attached submission is based on Environment Canterbury’s experience with
biodiversity management in Canterbury and addresses matters of most relevance to
Environment Canterbury. Councillors discussed and provided feedback on a draft
submission at the Council briefing on 27 February 2020.

8.

The submission strongly supports the need for, and intent of, the proposed NPSIB. It
also emphasises that the NPSIB is part of a suite of regulatory and non-regulatory
interventions that will be needed to maintain New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity,
and that the NPSIB must be accompanied by a package of supporting measures from
central government to enable implementation.

Financial implications
9.

There are no financial implications of making a submission. Environment Canterbury will
provide high level technical feedback to the Ministry for the Environment on
implementation costs for the proposed NPSIB. Further financial analysis will be
undertaken once there is more certainty on the final NPSIB provisions and more clarity
from central government on how these will be implemented.

10. Under the current proposals, much of the implementation of the proposed NPSIB would
fall to territorial authorities. The main implementation costs for Environment Canterbury
will be development of a regional biodiversity monitoring programme, and working with
others to prepare a regional biodiversity strategy that meets NPSIB requirements.

Significance and engagement
11. The proposed NPSIB was based on a draft prepared by a collaborative stakeholder
group comprising environmental groups, industry sector groups (including Federated
Farmers and the New Zealand Forest Owners Association) and a representative from
the Iwi Chairs Forum. We have discussed the content of the proposed NPSIB with
those drafting submissions for Local Government New Zealand and Canterbury
territorial authorities through the Canterbury Planning Managers Group.

Consistency with council policy
12. This paper is consistent with Council policy. The submission aligns with Environment
Canterbury’s strategic priority of achieving a step change in effort for the regeneration of
Canterbury indigenous biodiversity, in a way that emphasises working with partners,
private landowners and communities to achieve biodiversity outcomes using a wide
range of tools.
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Next steps
13. Given Council approval, the submission will be lodged with the Ministry for the
Environment by the due date of 14 March 2020. The submission will then be made
publicly available on the Environment Canterbury website.
14. Following the consultation period, the Ministry for the Environment will work with the
Department of Conservation to prepare a summary of submissions and provide
recommendations based on feedback received. The Ministry for the Environment has
signalled that a final NPSIB will be approved in mid-2020.

Attachments
1.

Submission on proposed National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity [8.4.1 9 pages]

File reference

[SharePoint link for this paper]

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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12 March 2020

Biodiversity Team
Ministry for the Environment
indigenousbiodiversity@mfe.govt.nz

Tēnā koutou,
Environment Canterbury submission on proposed National Policy Statement for
Indigenous Biodiversity
Environment Canterbury thanks the Ministry for the Environment for the opportunity to
submit on the proposed National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity.
Environment Canterbury offers the following submission based on our responsibilities under
the Resource Management Act 1991 to manage indigenous biodiversity.
Environment Canterbury strongly supports the intent of the proposals and the need for
national direction to ensure New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity is managed consistently
under the Resource Management Act 1991. Our submission provides feedback across all
policy areas of the proposed NPSIB.
We also emphasise that the NPSIB is only one part of a suite of regulatory and nonregulatory interventions that will be needed to maintain New Zealand’s indigenous
biodiversity, and that the NPSIB must be accompanied by a package of supporting
measures from central government to enable implementation.
Environment Canterbury welcomes any further opportunity to inform development of the
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity.
For all enquiries please contact
Zoë Buxton, Strategy Advisor – Biodiversity and Biosecurity
Phone: 027 362 9266
Email: zoe.buxton@ecan.govt.nz

Nāku noa, nā

Jenny Hughey
Chair
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Environment Canterbury submission on the proposed
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity
1.

Environment Canterbury welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposed
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPSIB). Environment Canterbury
acknowledges that this is not the first attempt at a national policy statement for
indigenous biodiversity. Environment Canterbury strongly supports the development of
national guidance to ensure that New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity is consistently
managed throughout the country under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

About Environment Canterbury
2.

Environment Canterbury is the regional council for the largest geographical region and
second most populous region in New Zealand.

3.

The indigenous biodiversity of Canterbury forms a fundamental part of the cultural
identity and heritage of Ngāi Tahu, of subsequent settlers, and of the Canterbury
community today. Since the arrival of humans there has been a significant decline in
our indigenous biodiversity which has occurred primarily in the parts of the region
subject to the greatest concentration of human impact. This includes a significant
portion of the region, the lowland plains, coastal areas, inter-montane basins, the hill
country and foothills of the inland ranges.

4.

The loss of indigenous habitat in these areas has been extensive. In lowland and
coastal areas, remaining indigenous vegetation tends to occur in small, scattered
fragments, waterways have been significantly modified, and less than 10 per cent of the
region’s previously extensive wetlands remain. In parts of the hill and high country,
where habitat loss has not been quite as extensive, accelerating land use change and
intensification is threatening the important indigenous habitat that remains.

5.

Halting the decline in indigenous biodiversity in Canterbury is a strategic priority of
Environment Canterbury. Environment Canterbury is committed to achieving a step
change in effort for the protection and regeneration of indigenous biodiversity in our
region.

6.

Environment Canterbury works in close collaboration with the ten territorial authorities in
the region via the Canterbury Mayoral Forum and its sub-forums.

Need for a national policy statement for indigenous biodiversity
7.

Environment Canterbury strongly supports the need for a national policy statement to
strengthen requirements for the protection of indigenous biodiversity under the RMA.
The variety of management approaches under district and regional plans, and
continued loss of biodiversity across the country, demonstrates the need for a more
nationally and regionally consistent approach to the management of indigenous
biodiversity.
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8.

Environment Canterbury emphasises that the NPSIB is only one part of a suite of
regulatory and non-regulatory interventions that will be needed to maintain New
Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity. This includes the new national biodiversity strategy
currently under development by the Department of Conservation (DOC). As stated in
our submission on the proposed national strategy, there is a need to clarify roles and
responsibilities in biodiversity management and establish clearer national leadership of
New Zealand’s biodiversity system. One of our key submission points was the need for
better tools for addressing biodiversity loss on private land, including economic tools to
incentivise private landowners to invest in biodiversity, and to support landowners and
communities to make changes required by the proposed NPSIB. This needs to include
not only use of existing tools such as rates relief, but also development of a wider range
of tools.

9.

Environment Canterbury recommends that the NPSIB must be accompanied by a
package of non-regulatory measures to support implementation by local authorities,
tangata whenua, communities and private landowners. This will need to include
provision of funding; implementation guidance and best practise standards; centralised
data management, monitoring and reporting; project management and coordination
support; and access to ecological expertise.

Application (1.5)
10. Environment Canterbury recognises there are different options for how indigenous
biodiversity is managed through national planning instruments. The current proposals
separate the management of terrestrial, freshwater and coastal marine indigenous
biodiversity across the NPSIB, National Policy Statement and National Environment
Standards for Freshwater Management, and the New Zealand Coastal Policy
Statement. Environment Canterbury recommends that these documents must be
carefully aligned to prevent overlap and avoid gaps or confusion around applicability.
The updated New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy will also play a key role in ensuring a
strategic approach to biodiversity management that is well integrated across all
ecosystems.

Objectives (2.1)
11. Environment Canterbury generally supports the proposed objectives of the NPSIB,
including that the maintenance of indigenous biodiversity is the main priority. We
support the clear definition provided for ‘maintenance of indigenous biodiversity’ in
1.7(3).
12. Environment Canterbury emphasises that protection of existing indigenous biodiversity
should remain the top priority, as it is often impossible to recreate ecosystems and
habitats once they are lost. Reconstruction (where it is possible) is also significantly
more expensive than protecting what remains.
13. We also recommend that the objectives of the NPSIB should be more ambitious and
future focused. The language used in Objectives 1 and 5 (‘maintain’ and ‘restore’) refers
to the status quo or what was, rather than a future vision of what could be. The
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objectives may provide a net gain in existing areas of indigenous biodiversity, but they
will not necessarily promote a net gain in indigenous biodiversity outside of these areas.
Given that New Zealand has already lost a significant amount of indigenous
biodiversity, it will not be enough to protect and maintain what remains: there is a need
to strive towards a net gain in indigenous biodiversity. The implementation requirement
for increasing indigenous vegetation cover (3.17) is a future focused requirement, but
there do not appear to be significant consequences for not achieving set targets. The
requirement does not carry as much weight as it could if it were an objective of the
NPSIB. We recommend that the objectives of the NPSIB explicitly require a net gain in
indigenous biodiversity, whilst still prioritising the protection of existing significant
indigenous biodiversity.
14. We agree that achieving the maintenance of indigenous biodiversity is likely to require
the restoration or enhancement of ecosystems and habitats; and, if we intend to aim
beyond maintenance of the status quo, restoration and enhancement will play a critical
role. However, we request clearer definitions of ‘restoration of indigenous biodiversity’
and ‘enhancement of ecological integrity of ecosystems’, as directed in Objective 5, to
avoid confusion or misinterpretation.

Hutia Te Rito (1.7)
15. Environment Canterbury strongly supports the use of Hutia Te Rito as the overarching
framework for the NPSIB. However, we recommend that the NPSIB is more directive in
how Hutia Te Rito is to be implemented. Te Mana o te Wai is a good example.

Identification and protection of indigenous biodiversity in
Significant Natural Areas (SNAs):
Identification of SNAs (3.8)
16. Environment Canterbury supports the requirement for proactive and comprehensive
identification of SNAs and agree this direction should come from central government to
ensure national consistency.
17. The operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) directs territorial
authorities to identify and protect SNAs, but without an explicit requirement to list them
in district plans. This has led to varied methods for identification across Canterbury,
some of which rely on case-by-case assessment at the time of resource consent for
vegetation clearance as opposed to a proactive district wide assessment. The lack of
consistency has resulted in landowner uncertainty, regionally inconsistent data and
ongoing declines in biodiversity.
18. Environment Canterbury supports the proposed significance assessment criteria in
Appendix 1. These criteria are substantially the same as the existing assessment
criteria in the CRPS and will identify the most significant areas of existing indigenous
biodiversity based on ecological criteria.
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19. While not explicitly required by the CRPS, the conventional approach to the
identification of SNAs within Canterbury has been through on-site field assessments.
This process has been very challenging for territorial authorities as it places a high cost
burden on councils, ratepayers and landowners and takes a long time to implement.
(For example, Timaru District Council’s SNA identification programme took ten years to
complete). The Canterbury experience with SNA identification has demonstrated that a
process relying heavily on field assessments will be difficult to implement in a cost
efficient and timely manner.
20. Environment Canterbury recommends that the NPSIB directs a more pragmatic
approach to the identification of SNAs. The NPSIB should enable the identification of
some SNAs through existing publicly available information, including aerial imagery,
where SNAs can be identified with a high degree of certainty without the need for a field
assessment. This will be possible for some specific assessment criteria and would
enable a subset of SNAs to be identified with certainty through a shorter and more costefficient process. Sites that cannot be assessed using existing information would be
prioritised for field assessments.
21. Environment Canterbury requests that this specific SNA identification is undertaken by
central government. This would be a more efficient and expedient process. Small and
under-resourced councils will struggle to identify SNAs within the required NPSIB
timeframes. Indigenous biodiversity is not evenly distributed across the country and
neither will be the costs of identification. Some districts with a small rate payer base will
be faced with identifying large areas of SNAs
22. A centralised approach to SNA identification would also provide a nationally consistent
data set for central government monitoring and reporting. A clear national picture of
indigenous biodiversity would be invaluable for understanding what remains and how
best to manage it and will be critical for monitoring ongoing declines and effectiveness
of interventions on a national scale.
23. Any identification process will require working closely with landowners in order that they
understand the scope and purpose of the SNA identification and the implications on
their land management of any SNA included on their land.

Managing adverse effects on SNAs (3.9)
24. Environment Canterbury supports clear national direction on an approach for managing
adverse effects on SNAs, including the proposed effects management hierarchy. We
agree with the narrow exemptions for new subdivision, use or development, only in
“Medium” SNAs, associated with nationally significant infrastructure, mineral and
aggregate extraction, and the use of Māori land.
25. We support the direction for all local authorities to manage adverse effects on SNAs but
recommend the NPSIB uses language that covers the functions of regional councils as
well as territorial authorities. “Subdivision, use or development” are activities that are
generally managed by territorial authorities as uses of land under RMA s10. If the
intention is to manage the adverse effects from all activities on SNAs, which
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Environment Canterbury supports, then the language used in the NPSIB also needs to
also refer to activities managed under RMA ss 13, 14 and 15.
26. We recommend that clarification is provided in 3.9(4)(d) that “established” means
established by people (not naturally established).

Existing activities in SNAs (3.12)
27. Environment Canterbury supports the recognition of existing use rights for pastoral
farming. We also support the inclusion of guidance in 3.12(4)(c) for ensuring that
existing use rights are appropriately applied. We would like to clarify, however, the
requirement to prevent the loss of extent and degradation of SNAs (including
cumulative loss) caused by existing uses. The requirement in 3.12(3)(a) appears to
encroach on the existing use rights contained in RMA s10, where the effects of a land
use may be the same or similar in character, intensity, and scale to those which existed
before. We recommend that this requirement is reconciled with RMA s10 (and s20A).
28. Whilst supporting the recognition of existing pastoral farming, Environment Canterbury
is concerned that these provisions rely on a broad definition of improved pasture.
Improved pasture definitions have proven to be very difficult to apply and have caused
issues in the Canterbury region.
29. However, we note that an improved pasture definition will be more easily implemented
where all SNAs have been proactively identified in district plans and landowners are
aware that an SNA is on their property.

Identification and protection of indigenous biodiversity outside
SNAs:
Identified taonga (3.14)
30. Environment Canterbury supports the identification of taonga as an important way to
provide opportunities for tangata whenua to exercise kaitiakitanga. We emphasise the
importance of identification as a critical first step in ensuring that taonga are not lost or
degraded. We agree that a more flexible approach to managing the values of taonga
species is appropriate where they are located outside of SNAs.

Highly mobile fauna (3.15)
31. Environment Canterbury generally supports the intention to protect the habitat needs of
highly mobile fauna species. We note however that surveying and identifying areas
used by specific fauna species is better aligned with the current expertise and
responsibilities of the DOC. We request that DOC undertakes surveys of highly mobile
fauna and provides this information to local government in order to manage adverse
effects through planning frameworks.
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32. The definition for highly mobile fauna should be clarified with either an ‘and’ or an ‘or’
after “a) are highly mobile”.

General rules applying outside SNAs (3.13)
33. Environment Canterbury agrees that protection of indigenous biodiversity within SNAs
alone will not maintain indigenous biodiversity across the country. We support the
requirement for local authorities to maintain indigenous biodiversity outside of SNAs
through the management of areas that do not meet the SNA criteria but warrant
regulatory protection. This would be particularly useful for protecting areas on public
land or identified in collaboration with willing landowners that do not yet qualify as SNAs
but are priority areas for restoration and enhancement (or natural regeneration) and
could become SNAs in the future.
34. We request some clarification on what the provisions in this section are intended to
achieve. The wording of these provisions needs clarification, especially in relation to
3.13(1)(c) and 3.13(2), which refer to the assessment of areas outside SNAs as
significant. If these areas are significant, they should already be assessed as SNAs and
will be managed under 3.9 not 3.13.

Managing adverse effects in plantation forests (3.10)
35. Environment Canterbury supports the proposed approach for managing significant
habitat in plantation forests, and in particular, strongly supports the need to provide for
populations of threatened or at-risk fauna reliant on forestry areas as habitat.

Restoration and enhancement of indigenous biodiversity:
Restoration and enhancement (3.16)
36. Environment Canterbury supports the inclusion of a restoration and enhancement
clause within the NPSIB. We agree that maintenance should include restoration and
enhancement, but these activities should not be prioritised at the expense of directing
resources away from the protection of existing SNAs, which require ongoing investment.
37. Environment Canterbury generally supports the provisions to promote restoration and
enhancement of wetlands, former wetlands, degraded SNAs, and areas that provide
connectivity or buffering functions. However, we request clarification on whether this
clause is intended to promote restoration and enhancement in these areas above all
other areas. Environment Canterbury supports restoration and enhancement of these
areas but not necessarily as a priority over other areas, for example, restoration and
enhancement of braided river ecosystems that may or may not fall under the
applicability of this clause.
38. We recommend that DOC is responsible for supplying territorial authorities with the
information that will enable them to identify areas that provide important connectivity or
buffering functions under this clause.
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Increasing indigenous vegetation cover (3.17)
39. Environment Canterbury supports the requirement to set indigenous vegetation cover
targets through regional policy statements. This responds to ecological research that
indicates that indigenous biodiversity decreases particularly rapidly once less than 20%
of original habitat remains.
40. There are no parameters within this clause about how vegetation should be quantified,
how percentage cover should be assessed, or at what scale it should be measured. We
recommend the NPSIB sets out these parameters so that the clause can be applied
consistently across the country. For the rural targets, we recommend that areas are
based on a combination of Ecological Districts and Land Environment of New Zealand
(LENZ) classifications, to ensure the targets make sense ecologically and capture
ecosystem representativeness across the region.
41. We recommend that clause 3.17(1) is reworded to clarify that every regional council
must assess the percentage of indigenous vegetation cover in its region for both urban
and rural areas. It currently reads as if regional councils must assess the percentage of
rural or urban areas that have any indigenous vegetation within them.

Implementation and monitoring:
Regional biodiversity strategies (3.18)
42. Environment Canterbury supports the requirement to prepare regional biodiversity
strategies. We see regional strategies as valuable non-statutory tools, and we support
regional councils being given a clear mandate from central government to work
collaboratively with others to develop a comprehensive, outcomes-focused biodiversity
strategy for our region.
43. Based on our experience with the Canterbury Biodiversity Strategy, our partners,
including territorial and iwi authorities, central government agencies, industry and
environmental groups, and research providers, have found it is valuable to have an
agreed cohesive vision for biodiversity management in Canterbury. A regional strategy
can provide political impetus for committing resources, be operationally useful by
establishing regionally consistent methods and actions, and provide an accountability
mechanism at the regional level. A consistent approach to regional strategies may also
be helpful for monitoring progress towards objectives at a national level.
44. Environment Canterbury supports the proposed principles for regional biodiversity
strategies outlined in Appendix 5. We agree that regional strategies should be
comprehensive (covering terrestrial, freshwater and coastal marine indigenous
biodiversity) and should have a strong focus on implementation planning. We
recommend that these strategies remained focused on biodiversity outcomes.
45. We recommend that regional strategies must recognise that significant ongoing
investment is needed to protect existing biodiversity. We caution against the risk of
diverting resources from protection of high-value biodiversity towards restoration or
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enhancement projects that will deliver poorer quality biodiversity outcomes. Protection
of existing indigenous biodiversity, particularly from biosecurity threats, requires
ongoing, active management, and protection work must hold a central position in
regional biodiversity management strategies.

Regional biodiversity monitoring (3.20)
46. Environment Canterbury supports the requirements to develop a regional monitoring
plan to monitor physical extent, indigenous biodiversity and ecological integrity of SNAs,
taonga and other areas outside SNAs. However, we strongly recommend that these
plans follow a nationally consistent approach. Currently, there is no nationally-agreed
set of indicators for ecological integrity ready to be operationalised. This needs to be
addressed, otherwise councils are likely to choose different indicators for monitoring.
The lack of consistency will make it very difficult to use regional monitoring outputs for
national monitoring and reporting.
47. Development of a regional monitoring programme will be expensive and regional
councils will need central government support to implement this policy. Nationallyagreed indicators must be realistic and able to be implemented within resource
constraints.

Precautionary approach (3.6)
48. Environment Canterbury recommends that the implementation of the precautionary
approach should be limited to use in planning processes rather than assessment of
proposed activities in resource consent decisions.

Resilience to climate change (3.5)
49. Environment Canterbury supports the need to specifically address the threat of climate
change to indigenous biodiversity. The threat posed by climate change is wellarticulated in the NPSIB but we recommend guidance is provided on how resilience can
be promoted.
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8.5. Biosecurity Advisory Councillor Working Group

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Louise McDonald, Senior Committee Advisor

Responsible Director

Nadeine Dommisse

Purpose
1.

To appoint four Councillors to the Biodiversity Advisory Councillor Working Group.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

appoints Councillors Grant Edge, Ian Mackenzie, Lan Pham and Elizabeth
McKenzie to the Biodiversity Advisory Councillor Working Group.

Background
2.

At the 20 February 2020 Council meeting Councillors Grant Edge (North Canterbury),
Ian Mackenzie (Central Canterbury), Lan Pham (Christchurch and Banks Peninsula)
and Elizabeth McKenzie (South Canterbury) were appointed as establishment chairs for
the four Biosecurity Advisory Groups.

3.

At that meeting the Council approved the establishment of the Biosecurity Advisory
Councillor Working Group but no members were appointed to the Advisory Group. The
Advisory Group’s role is to consider applications from, and appoint, community
representatives on the Advisory Groups and confirm any nominations for Papatipu
Rūnanga and Territorial Authority representatives in accordance with the Biosecurity
Advisory Groups Terms of Reference..

4.

It is recommended that the establishment chairs be appointed to the Working Group.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
5.

There are no financial implications from appointing Councillors to the Advisory Group.

Risk assessment and legal compliance
6.

The establishment chairs will be familiar with the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms
of Reference. Despite their formal classification under the Local Government Act
2002 as ‘other subordinate decision-making bodies’ (which simply follows the
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statutory terminology), the groups will have no statutory powers or functions nor are
they delegated any functions or powers by the Council.

Next steps
7.

All appointments will be confirmed by the Council.

Legal review

Catherine Schache, General Counsel

Peer reviewers

Maree Willetts, Principal Strategy Advisor Strategy & Planning
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8.6. Zone Committee Annual Reports - Banks Peninsula,
Christchurch West Melton and Selwyn-Waihora

Council report
Date of meeting

12 March 2020

Author

Shelley Washington, Tami Woods and Miria Goodwin

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought

Purpose
1.

Canterbury Water Management Zone Committees report annually on progress
implementing the strategy in their zone. This provides an opportunity for zone
committee chairs to discuss the work of their zone committee with Environment
Canterbury Councillors. It also fulfils a requirement of the Environment Canterbury
Long-Term Plan.

2.

The Chair of the Banks Peninsula (Benita Wakefield), the Chair of the Christchurch
West Melton (Arapata Reuben) and the Chair of the Selwyn Waihora (Les Wanhalla)
Zone Committees will be attending the meeting to present their reports.

3.

Reports from Lower Waitaki South Coastal Canterbury, Orari Temuka Opihi Pareora
and Upper Waitaki Zone Committees will be presented from the Timaru Office via
Skype at the 16 April Council meeting. Representatives from Ashburton and
Waimakariri Zone Committees will be attending the meeting to present their report and
Kaikōura Zone Committee (Ted Howard) will be presenting that Committee’s report from
Kaikōura District Council via Skype at the 14 May Council meeting. Representatives
from Hurunui Waiau Zone Committee and the Regional Committee will be attending the
meeting to present their report at the 18 June Council meeting.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receives the Banks Peninsula Zone Committee Annual Report 2019

2. Receives the Christchurch West Melton Zone Committee Annual Report 2019
3. Receives the Selwyn Waihora Zone Committee Annual Report 2019

Attachments
 Banks Peninsula Zone Committee Annual Report 2019
 Christchurch West Melton Zone Committee Annual Report 2019
 Selwyn Waihora Zone Committee Annual Report 2019
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Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Caroline Hart
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Banks Peninsula
Water Zone Committee

2019 Annual Report
Community becoming more aware of water issues
The Banks Peninsula Water Zone
Committee continues to work closely with
their communities, Canterbury Water
Management Strategy partners and papatipu
rūnanga. A major strength of the committee
has been to foster relationships and to be
proactive in supporting community driven
targets and priorities. This annual report
for 2019 reflects the many positive actions
and projects created that seek to enhance,
protect and to increase the mauri, health
of taonga species, habitats, waterways and
other biodiversity values.
Benita Wakefield, Zone Committee
Chair, Te Rūnanga o Wairewa

We acknowledge the significant contribution of
Pere Tainui for his passion in protecting mahinga

kai, kaitiakitanga values. We thank Elizabeth
Cunningham for her service as the Environment
Canterbury councillor and wise counsel.
Finally, we thank the Banks Peninsula
communities, papatipu rūnanga for your
support and encouragement. The BPCWMS
zone committee members and their
dedicated Environment Canterbury staff
support will continue to work for your best
interests in achieving a healthy pest free and
biodiversity enriched environment.
Please remember that the community are
welcome to attend our monthly meetings.
The times for these are available on the
Environment Canterbury website.

Key achievements 2019
• Wairewa Bank Stabilisation Project Community planting day was a
great success with over 1300 native seedlings planted.
• Whakaraupō Roadside Cuttings trial site established
• The Koukourārata planting day saw a staggering 3000 seedlings planted.
One of the committee’s priority actions is protecting and enhancing
environmental values from the mountains to the sea (ki uta ki tai).
• The zone committee held Farm Environment Plan workshops at
Okains Bay to help educate and support farmers through their FEP
requirements.

• Immediate Steps funding awarded to five projects: Mabel Hope
Covenant in Flea Bay; Okuti QEII Covenant; Bill Hill, Akaroa;
Kahukunu Stream restoration in Port Levy; and Okuti River
Community Project to help support covenants, riparian planting and
fencing, among other environmental outcomes.
• Zone committee members created articles and displays for local
papers and events to help educate people about water and Mahinga
kai on Banks Peninsula.

The Koukourārata planting day helped protect the quality of the stream on the marae's boundary, which runs from the mountain to the sea.
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Delivering the community's vision for freshwater
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) puts finding solutions
for freshwater management in the hands of the community, with support
from councils, Ngāi Tahu, and others. The strategy sets out freshwater
goals and targets to deliver the community’s vision for freshwater.

“To gain the greatest cultural, economic, environmental,
recreational and social benefits from our water resources
within a sustainable framework both now and for
future generations.”

Each of the ten community-led water zone committees work
collaboratively to develop freshwater recommendations to ensure
council plans give effect to these goals and targets.
The target areas are shown below – read some of the stories about what
is being done in the zone to deliver on these on the next page.
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Wairewa Bank Stabilisation
Project kicks off
More than 1300 native seedlings were planted in Banks Peninsula in
October, contributing to the health of Wairewa/Lake Forsyth.
The Banks Peninsula Water Zone Committee ran the Wairewa community
planting day as part of the Wairewa Bank Stabilisation Project, aiming to
prevent bank erosion and restricting sediment loss into the lake.
Historic deforestation of the Wairewa catchment has meant erosion and
the subsequent loss of sediment into waterways and lake has accelerated.
The phosphate rich soils in the area mean the sediment is high in nutrients
and causes summer blooms of toxic cyanobacteria.
Reducing the amount of sediment and reducing nutrients from entering
Te Roto O Wairewa has become paramount and the bank stabilisation
projects address the issues at source.
This year, banks of the Hukahuka Turoa stream were shaped to enable three
areas of riparian margin to be planted in a range of native, eco-sourced
species. The community planting day also focused on the northern bank
alongside the Opuahou Stream, in front of the Wairewa Rūnanga Marae.

40 volunteers worked hard to contribute to the health of the Okana River.

Roadside cutting trial
site gets installed
The first trial site was established in May within the Christchurch
Adventure Park. This is part of the Whakaraupō Roadside Cuttings:
Methods for Testing Treatment Options project.
This site is one of four selected for having the site conditions, soils and
weather conditions for being able to test a variety of low-cost options
based around using vegetation to stabilise cut slopes. It includes rock
toe support and re-battering. On the face of the slope, a variety of
products and seeds have been sprayed on, as well as products rolled
on and plants ‘plugged’ into the soil. This site will be monitored for 24
months.
The other three sites which are located in Governors Bay, Rāpaki and
the Christchurch Adventure Park can be established in following years,
as funds allow. The project is funded by Christchurch City Council
and Environment Canterbury and contracted out to EOS Ecology and
CouncilItMeeting
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Landcare Research.
is also part
of the Whakaraupō Catchment Plan.

Extensive research has gone into looking at the best available plant
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options to help fight roadside erosion.
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Whaka-Ora Healthy
Harbour projects pick
up pace
Whaka-Ora Healthy Harbour is a partnership of Ngāti Wheke,
Environment Canterbury, Christchurch City Council, Lyttelton Port
Company and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, to implement the Whaka-Ora
Healthy Harbour Plan.
The Community Advisory Group was established, with Gina Waibl
representing the Banks Peninsula Water Zone Committee.
Cass Stream has been selected as a pilot planting project. A Ki Uta Ki Tai
approach (from the mountains to the sea) will be taken with landowners
and community stewards. Environment Canterbury has assisted by
helping secure plant supply at a reduced cost.
Whaka-Ora Healthy Harbour and the Zone Committee held a joint
meeting at Living Springs to update the community on progress.
For more information, check out the Whaka-Ora website.

The Whaka-Ora Healthy Harbour plan sets a way forward for the community
to ensure the ecological and cultural health of Whakaraupō/Lyttelton
Harbour as mahinga kai is restored for us and our children after us.

Koukourārata Immediate
Steps project and
planting day
Koukourārata Rūnanga and Banks Peninsula Water Zone Committee
held a community planting day on September 7 in Port Levy.
One of the committee’s priority actions is protecting and enhancing
environmental values from the mountains to the sea (ki uta ki tai) and
the planting will help protect the quality of the stream on the marae's
boundary, which runs from the mountain to the sea, as well as providing
shelter for native species.
Peter Ramsden of Koukourārata marae said the project was all possible
because of funding from the zone committee's Immediate Steps
programme (IMS). "The land is joint between Koukourārata and the
wider community, so there is some farmers' land in there too."
This planting will complete the connection between the Kakanui
conservation covenant and the coast. This stream or gully could be seen as
the umbilical cord that connects Kakanui which represents Papatūānuku and
Te Ara Whanui Makawhui (Koukourārata Bay) which represents Tangaroa.

All ages helped out at the Koukourārata planting day

Future challenges and opportunities
In 2020 the zone committee will focus on making progress with
implanting their 3 – Year Action Plan which outlines the priority actions
they want to progress by 2021.
FUNDING
The zone committee will work hard to source further funding for key
project such as Wairewa Bank Stabilisation Project and Whakaraupō
Roadside Cuttings.
IMPLEMENTING THE WHAKA ORA HEALTHY HARBOUR PLAN
The zone committee will continue to support and implement the Whaka
Ora Healthy Harbour Plan.
SUPPORT COMMUNITY
The zone committee wants to engage with the community to help
people better understand Mahinga Kai values, fish passages and ways
to protect and enhance biodiversity across the Peninsula. In 2020, the
committee also want to support and work with Wairewa landowners to
Council
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have all stock
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from waterways.

FORESTRY ON BANKS PENINSULA
The zone committee will continue to support forestry landowners and
operators to understand the National Environmental Standard for
Plantation Forestry and ensure that erosion susceptibility is integrated
into any forestry resources.
CLIMATE CHANGE
The zone committee is committed to climate change and will consider
climate change effects on all action.
MAHINGA KAI AND ECOSYSTEM HEALTH
The committee continues to push for mahinga kai monitoring to be an
integral part of routine monitoring and annual reporting on the state
of Banks Peninsula water bodies. During the upcoming year the Zone
Committee, Councils and community will explore what might be causing
water quality and ecosystem decline in some of the monitored streams
and try to find possible solutions.
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Each of the region’s 10 zone committees includes four to seven community members and this membership is regularly refreshed to ensure a wide range of perspectives are reflected.

Zone Committee membership
Cr Lan Pham replaced Cr Elizabeth Cunningham at the end of 2019.
Rūnanga members

Ben Manson

Benita Wakefield (Chair) Te Rūnanga o Wairewa

Garrick Thorn

Aurora Smith Te Hapu O Ngati Wheke

Rima Herber

Manaia Cunningham Te Rūnanga o Koukourārata
Community members
Gina Waibl (Deputy Chair)
Paula Smith

Elizabeth Macpherson
Council representatives

Lyttelton
Diamond
Harbour
Little
River
Lake Forsyth/
Wairewa

Akaroa
Wainui

Andrew Turner
(Christchurch City Council)
Elizabeth Cunningham
(Environment Canterbury)

Key Zone contacts
Shelley Washington - Banks Peninsula Water Zone Committee Facilitator
shelley.washington@ecan.govt.nz | 027 294 5219
Gillian Jenkins - Banks Peninsula Zone Delivery Lead
Gillian.Jenkins@ecan.govt.nz | 027 706 7254
Peter Kingsbury – Christchurch City Council Principal Advisor
peter.kingsbury@ccc.govt.nz | 09 941 8487

The Banks Peninsula Water Zone Committee is a
community led committee supported by councils.
ecan.govt.nz/water
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Christchurch West Melton
Water Zone Committee

2019 Annual Report
Another successful and busy year

Arapata Reuben,
Zone Committee Chair,
Papatipu Rūnanga Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri
The Christchurch West Melton Water Zone
Committee has had another successful and
busy year and I want to take this opportunity
to thank my fellow committee members for
their commitment.

This year the zone committee has continued to
get involved in local events (World Rivers Day,
Meet in the Middle, Mother of All Clean Ups) to
raise awareness about local water issues and
in particular promote how everyone can be a
stormwater superhero.

Personally, I have a vision of a city where our
urban waterways support and sustain a wide
range of activities and they are recognised for te
hauora o te wai - the health of the water. This is
a vision we can all share. There is no easy fix and
we must take a whole of catchment approach.

There is an old saying – “It takes a village to
raise a child” – it also takes a village to improve
the health of a river. As a community, we
all have a role to play in understanding and
improving the health of this waterway. For many
of us that will mean taking small actions that
when added together make a huge difference –
things like picking up litter and waste from the
gutter and washing our car on the grass verge.

Finally, I want to welcome the new councillors,
Phil Clearwater from Environment Canterbury,
Sophie McInnes from Selwyn District Council
and James Daniels from Christchurch City
Council. The committee looks forward to
working with you and your fresh ideas and
energy.

For our local council partners that may mean
making a more significant investment of time,
money and resource and for local businesses
it will be about making sure they manage their
commercial operations to minimise the negative
impact on water quality.

Please remember that the community are
welcome to attend our monthly meetings. The
agendas for these meetings are available on the
Environment Canterbury Christchurch website.

Key achievements 2019
• More than 70 Christchurch residents joined Christchurch West
Melton Water Zone Committee members in March and April on the
“What’s Happening Under Our Feet” field trips.
• Celebrated the success of a remit to Ministry of Health calling for
more research to investigate any correlation between nitrate levels
in drinking water and colorectal cancer.
• The committee awarded six businesses with a Stormwater Superhero
Business award.
• Attended a series of events to spread the Stormwater Superhero
messaging. Events including Meet in the Middle, World Rivers Day
and Mother of All Clean Ups.

• Received the Addington Brook - living catchment management plan
at the June meeting.
• Allocated $100,000 of Immediate Steps biodiversity funding to
restoration work on the Port Hills.
• Became the first signatory to the Community Waterways Partnership
Charter. The Charter supports delivery of a community water
engagement programme of communication, education and awareness
of the wider community required under the new Christchurch City
Council Comprehensive Stormwater Network Discharge Consent.
• Four full-day erosion and sediment control workshops were run for staff from
the earthworks industry and councils. 115 people were trained, the feedback
was positive, and we have a waiting list for the next workshops in April 2020.

The Christchurch West Melton Water Zone Committee welcomed the announcement that the Ōtākaro/Avon River was one of the finalists
in the Cawthron Foundation award for the most improved river in New Zealand.
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Delivering the community's vision for freshwater
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) puts
finding solutions for freshwater management in the hands of the
community, with support from councils, Ngāi Tahu, and others.
The strategy sets out freshwater goals and targets to deliver the
community’s vision for freshwater.

Each of the ten community-led water zone committees work
collaboratively to develop freshwater recommendations to
ensure council plans give effect to these goals and targets.
Within each target area there are several specific time-bound
targets to be achieved and these are monitored and reported on
to ensure progress is being made.

“To gain the greatest cultural, economic, environmental,
recreational and social benefits from our water resources
within a sustainable framework both now and for
future generations.”

The target areas are shown below – read some of the stories
about what is being done in the zone to deliver these below and
on the next page.
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“What’s Happening Under
Our Feet” field trips
More than 70 Christchurch residents joined zone committee members in
March and April on the “What’s Happening Under Our Feet” field trips.
The trips provided the opportunity for locals to find out more about
Christchurch’s groundwater system, the city’s water supply and the
challenges we face in managing our urban waterways.
A huge thank you to Waterways Centre for Freshwater Management,
Christchurch City Council and Environment Canterbury for their
support of the field trips.
The feedback from people attending was extremely positive, one
person who attended the field trip said,
“To be placed at the Riverbank of the Waimakariri and then follow
a drop of water through the processes to my home tap, with all the
considerations needed to supply that valuable resource, became to
be seen by me as a privilege, rather than a right”.

Council
Deputy Chair
of theMeeting
committee,2020-03-12
Kevin Brown, talks about urban waterways

A Christchurch spring that feeds the Styx River
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Meet in the Middle
The zone committee had a stall at the annual Meet in the Middle
event. Committee members spoke to a number of people about
simple ways to protect our stormwater.
Stormwater is the water – and anything else – that flows down
the drains in our footpaths and roads from urban areas. It
collects rubbish, oil, chemicals, and anything else in its path,
and goes directly into our streams and rivers, untreated.
Some tips for protection stormwater are: pick up your dog’s poo
properly, clean your car on the grass verge so the grass filters out
the pollutants and ask for copper-free brake pads as they’re better
for our waterways. We can all do our bit to clean up our waterways!
The zone committee loves the opportunity to get out to
community events and talk to the public about water and
stormwater issues.

Christchurch West Melton Water Zone Committee at the Meet in the Middle event.

Port Hill Fire Recovery
The Port Hills fires that burnt through part of the iconic
backdrop to the city over those few February days and nights
were devastating for those home and business owners directly
impacted.
Sediment from the Port Hills is a major issue for the OpawahoHeathcote. By revegetating the Port Hills, especially the areas
around gullies, it is hoped that the amount of sediment going
into the river from the hill slopes will be reduced.
The zone committee team contributed $100,000 towards
Christchurch City Council’s Port Hill Recovery Plan. This went
towards fencing, planting and sediment control.

This year the zone committee allocated $100,000 towards the Port Hill
Recovery Plan

Stormwater Superhero
Businesses
At its Novemeber meeting the committee awarded six
businesses with a stormwater business superhero award for:
• Providing Industry leadership
• Demonstrating the ability to develop, articulate and
implement changes in stormwater management
• Significantly contributing to the industry and wider
community/industry partners
• Demonstrating high standards of ethical and business
practices around stormwater.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12

Christchurch’s Business Stormwater Superheroes. From left to right:
CSP Galvanising Ltd; Canterbury University Civil and Natural Resources
Engineering; Tower Junction; Hagley College; Winstone Wallboards Ltd.
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Absent: Resene Tower Junction.

The Christchurch West Melton Water Zone Committee was delighted to recieve the Addington Brook - Living catchment management plan.

Future challenges and opportunities
Stormwater Superhero Campaign: in 2020 the committee will
continue to educate and empower residents and businesses to tackle
stormwater pollution. The committee will continue to call for national
action to address heavy metals in urban areas.
Otukaikino Stream and wetlands: the zone committee has funded
several biodiversity enhancement projects in the Otukaikino Stream and
wetland area. Work has involved clearing weeds, planting riparian strips
and supporting a comprehensive weed control programme. Next year
the committee will study the streams water quality and decide what
additional actions may be required to support kaitiakitanga targets.
Erosion and Sediment: erosion and sediment loss is a significant issue
in the Heathcote/ Ōpāwaho catchment and is a key driver of poor water
quality. The zone committee will continue to work with the Christchurch
City Council, landowners and community groups to explore further
opportunities to address erosion hotspots in the catchment.

The committee will also continue to help enhance the biodiversity
on the Port Hills. This will involve working with key partners; The
Christchurch City Council, landowners and community groups to help
with minimising erosion and sediment losses from the hills impacting on
Cashmere stream and Ōpāwaho/ Heathcote River.
Community Waterways Partnership Charter: The committee was
the first signatory to the Charter. In 2020 it will be looking to all other
groups involved in water management to also sign up to the Charter
and help direct how Christchurch City Council best delivers on the
community water engagement programme around communication,
education and awareness of the wider community required under their
new Comprehensive Stormwater Network Discharge Consent.
Dryland biodiversity hub: another goal for the committee in 2020 will
be to continue to support actions to create a dryland biodiversity hub
on the south side of Waimakariri.

Zone committee membership 2019
Phil Clearwater (ECan), Sophie McInnes (SDC) and James Daniels (CCC)
replaced Tom Lambie (ECan) Pauline Cotter (CCC) and Debra Hasson
(SDC) at the end of 2019.
Arapata Reuben (Ngāi Tūāhuriri
Rūnanga) – Chair

Helen Caley
(Community member)

Les Wanhalla (Te Taumutu
Rūnanga) – Regional
representative

Gareth Oddy
(Community member)

Herewini Banks (Te Hapū ō Ngāti
Wheke/Rāpaki rūnanga )
Abbie Wilson
(Community member)
Annabelle Hasselman
(Community member)

Carly Sluys
(Community member)
Pauline Cotter (Christchurch City
Council Councillor)

Airport
CBD
Heathcote River

Avon River
Avon Heathcote
Estuary

Debra Hasson (Selwyn District
Council Councillor)

Tom Lambie (Environment
Kevin Brown (Community member) Canterbury Councillor)

Key Zone contacts
Andy Barbati-Ross - Christchurch West Melton Zone Manager
Andy.Barbati-Ross@ecan.govt.nz | 027 295 4302
Tami Woods - Christchurch West Melton Water Zone Committee Facilitator
Tami.Woods@ecan.govt.nz | 027 529 7761
Diane Shelander – Christchurch City Council Senior Policy AnalystDIANE.
Shelander@ccc.govt.nz | 03 941 8304
The Christchurch West Melton Water Zone Committee
is a community led committee supported by councils.
ecan.govt.nz/water
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Selwyn Waihora
Water Zone Committee
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Co-Chair Column
Kia ora. I’d like to acknowledge the contribution
of all members of our committee to what has
been a busy year. Paul Hodgson’s leadership
of the Selwyn Waikirikiri Working Group has
resulted in some strong ideas for us to focus
on in the next few years, and with elections in
October we congratulated Councillors Murray
Lemon and Anne Galloway on their re-election.
It was with great sadness that we farewelled
our long-standing rūnanga member Uncle
George Tikao who passed away during the year.

Les Wanhalla,
Selwyn Waihora Water Zone
Committee Co-Chair

Co-chairing the committee with Megan has
been great – our different ages, backgrounds
and skills has meant we come together to
form a richer understanding of shared values,
issues and actions. We all celebrated the
birth of Megan’s son Jack, and her election to
Environment Canterbury.

A real highlight for me this year was working
with schools – nurturing the younger
generations is so important and I really enjoyed
planting trees with several different schools.
Seeing our committee embracing the experience
of gathering and processing mahinga kai by
catching tuna at Wairewa was so good to
see. We thank Iaean Cranwell and Benita
Wakefield for hosting us at Wairewa marae.
Finally, I’d like to acknowledge the efforts of all in
the Selwyn Waihora community for the actions
they have taken to contribute to help achieve
the vision of the CWMS. We still have much
to do but we are on the journey, and we know
where we are going … Early next year we’ll have
our 100th formal meeting – we look forward to
seeing our community throughout the zone.

Key achievements 2019
• Zone committee members got involved and joined Selwyn
Enviroschools on their Te Ara Kākariki kids’ discovery planting days.
Both the committee members and the students appreciated the
opportunity to learn from each other and feel encouraged about the
future of biodiversity in the zone.
• It was a very productive year for biodiversity in the zone. The zone
committee allocated more than $100,000 of Immediate Steps
Biodiversity Funding to 15 projects.
• The Selwyn Waikirikiri Working Group (set up by the zone
committee) completed its roadmap to help improve the health of
the river. The zone committee has received the working group’s final
report and will incorporate its findings into future work programmes.

• The committee’s Swimmable Selwyn at Coes Ford project is progressing
well, with hotspot mitigation, protection and enhancement of multiple
springheads, sediment capture, and water quality monitoring. This
project is a good example of collaboration in the zone with multiple
parties involved including Environment Canterbury, Selwyn District
Council, industry groups, landowners, CAREX and the Water and
Wildlife Habitat Trust across the Silverstream catchment. The
committee is excited about a potential new Coes Ford wetland.
• Committee members have worked hard to encourage more action within
the zone by attending numerous planting days, field-trips, and conferences,
and by holding their meetings throughout the zone this year as well as
writing several community newsletters. They’ve also invited neighbouring
zone committees Banks Peninsula, Christchurch West-Melton and
Waimakariri to join them on field-trips or attend their meetings.

A combination of reused material and new technology work to deliver a solution to protect a rare taonga species. In 2019, the Haldon Pastures
Mudfish Barrier was created on a farm in Hororata, the first of its kind in the Southern Hemisphere. It protects one of the most significant
populations of critically endangered Kōwaro/Canterbury mudfish by keeping trout from the upper reaches of the catchment. An array of solar
panels provides energy that creates a current through old railway lines laid across the stream bed, stopping trout from accessing a large area of
streams and springheads that feed the Waikirikiri/Selwyn river, and providing a safe nursery for the kōwaro.

Council Meeting 2020-03-12
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Delivering the community's vision for freshwater
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) puts finding solutions
for freshwater management in the hands of the community, with support
from councils, Ngāi Tahu, and others. The strategy sets out freshwater
goals and targets to deliver the community’s vision for freshwater.

“To gain the greatest cultural, economic, environmental,
recreational and social benefits from our water resources
within a sustainable framework both now and for
future generations.”

Each of the ten community-led water zone committees works
collaboratively to develop freshwater recommendations to ensure
council plans give effect to these goals and targets.
Within each target area there are several specific time-bound targets
to be achieved and these are monitored and reported on to ensure
progress is being made.
The target areas are shown below – read some of the stories about what
is being done in the zone to achieve these on the next page.
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Getting amongst
the action
Enhancing, restoring and developing corridors of native plants – and in doing
so, providing habitat for native fauna – is a key priority for the zone committee.
This year, committee members supported community groups with
planting days, by providing resources and hands on deck all around the
Selwyn Waihora Zone.
Through Te Ara Kākāriki’s Kids Discovery plant-out days, 1,329 students from
14 schools planted 5,479 eco-sourced seedlings at sites through the district.
Committee members joined an effort to plant natives around a springhead that’s part of the Swimmable Selwyn at Coes Ford Project.
As spring began, planting also began at the Whakaora Te Ahuriri project,
with the first of more than 100,000 terrestrial and aquatic seedlings
going into the ground in September.
Getting involved helps committee members walk the talk, assess
progress, and support those who are contributing to implementation of
the CWMS in the zone.

The first natives are planted at Ahuriri Lagoon.

Making progressing
toward targets
With 10 Canterbury Water Management Strategy targets to focus on, the
zone committee has to know about a diverse range of issues. This year,
two field-trips helped the committee learn by experience.
An overnight marae stay at Wairewa enabled the committee to gain an
understanding about the ways in which different rūnanga fulfil their
kaitiakitanga role. Committee members experienced mahinga kai first
hand by gathering tuna/eels at night with Wairewa rūnanga.
In October the committee headed for the upper part of the region with
their neighbours in the Waimakariri Zone to look at recreation issues
in the high country. The committee also joined the CWMS Regional
Committee’s field-trip to examine Farm Environment Plans and the
auditing process, and to look at weed management around Te Waihora.
These field trips provided valuable opportunities to see how CWMS targets
intersect, as well as to meet and encourage locals undertaking great work
in the zone and understand the issues. It will help the committee to create
priorities andCouncil
projectsMeeting
that are both
impactful and achievable.
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A boost for biodiversity
The committee allocated $104,516 to 15 biodiversity projects in
the zone through the Immediate Steps funding programme.
Most projects are located around springheads, streams and
rivers that make up tributaries to Te Waihora – all the way from
the foothills to the lake edge.
Landowners and project partners who receive funding also
contribute financially, meaning the zone committee gets more
bang for its buck.
Projects include wetland protection and restoration at Black
Hills, Rockwood, Washpen Road and Haldon Pastures,
enhancement of streams at Maffey’s Road and Harts Creek, and
protection for Waikirikiri springs, as well as many others.

Washpen wetlands is being restored with help from an Immediate Steps grant.

A year of grand openings
and site blessings
This year Selwyn Waihora Zone Committee joined Taumutu
rūnanga to host the site blessing of the Waikirikiri/Selwyn
Near River Recharge project, funded by the Government and
supported by Central Plains Water Ltd. This project puts water
from the Rakaia River into a basin when groundwater levels are
low, particularly in winter, enabling water to percolate into the
groundwater system beneath. This aims to recharge the aquifer
and feed springs that lead to streams where mudfish live.
In February, the co-governors of Te Waihora – Environment
Canterbury, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, Department of Conservation,
the SDC and CCC blessed the site of Ahuriri Lagoon – a $3.5 million
project to restore an important mahinga kai site and improve water
quality in downstream Huritini/Halswell river.
And in September as spring began, Ahuriri Lagoon began to take
shape. With earthworks finished, zone committee members joined
the co-governors in planting the first native seedlings at the site,
which is already beginning to provide a site for native birds.

Te Waihora co-governors attend a blessing of the Near River Recharge site.

A roadmap for
the Waikirikiri
The Waikirikiri/Selwyn River runs through the heart of the Selwyn
district, from the foothills of the Southern Alps to Te Waihora. This
makes it special to the community and to the zone committee.
Last year the committee set up a temporary working group in
response to community concerns that the river is in an unhealthy
state. The working group represented a range of interests from
across the region who all agreed that a healthy Waikirikiri is
what people want.
After a year of research, the group has identified how we would
know the Waikirikiri is healthy and developed a comprehensive
report with a set of recommended actions, projects and research
ideas for the zone committee to consider. The zone committee
will look at these next year and identify priorities to help the
Council
Meeting
Waikirikiri on
a path
to good2020-03-12
health.

The Waikirkiri Working Group has recommended actions to improve the state
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of the river.

Megan Hands' farewell comment
Co-chairing the Selwyn Waihora Zone
Committee this year with Les has been a
privilege and I’m proud of what our committee
has achieved. We have been out and about in
the zone with meetings around the district and
all of us attending numerous events, planting
days and community meetings.
A highlight for me this year has been our stay on
the marae that gives us all a greater appreciation
for rūnanga perspectives, something I think can
benefit all zone committees.
Another thing I’d like to celebrate is the age
diversity on our committee – working with
young people is important to us and we often
hear that zone committees are full of older
people. Selwyn Waihora Zone Committee
bucks this trend, as we are an energetic group
of all ages.

Megan Hands,
Selwyn Waihora Water Zone
Committee Co-Chair

I’d also like to acknowledge the work of the
Waikirikiri Selwyn Working Group. Their ideas
will contribute over time to a healthier river,
and the committee will be working on how to
achieve this next year. Meanwhile, our zone team
is already putting measures in place that aim to
improve water quality over the long term with the
Swimmable Selwyn at Coes Ford project.
Further upstream, the ‘trout zapper’ fish screen
installed at Haldon Pastures has been a huge
highlight of my time on the zone committee.This
multi-year project is the first of its kind in the
southern hemisphere and will protect one of the
most important habitats for the Canterbury mudfish.
I’ve now been elected to Environment
Canterbury as a Councillor. I thank my fellow
zone committee members for a good year and
wish you all the best for 2020.

Future challenges and opportunities
• Implementing a roadmap for the Waikirikiri/Selwyn River. An
important task for the committee in 2020 is to carefully consider
the recommendations from the committee’s working group and
assess how the committee and others can action these ideas to help
achieve a healthy Waikirikiri/Selwyn River.

the Christchurch West Melton Zone Committee’s Stormwater
Superheroes about their respective work to improve urban water
quality. The committee aims to identify some practical projects to
contribute to these CWMS targets next year.

• Continue the focus on urban water issues. The committee
received great information from Selwyn District Council and from

• Identifying priorities for the next few years. Assessing progress to
date has been a key focus for 2019. The committee will now turn its
attention to a refreshed action plan for the next few years.

Selwyn Waihora Zone

Key Zone contacts

The Selwyn Waihora Zone covers the Selwyn District and a small piece
of Christchurch City. It includes Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere and its
catchment (including the Selwyn River / Waikirikiri, spring-fed lowland
streams, and some of the Port Hills streams), Lake Coleridge, the Rakaia
River and the upper Waimakariri basin.

Johannes Welsch - Selwyn Waihora Zone Manager
Johannes.Welsch@ecan.govt.nz | 027 512 3158

Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere and its margins are a taonga (treasure)
to Ngāi Tahu, reflecting the area’s cultural significance and the
concentration of mahinga kai, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga.

Miria Goodwin - Selwyn Waihora Water Zone Committee Facilitator
Miria.Goodwin@ecan.govt.nz | 027 809 6991
Andy Barbati-Ross - Central Zone Delivery Manager
andy.barbati-ross@ecan.govt.nz | 027 295 4302

The Selwyn Waihora Water Zone Committee is a joint committee made up
of community members, with representatives from Selwyn District Council,
Christchurch City Council and Environment Canterbury, and the rohe of
Wairewa, Rāpaki, Taumutu, Tūāhuriri, Koukourarata and Ōnuku rūnanga.

Zone committee membership 2019
Vicky Southworth (ECan) and Nicole Reid (SDC) replaced Iaean Cranwell
(ECan) and Murray Lemon (SDC) at the end of 2019. Megan Hands left to
take up a position as ECan councillor.
Allen Lim (Chair - part year,
community member)
Karaitiana Taiuru
(Deputy Chair - part year,
Koukourārata representative)
Megan Hands (Co-chair - part year,
community member)
Ron Pellow (community member)
Paul Hodgson (community member)
Annie McLaren (community member)
Fiona McDonald (community member)

George Tikao (Ōnuku)

Darfield
Rolleston
Lincoln
Leeston

Waikirikiri/Selwyn River

Rakaia River

Les Wanhalla
(Co-chair - part year, Taumutu)
Kylie-Jane Phillips (Wheke)
Benita Wakefield (Wairewa)
Iaean Cranwell
(Environment Canterbury)
Murray Lemon
(Selwyn District Council)
Anne Galloway
(Christchurch City Council)

Simon Hay (community member)
The Selwyn Waihora Water Zone Committee is a
community led committee supported by councils.

fb.com/canterburywater
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9. Other Business
10. Notices of Motion
11. Questions
12. Next Meeting
13. Closing Karakia
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