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IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991

AND

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury
Land and Water Regional Plan

AND

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri
River Regional Plan

AND

IN THE MATTER of submissions by Ravensdown Limited
(Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for
PC2)

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANNA MARY WILKES
ON BEHALF OF RAVENSDOWN LIMITED

17 JULY 2020






SUMMARY

A. Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) is a farmer-owned co-operative with over 4,000
shareholders based in Canterbury. Ravensdown is a science-focused organisation
delivering quality agri-products, technologies and services, and is an integral part of
the food creation process, whether the food is grown for livestock or for humans.

B. Ravensdown recognises the need for the environmental impacts of farming to be
mitigated and is supportive of an effects-based approach. However, it is important
that farmers' ability to operate is protected and they retain the opportunity to
innovate and to run farm businesses that are productive, sustainable and profitable.

C. While some of Ravensdown's submissions have been addressed through the section
42A Report's recommendations for amendments to Proposed Plan Change 7 (PC7) to
the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) and Proposed Plan Change 2
(PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan (WRRP), a number of matters require
further consideration and amendment.

D. Ravensdown is concerned that the issue relating to flawed fertiliser and irrigation
proxies in the Farm Portal remains, despite significant efforts and recommendations
by the GMP Implementation Working Group, established following Proposed Plan
Change 5 to the LWRP being made operative. This results in the Farm Portal
generating potentially erroneous GMP loss rates which farmers are then bound to
through farming land use consents.

E. Ravensdown would like to see an amendment to the proposed reductions in N losses
for industrial activities in the High Nitrogen Concentration Areas in the Orari-Temuka-
Opihi-Pareroa sub-region to 30% reductions, where this is achievable, from current
consent limits, rather than an absolute maximum of 30%. This provides the Council
with some flexibility to better recognise relative contributions of contaminants from
industrial activities.
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INTRODUCTION
My full name is Anna Mary Wilkes

| am employed by Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) as Environmental & Policy
Manager. | have worked in this role since February 2020 and for three years prior |
was the Environmental Policy Specialist.

Prior to joining Ravensdown, | was employed by Golder Associates Limited (and its
predecessor Kingett Mitchell Limited) in various environmental consulting roles
between 2005 and 2017.

| have a Bachelor of Science in Microbiology (1997) and a Master of Science with
Honours in Biochemistry (2000) from the University of Canterbury. | also have a
Master of Resource and Environmental Planning with Honours (2018) from Massey
University.

| am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a member of
the Resource Management Law Association.

| am presenting evidence as a representative of Ravensdown, and not as an expert
witness.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
In preparing my evidence, | have reviewed the following documents:

(a)  Proposed Plan Change 7 (PC7) to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
(LWRP) and Proposed Plan Change 2 (PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional
Plan (WRRP);

(b)  The section 42A Report for PC7 and PC2 dated March 2020 and the 29 April
2020 errata;

(c)  Relevant aspects of a number of the ‘Council Documents’ made available on the
Hearings web page for PC7; and

(d) The evidence prepared by Dr Ants Roberts, Ravensdown’s Chief Scientific
Officer, and Ms Carmen Taylor, a planning consultant with Planz Consultants
Limited.

The scope of my evidence is to provide contextual background to Ravensdown's
interest in PC7, and to address some specific functionality issues prior to Dr Roberts
addressing matters pertaining to OVERSEER and Ms Taylor addressing specific
planning matters in her evidence.

I note that my evidence does not specifically address any matters arising from PC2. As
| understand the situation, and as discussed in Ms Taylor’s evidence, PC2 aims to
ensure that any potential inconsistencies between the WRRP and the Waimakariri
sub-region of the LWRP are removed from the WRRP.

In Section 3 of my evidence, | provide an overview on Ravensdown's general interest
in regulatory processes and the construct of the business as a farmer-owned co-
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operative. In Section 4 of my evidence, | discuss two specific matters arising from PC7,
namely, concerns with flawed proxies in the Farm Portal and proposed reductions in
nitrogen losses for industrial activities in the Levels Plain High Nitrogen Concentration
Area (HNCA).

RAVENSDOWN LIMITED
Ravensdown'’s Interest in Regulatory Processes

Ravensdown takes an interest in a wide range of resource management matters that
relate to rural and industrial activities and participates in planning processes at the
national and regional level through preparing submissions on regulatory, policy and
plan mechanisms prepared under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

In participating in policy and regulatory development processes, Ravensdown
recognises the need for the environmental impacts of farming to be mitigated and is
supportive of an effects-based approach. However, given the importance to New
Zealand of its farming sector, it is important that farmers' ability to operate is
protected and they retain the opportunity to innovate and to run farm businesses that
are productive, sustainable and profitable.

In addition, Ravensdown has its own manufacturing, quarrying and bulk fertiliser store
activities to service its customers. Ravensdown supports the need to mitigate the
effects of its operations on the environment and is committed to fulfilling its
environmental obligations in order for its business activities to continue.

In particular, Ravensdown participates in planning processes to ensure policies and
regulations incorporated into plans or other planning mechanisms, seek and find an
optimal balance between any necessary amendments to farming activities, as well as
its industrial operations, and the use of the products it has developed to assist with
sustainability, growth and production in the rural sector, and ultimately the economic
and social wellbeing of the rural community and New Zealand.

Ravensdown's Shareholders in Canterbury

Ravensdown has over 4,000 shareholders in the Canterbury region, with around 500
of these shareholders located within the LWRP’s Waimakariri sub-region and over 700
within the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora (OTOP) sub-region. Almost half of these are
sheep and/or beef farmers, with the remainder comprising dairy and dairy runoff,
mixed or other livestock, horticulture, cropping systems and lifestyle blocks.

Ravensdown's Business

Ravensdown exists to enable smarter farming for a better New Zealand. As a farmer-
owned co-operative, Ravensdown's products, expertise and technology help farmers
reduce environmental impacts and optimise value from the land.

Ravensdown is an integral part of the food creation process, whether the food is
grown for livestock or for humans. Ravensdown tests for, advises about,
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manufactures, buys, ships, stores, spreads, measures and maps food-creating
nutrients and fertiliser for its farmers in an integrated way.

3.8 Ravensdown is a science-focused organisation delivering quality agri-products,
technologies and services. Ravensdown provides:

(a)  Practical insights, trusted guidance and lab-based diagnostic data on soil and
plant samples.

(b)  Environmental consultancy to assist farmers to mitigate impacts and move
beyond compliance.

() Quality agri-products including agrichemicals, seeds and animal health
products.

(d)  Manufacturing superphosphate at dedicated plants in Christchurch, Dunedin
and Napier.

(e) Lime quarries producing agricultural lime products.

(f) Logistics and storage of bulk fertiliser and other products to ensure they are
available when needed.

(g) Global sourcing from top tier suppliers.
(h)  Capability for precision fertiliser application by ground and by air.

(i) Map-and-measure technology for better on-farm decision making.

(i4) Innovation and research to ensure advice and solutions are based on sound
science.
3.9 In addition to its three superphosphate manufacturing plants, Ravensdown operates

a network of fertiliser bulk stores and quarries throughout New Zealand. In the
Canterbury region there are seven bulk stores as well as lime quarries at White Rock
and Geraldine.

3.10 Ravensdown provides the nutrients that nourish New Zealand's soil which, in turn,
feed the plants and animals that deliver the products that can command a premium
on the world stage. Smarter farming is all about smarter choices for the environment.
Sales are important but as a farmer-owned co-operative, it is not Ravensdown's policy
to sell farmers more than they need. Precision agriculture is about the right amount
of the right inputs in the right place, applied at the right time. Smarter farming is also
about always having the right reason - the focus on the environment, community and
kaitiaki (stewardship).

3.11 Nutrient losses from fertiliser are uneconomic for a farmer to sustain and these
potential losses can be managed using a range of techniques including appropriate
advice on product type, application rates and timing. Ravensdown is generally
supportive of the approach contained in PC7 to control nutrient losses through good
management practices (GMP) detailed in Farm Environment Plans (FEP) and
supported by nutrient budgets.
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Ravensdown also operates a user-pays consultancy, Ravensdown Environmental, as a
business unit within Ravensdown. The team has a strong relationship with
Environment Canterbury in implementing the LWRP farming land use provisions
through completion of nutrient budgets, Farm Environment Plans and resource
consents.

MATTERS ARISING FROM PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 7
Concerns Relating to Flawed Proxies in Farm Portal

The S42A Report refers (at paragraph 3.4 —3.7) to the potential for the Farm Portal to
generate erroneous GMP loss rates through the application of a set of modelling
proxies to uploaded OVERSEER nutrient budgets. The flawed proxies relate to
irrigation and fertiliser as set out in Schedule 28 of the CLWRP.

The GMP Implementation Working Group (established in 2019 following PC5 being
made operative) provided recommendations to the Council in relation to the flawed
proxies for irrigation and fertiliser, including that the notification of PC7 be delayed
until the issue was resolved.

My understanding is that under the operative LWRP, applicants have the choice of
applying for resource consent using the Farm Portal generated GMP loss rate (which
includes the erroneous proxies) or applying through the equivalent pathway, whereby
a manual review of the nutrient budget is completed by Council staff to determine
whether it reflects GMP. While the equivalent pathway provides a viable alternative
for consenting, it does not preclude resource consents being granted with erroneous
GMP loss rates that have the potential, depending on the farm-specific circumstances,
to enable the use of unnecessarily high quantities of nitrogen fertiliser, or to preclude
its use entirely.

Ravensdown considers it important to note, within the context of PC7, that the issues
with the Farm Portal producing erroneous GMP loss rates remains®. Ravensdown
would support further technical work being completed to resolve the issues with the
fertiliser proxy in the Farm Portal and would be willing to assist, if requested by the
Council.

Nitrogen loss reductions in OTOP Levels Plain HNCA

Ravensdown’s Seadown store is located within the Levels Plain HNCA. Ravensdown
recognises and supports the need for industrial activities to make reductions in their
contaminant losses to contribute to better water quality outcomes.

However, Ravensdown, as outlined in our submission, would prefer that rather than
the absolute 30% reduction from current consented limits as proposed in PC7, a better
approach would be to consider reductions of 30%, as a whole, from industrial
activities, in line with the OTOP ZIPA recommendations. As | read the OTOP ZIPA
recommendation (Recommendation 5.4.3(ll)), the 30% reduction reflects an overall
goal for the HNCA, not a requirement for each individual industrial activity.

1 Also acknowledged in a letter from Council Chair Steve Lowndes to Dr Andy Pearce, Facilitator of the GMP
Implementation Working Group, 8 July 2019.
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4.7 | consider that taking an approach that provides the Council with some flexibility to
adjust the reduction to better reflect the scale and intensity of the activity, and any
associated effects on the environment, is preferable. While in some cases, a 30%
reduction from current consented limits will be appropriate (and | note that at our
Seadown Store we consider this reduction challenging but achievable), some activities
may already be operating at or close to ‘best practice’ where such a reduction could
impact on business viability while resulting in minimal improvements in
environmental outcomes, especially where the activity is contributing contaminants
at the low end of the scale. Ms Taylor will address this amendment further in her

evidence.
5. CONCLUSION
5.1 In conclusion, Ravensdown supports effects-based approaches to regulation, if

needed, to reduce the environmental impacts of farming. As outlined in our evidence
there are some aspects of PC7 and PC2 that we consider could be amended in order
to provide clarity to plan users and give Council the information they seek in order to
progress the reduction in contaminant losses to the environment, particularly from
farming activities.

5.2 While some of Ravensdown’s submissions have been addressed through the section
42A Report’s recommendations, some matters require further consideration and
amendment. In addition to the two matters discussed in my evidence (flawed proxies
in the Farm Portal and reductions in N losses for industrial activities), Dr Roberts and
Ms Taylor have addressed other matters which in our opinion warrant further
consideration.

Anna Wilkes
17 July 2020
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SUMMARY

A. While there are several limitations to using OVERSEER FM in a regulatory context,
Ravensdown supports its continued use provided the previously published
Environment Court requirements are met. The use of OVERSEER FM in regulation is
output based, not input control oriented, which | understand is consistent with the
intent of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). Output ‘controls’ allow farm
management flexibility and innovation to respond to the challenges of reducing
externalities from the farm system.

B. There is a very wide range of nitrogen (N) losses reported for the range of land uses
across the Canterbury region and the country. Measured N losses range from a low
of 3 kg N/ha for plantation forestry up to around 300 kg N/ha for commercial
vegetable production. This range in N leaching loss for different land uses is caused
by a range of both inherent biophysical factors (e.g., soils, climate) and variable factors
(e.g., inputs, management). The ability of land users to be able to affect change in
their systems to reduce N loss will require a thorough understanding of what will and
what will not work for their circumstances.

C. Scenario modelling using OVERSEER FM can and does show the impact of a range of
farm management and system changes on the N loss estimates of different farm
systems. However, people who are using the model to assess the effect of change
management on N loss must not only be expert users of OVERSEER FM, but also have
a sound knowledge of farm management and the implications that changes in farm
management have on the whole system. This reinforces the requirements of
OVERSEER FM use outlined by the Environment Court.

D. Ravensdown acknowledges that the requirement for further nitrogen loss reductions,
of 15% for dairying and 5% for other farming activities, within both the OTOP High
Nitrogen Concentration Area and the Waimakariri Nitrate Priority Area, should be
achievable. | agree that most farms can achieve N loss reductions by instituting
further management practices applicable to their farming operations.

E. Research and demonstration have shown that further N loss reductions are possible.
However, the greater the N loss reduction required and the more challenging the
biophysical aspects of a farm, the greater and more expensive the farm system
changes that will be required to achieve this. What is achievable on research farmlets
and demonstration farms where a number of scientists, leading farmers, consultants
and industry personnel all have input and support the change management that
occurs may not be easy to replicate on individual farms because of the lack of enough
support to assist in the change process.

F. Higher leaching land uses are generally regarded as dairying and commercial
vegetable production, both of which are prevalent in, and are economically significant
for, the Canterbury region. Regulatory control on N leaching, dependent on the
nature of that control has the potential to drive land use away from these uses,
depending on either how nutrient allocations are distributed between land uses
and/or the need to achieve significant reductions in N losses.

Ravensdown Limited (Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for PC2)
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INTRODUCTION
My full name is Antony Hugh Coleby Roberts.

| am employed by Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) as Chief Scientific Officer. |
have worked in this role since February 2002. In my current role, | am responsible for
managing agronomic research and development for Ravensdown, training
approximately 70 Agri Managers and other staff in soils, fertilisers and pastoral
agriculture, as well as working with many of our Corporate and other farming
shareholders.

| have a Bachelor of Agricultural Science (1st Class Honours) and a Doctor of
Philosophy in Soil Science, both from Massey University, Palmerston North. | obtained
a Certificate of Completion for the Massey University Sustainable Nutrient
Management in New Zealand Agriculture course in 2004 and one for Advanced
Sustainable Nutrient Management in 2006. | am a Fellow of the New Zealand Soil
Science Society and a member of the New Zealand Institute of Primary Industry
Management and the New Zealand Grassland Association. | am a Certified Nutrient

Management Advisor.

Prior to joining Ravensdown in 2002, | was a practicing agricultural scientist for 22
years working for the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Agricultural Research
Division. Initially | was a District Agricultural Scientist based in Taranaki from 1980 to
1988, and then | took a role as the Soils and Organics Group Leader in MAFTech at
Palmerston North and Flock House in Manawatu/Rangitikei (1988 to 1990). |
transferred to the Waikato (1990 to 2002) where | held the position of Group Leader
of the Soils and Fertiliser Group and latterly as a Senior Scientist in the Land
Management Group of the Pastoral Agricultural Research Institute of New Zealand

(which trades under the name AgResearch).

My research and consultancy interests have included soil fertility, agronomy, heavy
metal accumulation in agriculture, environmental performance indicator monitoring
and interpretation, and waste utilisation or disposal to grazed pasture. | have also
worked in Tasmania, mainland Australia, Japan, Niue, Chile and South Africa in the

area of soil fertility management on commercial farm businesses.

| was one of the 5 scientists from AgResearch, who in 1993 under contract to the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, conceived the original development of the
model which is now known as OVERSEER. In 2012 | managed, on behalf of the

Fertiliser Association of New Zealand (FANZ), a project to develop the Best Practice
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Data Input Standards (BPDIS) manual for users of OVERSEER. This was first published
in 2013. Subsequently | chaired a multi-stakeholder BPDIS committee to ensure the
Standards document kept pace with model changes, until the committee’s dissolution
in 2017. I was also on the Science Advisory Group (SAG) for OVERSEER until that group
was also dissolved in 2018. Both these dissolutions have occurred because the

structure of OVERSEER management has changed.

1.7 | am the senior or a contributing author of 65 refereed journal articles or conference
papers, and a further 70 scientific or extension conference papers. | have also
authored chapters in 5 books, and 4 extension booklets. Over the past 39 years | have
conducted many soil fertility experiments and had an active consultancy role,
particularly with pastoral farmers throughout the country, on soil fertility
management to maximise economic return, and more latterly to couple that with

minimising off-farm impacts on the environment.

1.8 | acknowledge that | am presenting evidence as a representative of Ravensdown, and
not as an independent expert witness. However, my evidence does reflect the
expertise | have gained over my 39 years of professional experience.

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
2.1 In preparing my evidence, | have reviewed the following documents:

(a)  Proposed Plan Change 7 (PC7) to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
(LWRP) and Proposed Plan Change 2 (PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional
Plan (WRRP).

(b)  The section 42A Report for PC7 and PC2 dated March 2020 and the 29 April
2020 errata to the section 42A Report.

(c)  The Big Picture: Freshwater?; and

(d)  The evidence prepared by Ms Anna Wilkes, Ravensdown’s Environmental and
Policy Manager, and Ms Carmen Taylor, a planning consultant with Planz
Consultants Limited.

2.2 The scope of my evidence is will cover:

(a)  The use of OVERSEER FM in a regulatory context, including a brief explanation
of how OVERSEER FM works (Section 3 of my evidence).

(b)  The comparative nitrogen (N) losses associated with different farming systems
(Section 4 of my evidence).

1 The Big Picture: Freshwater A clear challenge. June 2020. www.bellgully.com
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(c)  Use of OVERSEER FM to show N loss changes in farm systems (Section 5 of my
evidence).

(d)  Are the nitrogen losses proposed in PC7 achievable by changes in pastoral farm
systems? (Section 6 of my evidence).

USE OF OVERSEER FM IN A REGULATORY CONTEXT

There are a considerable number of misconceptions around the OVERSEER FM
nutrient budget model, how it operates, how it should be used and what it can and
cannot do.

A recent Bell Gully report? stated that the Environment Court has had mixed views on
the use of OVERSEER FM in a regulatory context®* but despite the concerns the Court
concluded that there was no evidence of a realistic alternative method available to
model nitrogen losses to inform farm management decisions.

OVERSEER FM is a Decision Support System farm model which allows nutrient budgets
to be constructed for many enterprises including dairy, sheep, beef, deer, dairy goats,
pigs, fruit, vegetables, and arable crops®.

OVERSEER FM nutrient budgets allow farms of one or more management blocks
(defined as an area of the farm that has common physical and management
attributes) to be modelled. Nine separate types of management block are available:
pastoral, fodder crop, cut and carry, fruit, vegetable/arable cropping, trees and scrub,
riparian, wetland, and house. Up to a total of 30 blocks in different combinations of
the 9 separate types may be specified.

It is an annual time step, long term equilibrium model. As such it currently does not
reflect year to year or within year variability accurately and should not be used for this
purpose.

The model calculates nutrient budgets (inputs and outputs) for each separate
management block and a whole farm weighted average for the nutrients nitrogen (N),
phosphorus (P), potassium (K), sulphur (S), calcium (Ca), magnesium (Mg), sodium
(Na) as well as hydrogen ions (H+ or acidity - pastoral blocks only).

In terms of OVERSEER FM’s pastoral agricultural model (e.g., dairy, sheep, beef, deer,
milking goat) the centrepiece algorithm is not based on a pasture growth or soil
fertility driven model but is an animal intake model. The model calculates the energy
requirements of the block/farm based on the livestock information (e.g., milk
production, stock numbers and classes, management) provided by the user. With this

2 The Big Picture: Freshwater A clear challenge. June 2020. www.bellgully.com.

3 Lindis Catchment Group Inc v Otago Regional Council (2019) NZEnvC 166 at [457].

4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand Inc v Bay of Plenty Regional Council [2019] NZEnvC 136 at [117].

5 The section 42A Report (Part 2: paras 3.9 to 3.12) identifies that some submitters had asked that OVERSEER FM not be
used specifically for poultry and commercial vegetable production as they believed it could not accurately model N losses
for these systems. In my opinion, at present, this is true because there is a paucity of relevant science to inform any
modelling. With the requirement of various regional councils (e.g., Horizon’s One Plan; Environment Canterbury’s LWRP)
for OVERSEER nutrient budgets to be used in resource management planning, the pig industry was faced with not being
included in the OVERSEER tool and set about obtaining relevant information for model development.
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information, plus an energy calculation from any supplementary feed used, the model
then estimates the amount of pasture dry matter (considering pasture quality) that
must have been consumed.

3.8 Once the pasture intake has been calculated the model can estimate pasture grown
(by using assumed or entered pasture utilisation). Further to this, because pastoral
farms are complex in nature many of the other data input requirements are required
to understand nutrient transfers around the farm, mainly but not exclusively by the
animals depositing dung and urine but also effluent applications for example. The
information generated around how much nutrient is deposited when and where is
then also used elsewhere, such as in the N leaching and P run-off sub models.

3.9 The vegetable/arable/fruit crop OVERSEER FM models operate on the principle of
mass balance by accounting for nutrient inputs (e.g., from fertiliser, soil, crop residues)
and removals (e.g., harvested product) while also taking into account the recycling
processes (e.g., residue breakdown) and transformations (immobilisation and
mineralisation). For example, in terms of modelling the N component of an
arable/vegetable land use, OVERSEER FM uses the following equation as a monthly
iteration:

Nm+ 1 = Nm + Nrain + Nfixation + Nfert + Nslowfert + Nstover + Nroot + Nirrig +
Nmin -N uptake - Ndenit - Nimmob — Nleach, where the terms Nslowfert,
Nstover and Nroot relate to the release from material added to the soil (e.g.
roots and residues after harvest) and have a slow release component to them.

3.10 While Horticulture NZ, Ashley Gorge Farming Society and Rangitata South Irrigation
Limited (Section 42A Report Part 1: paragraphs 3.9 and 3.10) have criticised the
arable/vegetable/horticultural models within OVERSEER FM as being inadequate to
model complex rotations and the vast array of crops and management practices
employed, those models have been developed in association with Crop and Food,
HortResearch and now Plant and Food scientists based on available research and
understanding. In 2012/13, the Foundation of Arable Research (FAR) undertook a
thorough external review of the OVERSEER model with a potential outcome being the
provision of the necessary information to improve model outcomes for these land
uses. However, to date no changes to the algorithms in the model have occurred.

3.11 The Ravensdown submission supports the use of OVERSEER FM as a tool to assist in
the estimation of N losses from farm systems and inform farm management decisions
to assist in reducing those losses. However, in supporting OVERSEER FM as a tool
within a regulatory framework, Ravensdown also concurs with its limitations as
identified by the Environment Court®. The requirements to use the model in a
regulatory framework identified by the Environment Court are quoted as:

a. A consistent approach to model input data and maximising the
accuracy of that data

6 Federated Farmers of New Zealand Inc v Bay of Plenty Regional Council [2019] NZEnvC 136 at [117].
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3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

b. Using only appropriately qualified and experienced experts to run
the model for compliance

c. Establish a clear, efficient, and reliable process to review and update
model outputs and management practices at appropriate intervals

d. Appropriate on-site verification that modelled inputs and outputs
are being complied with, in addition to independent peer review of
performance

e. Using the model to predict trends and relative changes in farm
management systems, rather than absolute values (my emphasis).

While all of paragraph 3.11a-e is important, the most important in the present context
is the last point because of the strengths and weaknesses of attempting to explain the
biological world in all its variability and complexity using mathematically based
algorithms.

In a 2018 report’, the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (PCE) echoed
similar requirements when using OVERSEER modelling in a regulatory context, while
indicating that even then there were unresolved issues facing regional councils’ ability
to use OVERSEER in regulation.

The PCE noted that, based on the fact that OVERSEER had been used to support
regulation since 2005, if it were to continue would require “addressing important gaps
and shortcomings in transparency, peer review, corroboration, uncertainty and
sensitivity analysis, and model documentation to provide confidence to councils and
farmers.”®

The importance of not specifying absolute N loss values in a policy context is primarily
because of the inherent difficulty in accurately being able to estimate N loss from
complex biological systems.

Furthermore, OVERSEER FM is not a spatial model. That is, it does not know where a
farm is in the world nor how the farm is connected hydrologically to receiving water,
thus there is no direct or simple relationship between the estimated N loss values
leaving the root zone and the nitrogen values of receiving waters.

It is, however, logical to assume that in catchments where there are N derived water
quality issues, if less N leaves the root zone and travels through the vadose (or
unsaturated) zone (with or without attenuation) this will at some point in time have a
positive effect on reducing N inputs into receiving waters.

Using OVERSEER FM to demonstrate the relative changes in the N loss estimate of
farms, as inputs and system changes are introduced to reduce N loss i.e., scenario
analysis, in an attempt to meet community water quality aspirations, is an appropriate
use of the model.

7 Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 2018. Overseer and regulatory oversight: Models, uncertainty and
cleaning up our waterways. 142p.

8 |bid, 142p.
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3.19 Despite the limitations to using OVERSEER FM in a regulatory context Ravensdown
supports its continued use provided the Environment Court requirements (paragraph
3.11) are met because it is output based not input control oriented which is consistent
with the intent of the RMA . Output ‘controls’ allow farm management flexibility and
innovation to respond to the challenges of reducing externalities from the farm

system.

4, COMPARATIVE NITROGEN LEACHING LOSSES FOR DIFFERENT PRODUCTION LAND
USES

4.1 Table 1 below, extracted from a Client Report® prepared for Environment Bay of

Plenty, entitled “Land Use Impacts on Nitrogen and Phosphorus Loss and Mitigation
options for Intervention” shows that where measured leaching losses have been
made, there is a wide range in annual leaching losses both within and between major
land uses in New Zealand.

Table 1: Summary of researched N losses from different land uses in New Zealand

covering a range of fertiliser N inputs.

N leaching loss

Land use type (kg N ha” yr) References
Range Mean

Market gardening 80-292 177 Williams et al. (2003); Francis et al.
(1992 ; 2003).

Dairy pasture 15-115 65 Ledgard et al. (1999, 2000 and
unpublished research); Roach et al.
(2001); Steele et al. (1984);
Monaghan et al. 2000); Silva et al.
(1999).

Mixed cropping or 35-110 61 Francis et al. (1994; 1995); Adams

arable farming and Pattinson (1985); Ludecke and
Tham (1871).

Orcharding 50° 50 Ledgard et al. (1992).

Sheep 666 21 Brock et al. (1990); Ruz-Jerez et al.
(1995); Heng et al. (1991); Magesan
et al. (1994, 1998); Burden (1980).

Forestry 3-28 3 Parfitt et al. (1997, 2002, 2003);

Magesan et al. (1998).

*Single study with Kiwifruit.

"Best estimate for undisturbed exotic forestry.

4.2 These differences in N leaching loss are driven by a range of both inherent biophysical
factors (e.g., soils, climate) and variable factors (e.g., inputs, management). The land
uses above fall into two main categories. The first are grazing systems where the
primary source of leached N is from excreted animal urine with N fertiliser being of

9 Meneer, J.C; Ledgard, S.F.; Gillingham, A.G. 2004. Client Report, Environment Bay of Plenty. 52p.
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4.3

4.4

5.1

secondary importance. The second are cropping systems where N fertiliser and crop
residues are the main sources of leached N*°.

Between grazing systems there are differences in the annual average amount of N
lost, as shown in Figure 1'%, These differences are due to inherent physical factors but
also due to different animal species and the differences in forage amount and quality
that they consume.

Figure 1: Differences in measured N leaching between different grazing species

40 -
35 .
30 -
25

Nitrate

leaching 20 A

kg N/halyr)
15 -
10 -
5 -
0 T T
Cattle Sheep Deer

Species of Grazing Animal

agresearch

Higher leaching land uses are generally regarded as dairying and commercial
vegetable production. Regulatory control on N leaching, dependent on the nature of
that control has the potential to drive land use away from these uses, depending on
either how nutrient allocations are distributed between land uses'? and/or the need
to achieve significant reductions in N losses.

USE OF OVERSEER FM TO SHOW NITROGEN LOSS CHANGES IN FARM SYSTEMS

Superficially it would seem that using OVERSEER FM to show changes to N loss as farm
systems change is a simple matter of altering some physical inputs and management
criteria which are known to influence N loss and then re-running the model to
estimate the new outputs, including N loss.

10 |bid, 52p.

11 | edgard, S.F. Personal communication.
12 Journeaux, P.; Van Reenan, E.; Manjala, T.; Pike, S.; Hanmore, I.; Millar, S. 2017. Analysis of drivers and barriers to land
use change. AgFirst Report for the Ministry of Primary Industries. 89p.
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5.2 While this would produce a new N loss estimate it is unlikely that it would be a true
reflection of the effect of the changes made, on N loss from the root zone. If, for
example, in an arable or dairy system the decision was made to decrease the use of
annual N fertiliser inputs by 25% and the only adjustment to the model that was made
was the amount of N fertiliser, the newly calculated N loss would be less than before.
However, in my experience this difference is never linear, indicating that the N cycling
is more complex than a direct relationship with N fertiliser input.

5.3 The user must make other adjustments (which the model cannot know) to truly reflect
what is happening. In the case of an arable farm, the crop yield must be adjusted
(paragraph 3.9 above) based on the expectation of the impact of less N fertiliser
applied and in the case of a dairy farm the animal performance e.g., milk production
(paragraph 3.7 above) must be altered taking into account the potentially lower
forage supply with lower N fertiliser inputs, or increasing supplementary feed if that
is what the farmer did to replace the feed not grown with the reduced N fertiliser
input.

5.4 The consequence of this is that the people who are using the model to assess the
effect of change management on N loss must not only be expert users of OVERSEER
FM, but also have a sound knowledge of farm management and the implications that
changes in farm management have on the whole system. This reinforces the
requirements of OVERSEER FM use outlined by the Environment Court, as | have
provided in paragraph 3.11a — e above.

6. ARE THE REDUCTIONS IN N LOSSES PROPOSED IN PC7 BY CHANGES IN PASTORAL
FARM SYSTEMS?
6.1 Ravensdown acknowledged, in our submission, that within both the OTOP High

Nitrogen Concentration Area (paragraph 2.19 in our submission) and the Waimakariri
Nitrate Priority Area (paragraph 2.28 in our submission), the requirement for further
nitrogen loss reductions of 15% for dairying and 5% for other farming activities should
be achievable. In my opinion, these reductions should be achievable on most farms
by instituting various levers or farm system adjustments or changes applicable to their
farming operations.

6.2 Dairy farms could potentially achieve 10-15% by utilising baseline pasture production
(i.e., without N fertiliser use) as efficiently as possible through good soil husbandry
(i.e., appropriate fertility, physical integrity and biological activity), grazing
management, matching feed demand and supply using N fertiliser tactically to fill
predicted feed deficits and using the 4R nutrient management system of the right rate,
place, time and form of N fertiliser. Applying less N fertiliser to effluent areas,
minimising bought in supplement and using minimum tillage, soil N testing and catch
crops on winter forage cropping blocks are useful management strategies for dairy
farm systems which should be largely achievable without too much disruption to
productivity.
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

For the non-dairy farming activities, relatively minor changes could reduce N loss from
these systems by 5%.

However, going beyond these reductions will, especially for dairy in Canterbury, be
considerably more difficult and require much larger system changes with likely
negative economic consequences. This opinion is based on evidence from both dairy
farmlet and demonstration farm studies. A collaborative five-year farmlet study®?
entitled ‘Pastoral 21 Next Generation Dairy Systems’ (P21), managed by AgResearch,
aimed to provide proven, profitable, simple adoption ready systems to both lift
production and reduce nutrient loss.

Farmlets were set up in Waikato, Canterbury and South Otago and the system changes
included:

(a)  using fewer, higher producing cows

(b)  reduced N fertiliser inputs

()  reduced herd replacement rate

(d)  greater use of high energy/low N feed; and

(e)  using off paddock facilities to reduce the time cows spend on pasture or forage
crops.

In the farmlet study, milk production was maintained by increasing per cow milk
production and a longer lactation (days in milk). This was achieved by applying grazing
management principles to fully utilise feed on offer, using N fertiliser to fill feed
deficits (not build surpluses) and on wet soils using standoff to protect soils and grow
more pasture.

The lower input strategies reduced N leaching by around 20-40% (estimated using
OVERSEER version 6.2) compared with the control system, although production and
profit per hectare were lower than the control systems!#.

After the first three years’ results of the P21 Canterbury study were available, the
Lincoln University Dairy Farm (LUDF) adopted the lower input strategies and achieved
similar reduction in N loss™.

Over the dairy seasons 2009/10 to 2013/14, LUDF averaged 4 cows/ha producing 1762
kg milk solids/ha and applying 277 kg N/ha. Over that period OVERSEER 6.2 estimated
an average N loss of 72 kg N/ha. From 2014/15 to 2018/19, average stocking rate was
decreased to 3.5 cows/ha and N fertiliser use reduced to 164 kg N/ha while production
averaged 1729 kg milk solids/ha and N loss estimates averaged over the last 2 seasons
decreased to 40 kg N/ha?®,

13 dairynz.co.nz/media/5786610/technical-series-march-2017_web.pdf pp.9-13

14 dairynz.co.nz/media/5786610/technical-series-march-2017_web.pdf pp.9-13
15 Serra, V. 2020. The Journal. NZ Institute of Primary Industry Management Vol. 24 No.2: 34-39.

16 |bid, 34-39pp.
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6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

Unfortunately, neither of the above studies was set up to measure the impact of the
estimated reduction in N loss on the receiving environment.

These reductions in N loss may seem to suggest that Canterbury dairy farmers may
easily meet N loss reduction targets better than 15%. What is achievable on research
farmlets and on a Demonstration Farm like LUDF where a number of scientists, leading
farmers, consultants and industry personnel all have input into the change
management that occurs may not be easy to replicate on individual farms because of
the lack of enough support to assist in the change process.

In the dairy farming examples above, significant reductions in N fertiliser use was one
of the levers farmers could usefully employ to assist in N loss reduction. However,
there is a limit to how far this lever can be used because even if no N fertiliser was
applied to these farms, research?” has shown (Figure 2) that there would still be N loss
due to animal urinary excretion from the surplus protein in forage that they ate.

If no N fertiliser were used across all dairy farms throughout the country it has been
estimated that dairy farm profitability would fall by -5824.4 million, with the biggest
impact in Canterbury with a fall of -5393.1 million®,

Figure 2: Effect of increasing N fertiliser on nitrate leaching
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For other land uses e.g., sheep and cattle farming and horticulture (e.g., pipfruit,
grapes, kiwifruit, summerfruit and avocados) a recent report!® has demonstrated that
the opportunity for reducing N loss by completely stopping applying N fertiliser would
have little effect on N loss estimates, as the relationship between N fertiliser use and
N loss below the root zone is not lineally correlated.

Intensive South Island sheep and cattle properties on average (5 years) applied only
14 kg N/ha as fertiliser, which means that there is little room to significantly impact N
use and therefore reduce N loss by 7%, although the impact on profit, if no N fertiliser

17 Ledgard, S.F.; Clark, D.A.; Sprosen, M.S.; Brier, G.J.; Nemaia, E.K.K 1996. Proceedings of the NZ Grassland Association 57:

21-25.

18 Journeaux, P.; Wilton, J.; Archer, L.; Ford, S.; McDonald, G. 2019. The value of nitrogen fertiliser to the NZ economy.
Report to the Fertiliser Association of New Zealand. AgFirst. 92p.

19 |bid, 92p.
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6.16

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

was used, would also be small i.e., -$1.2 and -$2.1 million on South Island intensive
sheep and cattle and hill country farms respectively®.

In horticulture, depending on soil fertility and crops grown, N applications could range
between 50-150 kg N/ha on average, and if no N fertiliser was applied, yield would
decrease by 10-15% while only reducing N loss by less than 5% with an impact of -
$479.1 million in horticultural profitability?*.

CONCLUSION

Despite the limitations to using OVERSEER FM in a regulatory context, Ravensdown
supports its continued use provided the Environment Court requirements (paragraph
3.11) are met.

The use of OVERSEER FM in regulation is output based, not input control oriented,
which is consistent with the intent of the RMA. Output ‘controls’ allow farm
management flexibility and innovation to respond to the challenges of reducing
externalities from the farm system.

There is a very wide range of N losses reported for the range of land uses across the
Canterbury region and the country. Measured N losses, reported from a range of
research studies, range from a low of 3 kg N/ha for plantation forestry up to around
300 kg N/ha for commercial vegetable production (paragraph 4.1).

These differences in N leaching loss for different land uses are driven by a range of
both inherent biophysical factors (e.g., soils, climate) and variable factors (e.g., inputs,
management). The ability of land users to be able to affect change in their systems to
reduce N loss will require a thorough understanding of what will and what will not
work for their circumstances.

Ravensdown believes that scenario modelling using OVERSEER FM can and does show
the impact of a range of farm management and system changes on the N loss
estimates of different farm systems. Not all possible mitigations are currently
modelled by OVERSEER FM, but the model has a programme of updating when the
relevant science has been proven.

However, people who are using the model to assess the effect of change management
on N loss must not only be expert users of OVERSEER FM, but also have a sound
knowledge of farm management and the implications that changes in farm
management have on the whole system. This reinforces the requirements of
OVERSEER FM use, for regulatory purposes, outlined by the Environment Court
(paragraph 3.11a—e).

Ravensdown acknowledges that the requirement for further N loss reductions, of 15%
for dairying and 5% for other farming activities, within both the OTOP High Nitrogen
Concentration Area and the Waimakariri Nitrate Priority Area, should be achievable.

20 |bid, 92p.
21 |bid, 92p.
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| agree that most farms can achieve N loss reductions by instituting management
practices applicable to their farming operations.

7.8 Research and demonstration have shown that further N loss reductions are possible.
However, the greater the N loss reduction required and the more challenging the
biophysical aspects of a farm, the greater the farm system changes that will be
required to achieve this.

7.9 What is achievable on research farmlets and on a Demonstration Farm like LUDF
where a number of scientists, leading farmers, consultants and industry personnel all
have input into the change management that occurs may not be easy to replicate on
individual farms because of the lack of enough support to assist in the change process.

7.10 Higher leaching land uses are generally regarded as dairying and commercial
vegetable production, both of which are prevalent in, and are economically significant
for, the Canterbury region. Regulatory control on N leaching, dependent on the
nature of that control will have the potential to drive land use away from these uses,
depending on either how nutrient allocations are distributed between land uses
and/or the need to achieve significant reductions in N losses.

Dr Ants Roberts
17 July 2020
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IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991

AND

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury
Land and Water Regional Plan

AND

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri
River Regional Plan

AND

IN THE MATTER of submissions by Ravensdown Limited
(Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for
PC2)

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF CARMEN WENDY TAYLOR
ON BEHALF OF RAVENSDOWN LIMITED

17 JULY 2020






SUMMARY

A. Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) lodged submissions on the Proposed Plan Change
7 (PC7) to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) and Proposed Plan
Change 2 (PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan (WRRP).

B. The overarching goal of PC7 policy and regulatory framework is to improve the
freshwater outcomes for the region, particularly in the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora
(OTOP) and Waimakariri sub-regions. In relation to Ravensdown’s area of interest,
the provisions include requiring farming activities to implement good management
practices (GMP), to prepare and implement Farm Environment Plans (FEP) and either
comply with permitted activity rules, or resource consent conditions, as a means of
reducing diffuse nutrient discharges. These approaches generally reflect similar
operative provisions in the LWRP. Ravensdown supported these provisions in its
submission and | consider that these approaches are an appropriate resource
management approach under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

C. Having reviewed the section 42A Report, in the context of the recommendations on
Ravensdown’s submissions, it was considered that some of the issues raised in
Ravensdown’s submissions still needed to be addressed at this hearing. To that end,
Ms Wilkes (Environmental and Policy Manager) and Dr Roberts (Chief Scientific
Officer) from Ravensdown, and myself (Consultant Planner) have prepared evidence
which is currently before the Hearings Panel.

D. The key issue traversed in my evidence is the proposed further staged nitrogen loss
reductions, beyond 15% for dairy farming and 5% for other farming activities by 2030,
in the OTOP sub-region’s High Nitrogen Concentration Areas (HNCA) and Waimakariri
sub-region’s Nitrate Priority Area (NPA). As outlined in my evidence (Section 3), |
understand from the evidence of Dr Roberts that further nitrogen loss reductions
beyond the initial reductions (which were supported by Ravensdown in its
submission), cannot be achieved without effectively causing land use change away
from the farming activities regulated by these provisions, and thus causing significant
economic and social costs.

E. In my opinion the amendments requested by Ravensdown in its submission, in
relation to the staged nitrogen loss reductions, are a valid planning solution to the
concerns raised by Ravensdown. The amendments include the deletion of Tables
14(zc) and 8-9, and associated amendments to all other provisions that refer to these
two tables. My proposed amendments to the PC7 staged nitrogen loss provisions,
identify that nitrogen loss reductions are required to contribute to the achievement
of relevant water quality targets. In my opinion, the amendments sought reflect an
achievable resource management response, during the 10 years of the PC7 provisions,
that will ensure nitrogen loss reductions from farming activities, thus providing for the
improvement of degraded water quality.

F. | also consider that amendments to the specific commercial vegetable growing activity
(CVGA) provisions of PC7, namely Policy 4.36A and Rules 5.42CB and 5.42CC, are
required to address two matters. The first is the potential issue associated with the
use of 'avoid' within the policy (i.e., directs a prohibition on activities), rather than
‘restrict’ as requested in Ravensdown’s submission. The second is that in my opinion
it is not necessary to constrain CVGAs to one nutrient management area (NMA).
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Rather, if an activity traverses more than one NMA, the application and associated
consideration by the decision-maker, should consider the provisions that apply in each
NMA. In my opinion, this is feasible.

G. My evidence also requests, based on the evidence of Ms Wilkes, that the section 42A
Report’s recommended Policy 14.4.41, is amended so as to provide flexibility to
recognise relative nitrogen contributions and whether best practice, in relation to an
industrial nitrogen discharge, is already in place or not.

H. | also suggest amendments to Rules 8.5.24 and 8.5.25 to ensure that the irrigation
related conditions of these rules are consistent with the similar operative region-wide
rules, and the similar rules proposed for the OTOP sub-region.

I The amendments sought to PC7 provisions are provided in the table contained in
Appendix B of my evidence. This table also identifies the WRRP PC2 provisions are
retained as notified, as recommended in the section 42A Report.
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2.1

2.2

INTRODUCTION
Background - My Role for Ravensdown Limited

My name is Carmen Wendy Taylor. | am a Consultant Planner, and Associate, at Planz
Consultants Limited (Planz).

Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) lodged submissions on the Proposed Plan Change
7 (PC7) to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) and Proposed Plan
Change 2 (PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan (WRRP). | prepared the
submission on behalf of Ravensdown in conjunction with Ms Anna Wilkes,
Ravensdown’s Environmental and Policy Manager. Ravensdown did not prepare
further submission/s on PC7 or PC2.

An overview of my expert qualifications and experience are set out in Appendix A of
my evidence.

Code of Conduct

Whilst this is a Council Hearing, | acknowledge that | have read and am familiar with
the Environment Court's Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the
Environment Court updated Practice Note 2014, and agree to comply with it. | confirm
that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of
expertise. | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter
or detract from the opinions that | express.

| note that my colleague at Planz, Mr Nicholas (Nick) Boyes, is presenting planning
evidence at this hearing, on behalf of Selwyn District Council. The provisions
addressed by Mr Boyes are different to the provisions which Ravensdown submitted
on and which | traverse within my evidence.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

As background, Ravensdown in its submissions on PC7 and PC2 (dated 12 September
2019) stated that they generally supported PC7 in terms of its goal to improve
freshwater outcomes for the region. This support included requiring farming activities
to implement Good Management Practices (GMP), to prepare and implement Farm
Environment Plans (FEP) and either comply with permitted activity rules, or resource
consent conditions, as a means of reducing diffuse nutrient discharges. In relation to
PC2 of the WRRP, Ravensdown fully supported the proposed amendments as they
would ensure that potential inconsistencies between the WRRP and the
Waimakakariri sub-region provisions of the LWRP would be removed. However,
Ravensdown’s submissions also sought amendments to proposed PC7 amendments.

Having reviewed the section 42A Report!, Ravensdown has decided to present
company and planning evidence traversing matters arising from Ravensdown’s
submission points.

1 Throughout my evidence, when referring to the ‘section 42A Report’, | am referring to the document, and associated
appendices, titled “Section 42A Report: Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan; and Plan Change 2
to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan” dated March 2020, the 29 April 2020 Errata, the 26 June 2020 update to Appendix
E Part 1 (Update #2) and the responses, received on 23 June 2020, to the Panel’s questions dated 28 May and 16 June
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2.3 Ravensdown’s company evidence, which | have read and considered in preparing my
evidence, has been prepared by Ms Wilkes, Ravensdown’s Environmental and Policy
Manager and Dr Ants Roberts, Ravensdown’s Chief Scientific Officer. The matters
raised in Ravensdown’s evidence is as follows:

(a)  Ms Wilkes’ evidence addresses:
(i) Ravensdown’s interest in regulatory processes;
(i)  Farm portal concerns; and

(iii)  Nitrogen loss reduction requirements for industry in the High Nitrogen
Concentration Areas (HNCA) in the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora (OTOP)
sub-region.

(b)  Dr Roberts’ evidence addresses:
(i) The use of Overseer FM in a regulatory context;

(i)  The comparative nitrogen losses associated with different farming
systems;

(iii)  Use of Overseer FM to show nitrogen loss changes in farm systems; and

(iv)  Reductions in nitrogen losses achievable by changes in pastoral farm
systems.

2.4 Based on my review of the section 42A Report, and given the matters discussed in
Ravensdown’s evidence, my evidence addresses the following matters:

(a) The ‘Staged Nitrogen Loss Reductions for Farming Activities’, in both the OTOP
and Waimakariri sub-regions, and the reasons for the requested amendments
to this aspect of PC7 and relevant provisions, are discussed in Section 3 of my
evidence;

(b)  In Section 4, | discuss the reasons for the requested amendments to ‘Nutrient
Management - Policy 4.36A for Commercial Vegetable Growing Activities’
(CVGA), and the associated amendments to CVGA Rules 5.42CB and 5.42CC;

(c) InSection5 | discuss ‘Policy 14.4.41 — Levels Plain High Nitrogen Concentration
Area’ in the context of Ravensdown’s submission, the section 42A Report
recommendation and Ms Wilkes’ evidence;

(d)  Section 6 of my evidence covers an ‘Other Matter’, arising from Ravensdown’s
submissions on the Waimakariri sub-regional nutrient management permitted
and controlled activity rules (Rules 8.5.24 and 8.5.25); and

(e) A conclusion to my evidence is provided in Section 7.

2.5 Appendix B of my evidence contains the provisions of PC7 and PC2 which Ravensdown
submitted on. Alongside these provisions | have identified, based on matters
traversed in my evidence, as well as Ravensdown’s evidence, whether their retention
(acceptance of the section 42A Report’s recommendations) is supported or further
amendments are being sought. In addition, although not specifically discussed within
my evidence, within this appendix | have identified a couple of provisions where

2020. | acknowledge a consolidated version of the section 42A Report’s recommendations on PC7, dated 10 July 2020m
were made available on Council’s webpage prior to finalising my evidence.
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amended terminology has not been consistently carried through into Appendix E of
the section 42A Report (i.e., in Sections 8.5, 11.5 and 13.5 of the LWRP).

2.6 | note that my evidence does not address Ravensdown’s submissions to PC2 to the
WRRP. Given that the purpose of PC2 is to remove potential inconsistencies between
the WRRP and PC7 to the LWRP, it is simply requested, as identified in Appendix B of
my evidence, that the recommendations of the section 42A Report in relation to the
provisions Ravensdown submitted on (i.e., to retain the notified provisions) are
accepted.

3. STAGED NITROGEN LOSS REDUCTIONS FOR FARMING ACTIVITIES
Notified Provisions

3.1 The notified OTOP and Waimakariri sub-regional provisions of PC7 provide for staged
reductions of diffuse nitrogen losses from farming activities within the three identified
HNCA in the OTOP sub-region and the Nitrate Priority Area (NPA) in the Waimakariri
sub-region. | understand that the OTOP HNCAs are characterised by elevated nitrate
levels. | also understand that the Waimakariri NPA reportedly correlates to the
groundwater recharge zones for community water supplies, recharge zones for
streams with high nitrate concentrations where nitrate toxicity is a critical health
factor, and that the area is the source area contributing to Christchurch aquifers?.

3.2 In the OTOP sub-region, Table 14(zc) of PC7 identifies that by 1 January 2030 dairy
farming activities in all three HNCAs are to reduce nitrogen losses by 10%, with all
other farming activities required to achieve 5% losses within the specified timeframe.
In two of the HNCAs?, further reductions are then required by 1 January 2035, with
the total reductions required for dairy farming being 20% and 10% for all other
farming activities. The requirement to achieve the nitrogen loss reduction specified
in Table 14(zc) are then contained in a range of OTOP sub-regional provisions (i.e.,
Policies 14.4.18 to 14.4.20A, Rules 14.5.15. 14.5.19, 14.5.23, 14.5.23A and Schedule 7
(Clause 11)).

3.3 In the Waimakariri sub-region, Table 8-9 of PC7 identifies that in the NPA staged
reductions of nitrogen losses are required for farming activities, farming enterprises
and irrigation schemes. The table identifies that by 1 January 2030, and throughout
the NPA, dairy farming activities are to achieve 15% reductions and all other farming
activities are to achieve 5% reductions, and by 1 January 2040 these reductions are to
be doubled to a total 30% for dairy farming and 10% for all other farming activities. In
some sub-areas of the NPA, 15% and 5% nitrogen loss reductions continue to be
required in 10 year increments up to 1 January 2080. The maximum nitrogen loss
reductions within each sub-area of the NPA are as follows:

(@)  Sub-area A—30% for dairy farming and 10% for all other farming types by 2040;
(b)  Sub-area B-—45% for dairy farming and 15% for all other farming types by 2050;
(c)  Sub-area C—60% for dairy farming and 20% for all other farming types by 2060;

2 As outlined in Section D3.2, under the heading ‘Priority management areas’, of the Waimakariri ZIPA.
3 Rangitata — Orton HNCA and the Levels Plains HNCA.
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(d)  Sub-area D—75% for dairy farming and 25% for all other farming types by 2070;
and

(e)  Sub-area E—90% for dairy farming and 30% for all other farming types by 2080.

3.4 As with the OTOP sub-region, the requirements to achieve the nitrogen loss reduction
specified in Table 8-9 are then contained in a range of Waimakariri sub-regional
provisions (i.e., Policies 8.4.25 to 8.4.27, Rules 8.5.22, 8.5.23, 8.5.26, 8.5.30, 8.5.30A
and Schedule 7 (Clause 10)).

3.5 A note attached to both these tables identifies that the starting point for these
nitrogen loss reductions is the Baseline GMP Loss Rate*, except where Policies 14.4.20,
8.4.26 or 8.4.29 apply. A note attached to the Waimakariri sub-region Table 8-9
identifies that the reductions apply to farming activities that require a resource
consent under PC7 and only where the required reduction, for each stage, is greater
than 3kg/ha for dairy and 1kg/ha for all other farming activities.

OTOP and Waimakariri Zone Implementation Programme Addendums

3.6 The PC7 provisions, including the proposed staged nitrogen loss reductions for
farming, reflect the recommendations of the OTOP and Waimakariri Zone
Committees, as contained in the respective Zone Implementation Programme
Addendums (dated December 2018). However, | acknowledge, as outlined in the
section 42A Report®, that Environment Canterbury/Canterbury Regional Council
(Council) is not obliged to adopt the ZIPA recommendations verbatim. Rather, the
ZIPAs, which have been developed as part of the Canterbury Water Management
Strategy (CWMS), were one consideration for Council in the development of PC7.

3.7 The PC7 provisions, as notified, are consistent with the relevant OTOP ZIPA
recommendations which required further nitrogen loss reductions for ‘high risk
farming’® in the HNCAs (Recommendations 5.1.2(1), 5.3.4(l) and 5.4.3(l). The OTOP
Zone Committee, in making these recommendations, considered that staged
reductions beyond Baseline GMP Loss Rates are required in the HNCAs to achieve the
water quality targets. The OTOP Zone Committee, as outlined in the ZIPA’, also
considered that resultant water quality improvements would be evident in the 2040
water quality reporting and therefore they recommended the need for the
implementation of a monitoring programme to determine if further staged reductions
will be required in future plan changes (Recommendations 5.1.2(IV) and (V), 5.3.4(lll)
and (IV), 5.4.3(IV) and (V)). For this reason, it was also recommended that consent
durations should not exceed 10 years (Recommendations 5.1.2(VI), 5.3.4(V) and
5.4.3(Vl)).

4 The LWRP defines ‘Baseline GMP Loss Rate’ as — “means the average nitrogen loss rate below the root zone, as estimated
by the Farm Portal, for the farming activity carried out during the nitrogen baseline period, if operated at Good
Management Practice.”

5 As outlined in Part 1, Section 3 and paragraphs 3.56 to 3.67 of the section 42A Report.

6 | have interpreted ‘high risk farming’ activities to refer to the fact that these farming activities are in the HNCAs.

7 As discussed on p.41, p.60 and p.62 respectively of the ZIPA in relation to the three HNCAs.
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3.8

3.9

The Waimakariri ZIPA contains a number of recommendations aimed at reducing
nitrates (Section D3.3). The recommendations for staged nitrogen loss reductions
from farming are as follows:

Rec 3.5 - Dairy in the Nitrate Priority Management Area should achieve a 15%
beyond Baseline GMP reduction by 2030.

Rec 3.6 - All other consented farming activities in the Nutrient Priority
Management Area should achieve a 5% beyond Baseline GMP reduction by 2030.

Rec 3.8 - Unless amended in a Waimakariri plan review process, the nitrate loss
reductions in recs 3.5 and 3.6 above should be repeated until:

a. the nitrate reductions necessary to achieve the plan limits have been met,
or
b. the science information available shows the plan limit is likely to be met in

the future without the need for further reductions.

Rec 3.9 - The zone committee recommends the plan change includes policy
criteria that allow for and guides consideration of extensions to the 2030 target
date for beyond baseline GMP reductions in exceptional circumstances.

The Waimakariri ZIPA, in discussing® the rationale for the staged approach to nitrogen
loss reductions in the NPA, acknowledges that significant land and water management
change is being signalled and that farmers will need time to adjust farm practices
(including potential on-farm capital investments). The Zone Committee, within the
rationale outlined in the ZIPA, states that a series of steps is proposed that will
coincide with anticipated 10 year reviews of the LWRP thus providing an opportunity
for the ‘steps’ to respond to new information, tools and management practices. To
illustrate the proposed steps, Figure 3.2 of the Waimakariri ZIPA identifies 15%
reductions for dairy and 5% for all other consented land uses, every 10 years, until
2070 (i.e., a potential maximum of 75% reductions for dairy and 25% for all other
consented land uses beyond baseline GMP).

ZIPA Economic Assessments

3.10

During the development of the OTOP and Waimakariri ZIPAs, assessments of the
economic impacts®° of the proposed Zone Committees’ recommendations, including
the proposed staged nutrient reductions that would apply to farming activities were
undertaken. As a summary, | understand that these economic assessments
concluded, on an indicative basis of farm viability over 10 years, that:

(@) Inthe OTOP sub-region?®:

(i) Dairy farms. PC7’s required 10% of nitrogen loss will have a low impact,
dependent on the farm’s ‘baseline’ position, while the 20% reductions,
as required by 2035 in PC7, will mean that heavily indebted farms will
become non-viable.

8 |n Section D3.2, on pp.30 and 31 of the ZIPA, under the heading ‘A staged approach to setting and achieving limits int eh
Nitrate Priority Management Area’.

9 For the OTOP Zone Committee — ‘Economic Assessment of the Healthy Catchments Project Proposed Zone
Implementation Programme Addendum (ZIPA)’, a memorandum prepared for Environment Canterbury by Simon Harris,

dated May 2019.

10 For the Waimakariri Zone Committee — ‘Waimakariri land and water solutions programme Options and Solutions
Assessment — Economic assessment’, a report prepared for Environment Canterbury by Simon Harris, dated July 2019.
11 Table 12 in the OTOP Economic Assessment (Harris 2019).
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(ii)  Other farming systems (sheep and beef, arable). Most farms will be able
to cope with a 5% nitrogen loss reduction, but there will be impacts on
cashflow. The 10% reductions, as required by 2035 by PC7 provisions,
will have significant impacts on these farming systems.

(b)  Inthe Waimakariri sub-region?:

(i) Dairy farms. At 5% nitrogen loss reductions the impact will be low, while
at 10% the impact will be low for most farms depending on their
‘baseline’. At 20% heavily indebted farms become non-viable, and at 30%
farms with average performance and debt loadings become non-viable.

(i)  Other farming systems (sheep and beef, arable). At 5% nitrogen loss
reductions most farms will be able to cope but there will be impacts on
cashflow, while at 10% the impact will be significant. At 20% farms with
average performance and debt loadings will be threatened, and at 30%
farms with average performance and debt loadings become non-viable.

3.11 The economic assessment for the Waimakariri sub-region, also states that in relation
to the proposed continued staged nitrate reductions in the NPA that:

After a period of 20 — 30 years the impact of the required reductions becomes
very difficult to assess because the economic landscape could potentially be very
different. The main impact that can be understood as almost certain is that
greater constraints on N losses will reduce land use flexibility and effectively make
some land uses and/or styles of farming uneconomic*3,

Section 32 Report

3.12 The section 32 Report for PC7 assesses the proposed staged nitrogen reductions in
Section 10.3 in relation to the OTOP sub-region and Section 15.2 for the Waimakariri
sub-region. | have reviewed these assessments.

3.13 The key points | have taken from the section 32 Report, in the context of the concern
associated with the proposed continued staged nitrogen loss reductions in the OTOP
sub-region (Section 10.3 of the section 32 Report) are:

(a) The staged reductions, beyond GMP, are required to achieve the sub-regional
water quality targets.

(b)  The Farmer Reference Group found that dairy systems are able to reduce
nitrogen losses within current farming systems (with significant increases in
cost and management complexity), and thus without land use change, by 10%
to 15% beyond Baseline GMP.

(c)  The Farmers Reference Group also found that there were no opportunities for
further reductions beyond Baseline GMP for other land uses in the HNCAs.

(d) A monitoring programme will determine if future further staged reductions
beyond 2035 will need to be applied to meet the water quality targets.

(e)  The approach is consistent with the policy framework of the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (amended 2017) (NPSFM) and

12 Table 12 in the Waimakariri Economic Assessment (Harris 2019).
13 |n Section 3.2 and on pp. 29 to 30 of the Waimakariri Economic Assessment (Harris 2019).
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the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS) which both require the
improvement of freshwater quality where it is degraded.

(f)  The qualitative economic costs, identified in the efficiency and effectiveness
evaluation!*, are those as outlined in the ZIPA economic assessment, as outlined
above in paragraph 3.10 above, as well as decreased regional GDPs ranging
from $1.17M to $1.66M per annum and predicted decreased regional
employment ranging from 13 to 20 full time employees (regional and on farm)
in each of the HNCAs.

(8) The economic benefits include a diversification of the economy arising from an
increase from tourism and recreational activities (including fishing) as a result
of improved water quality.

(h)  There are no anticipated social costs, while there are likely to be social benefits
associated with improved water quality and thus greater community cohesion
and well-being.

(i) In assessing the efficiency of the selected option, the section 32 Report
considers that the staged nitrogen loss reductions provide the greatest benefit
to the community while providing an adjustment period for individual
landowners to adapt to the economic costs expected.

3.14 In relation to the Waimakariri sub-region, the key points | have taken from the section
32 Report are:

(a)  The staged reductions, beyond GMP, are required to achieve the sub-regional
freshwater outcomes, limits and targets and further staged reductions over 60
years may be required to achieve nitrate targets for some drinking water
sources or rivers.

(b)  The NPA interventions (i.e., the staged nitrogen loss reduction requirements)
have been set in anticipation of targets that will apply to Christchurch
waterbodies and will be more stringent than those included in Schedule 8 of the
LWRP.

()  The required reductions may be modified in further plan changes in response
to additional monitoring and scientific investigations.

(d)  While Part C of PC7 does not set limits for waterbodies downstream of the NPA
(which includes Christchurch’s aquifers and the mainstem of the Waimakariri
River) as they are outside the Waimakariri sub-region, PC7 does manage the
risks to these waterbodies from farming land uses. These risks were an
influencing factor in establishing the NPA boundary and the number of nitrogen
loss reduction stages.

(e)  The economic costs (and related social costs) are those as outlined in the ZIPA
economic assessment, outlined in paragraphs 3.11 and 3.11 above, as well as,
during the first stage of reductions (up to 2030), decreased regional GDP of
$5.75M per annum and predicted decreased employment by 59 full time
employees (regional and on farm).

14 The table in Section 10.3.3 of the section 32 Report.
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(8)

(h)

The economic benefits include reducing or avoiding water supply treatment
and/or sourcing costs for Christchurch City and Waimakariri District Councils, as
well as from between 95 to 165 private drinking water wells.

The social benefits associated with improved water quality, and thus improved
stream health and biodiversity and the reduced risk of health impacts from high
nitrate-nitrogen in drinking water.

In assessing the effectiveness of the selected option, the section 32 Report
identifies that the proposed 20 to 60 year timeframe provides time for
landowners to adapt to the required changes and enables the gathering of
additional information that may result in a different number of nitrogen loss
stages in future plans. However, despite providing time to adapt farming
practices, some existing land uses may no longer be viable after 20 to 30 years.

Ravensdown’s Submission

3.15 Ravensdown, in its submission®® on the OTOP sub-regional staged nitrogen loss
reductions for farming activities:

(a)

(c)

(d)

Acknowledged that the HNCAs are characterised by elevated nitrate levels and
advised that the PC7 framework that identified these three areas, associated
water quality targets and a planning framework that aims to reduce nitrate to
the targets is appropriate.

Supported the need for farming activities to reduce diffuse nitrogen losses in
accordance with GMP and through actions identified in a FEP.

Supported further nitrogen loss reductions, by 2030, of 15% (rather than the
initial 10% required in Table 14(zc)) for dairy farming and 5% for other farming
activities on the basis that these reductions should be achievable, while also
identifying that these requirements may be challenging for some farmers, have
the potential to erode land values and may affect some farmers’ ability to
remain in business.

Opposed continued staged nitrogen loss reductions for farming activities in the
HNCAs (beyond an initial 15% for dairy farming and the initial 5% proposed for
other farming activities).

Considered that the focus of the OTOP HNCA farming provisions should be on
achieving the OTOP sub-region’s freshwater outcomes. In this context, if in the
future water quality monitoring programmes identify that water quality targets
have not been achieved, then the means of achieving the targets is a matter for
consideration under a new plan change process.

Requested the deletion of the staged nitrogen loss reduction table (Table (zc)),
and amendments to a number of OTOP sub-regional PC7 provisions® which
referenced continued staged nitrogen loss reductions by farming activities
beyond 2030.

15 As outlined in paragraphs 2.18 to 2.21 of Ravensdown’s submission.
16 The relevant OTOP sub-regional PC7 notified provisions, as submitted on in Attachment A of Ravensdown’ submission,
include — the description of the HNCAs, Policies 14.4.18 to 14.4.20A, Rules 14.5.15, 14.5.19, 14.5.23 and 14.5.23A.
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3.16

In its submission!” on the Waimakariri sub-regional staged nitrogen loss reductions for
farming activities, similar to its submission on the OTOP sub-regional provisions,
Ravensdown:

(a) Generally supported the identification of the NPA (subject to separate
submission points on the extent of the NPA, the proposed sub-regions and the
reported connection to the aquifer that supplies water to Christchurch city) as
a planning tool to be used to trigger a more focussed regulatory framework for
the reduction of nitrates.

(b)  Supported, as it did in relation to the OTOP sub-regional provisions, the
development and use of FEPs and the implementation of GMP.

(c)  Supported, using the same rationale as Ravensdown applied to the OTOP sub-
regional provisions (paragraph 3.15(c) above), further nitrogen loss reductions,
by 2030, of 15% for dairy farming and 5% for other farming activities on the
basis that these reductions should be achievable, while also identifying that
these requirements may be challenging for some farmers, have the potential to
erode land values and may affect some farmers’ ability to remain in business.

(d) Considered that continued staged nitrogen loss reductions need to be
scientifically based, having considered the economic and practical implications.

(e) Opposed continued staged nitrogen loss reductions for farming activities in the
NPA (beyond the initial 15% and 5% proposed).

(f) If in the future water quality monitoring programmes identify that water quality
targets have not been achieved, then the means of achieving the targets is a
matter for consideration under a new plan change process.

(8) Requested the deletion of the staged nitrogen loss reduction table (Table 8-9),
and amendments to a number of Waimakariri sub-regional PC7 provisions'®
which referenced continued staged nitrogen loss reductions by farming
activities beyond 2030.

Recommendations of the section 42A Report

3.17

3.18

The recommendations of the section 42A Report are to reject Ravensdown’s
submission points that relate to the staged nitrogen loss reductions in both the OTOP
and Waimakariri sub-regions.

The section 42A Report'® identifies that Ravensdown’s requested changes to the
OTOP sub-regional nutrient management framework are best considered as a whole,
rather than provision by provision. In relation to these OTOP sub-regional provisions,
the section 42A Report identifies that Ravensdown requested ‘equivalent changes’ in
relation to the Waimakariri sub-regional provisions and therefore the OTOP
submissions are considered under the Waimakariri assessment as contained in Part 5
Section 8%° of the section 42A Report.

17" As outlined in paragraphs 2.24 and 2.27 to 2.31 of Ravensdown’s submission.

18 The relevant Waimakariri sub-regional PC7 notified provisions, as submitted on in Attachment A of Ravensdown’

submission, include — Policies 8.4.25 to 8.4.27 and 8.4.29, Rules 8.5.22, 8.5.23, 8.5.30 and 8.5.30A.
19 Paragraph 12.17 in Part 4: Section 12 of the section 42A Report.
20 The section 42A Report incorrectly referred to ‘Part 4: Section 8’.
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3.19 In assessing the proposed staged nitrogen loss reductions in the Waimakariri sub-
region, and by default the OTOP sub-region, the findings of the section 42A Report
include the following:

(a)

(g)

(h)

Discussion

The proposed timeframes for staged reductions balance the need to maintain
and improve water quality with the economic impacts that are associated with
the restrictions?.

It is acknowledged that long term compliance with Table 8-9 will be challenging
and in some instances may result in system change?2.

Continuing with the status quo, given extended periods of poor water quality,
is not consistent with the requirements of the NPSFM, particularly Objective
A22%,

Productive economic opportunities exist within the framework, but they are
likely to be different to the current land uses?.

Current information indicates that significant changes in land management are
required to achieve the water quality limits and targets, and removing the
proposed reductions beyond 2030 or 2040 would grossly understate the actions
required to improve water quality?>.

Referred to the direction contained in Objective A4 of the NPSFM, “to enable
communities to provide for their economic well-being, including productive
economic opportunities, in sustainably managing freshwater quality, within
limits”. In this context, the section 42A Report considers that the provisions
allow for reductions over time, to spread the financial costs of implementation
mitigations, where mitigation is feasible. On this basis, the retention of a
“revised version of the nitrogen loss reductions in Table 8-9” is recommended?®®
(although the notified table has been retained without any revision in Appendix
E of the section 42A Report).

The identification of the proposed staged nitrogen loss reductions provides plan
users with certainty and also provides a clear pathway for achieving the water
quality limits and targets?’.

The proposed nitrogen loss reductions are an integral part of the solution
package for achieving the freshwater outcomes for the sub-region?®.

3.20 As outlined in Dr Roberts’ evidence, nitrogen loss reductions from farming activities
throughout the OTOP and Waimakariri sub-regions can be achieved through the
implementation of GMP. In the context of the OTOP HNCA and Waimakariri NPA
additional nitrogen loss reduction requirements, Dr Roberts identifies in his evidence,

21 paragraph 8.123 in Part 5: Section 8 of the section 42A Report.

22 |bid.
23 |bid.

24 paragraph 8.125 in Part 5: Section 8 of the section 42A Report.
25 Paragraph 8.133 in Part 5: Section 8 of the section 42A Report.

26 |bid.

27 paragraph 8.194 in Part 5: Section 8 of the section 42A Report.

28 |bid.

Ravensdown Limited (Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for PC2)
Evidence — Carmen Wendy Taylor 10





3.21

3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

3.26

based on the findings from research farm examples, that nitrogen loss reductions of
15% from dairy farms and 5% from other farming activities should be easily
achievable. In saying this, Dr Roberts also outlines that what is achievable in a
research situation may not be as easily replicated outside of the research
environment.

Based on Dr Roberts’ evidence and Ravensdown’s submission, | consider that aiming
to reduce nitrogen losses from farming activities in the OTOP HNCA and Waimakariri
NPA by 15% and 5% for dairy farming and other farming activities respectively, is an
appropriate means of contributing to water quality improvements in these two areas.
Accordingly, the amendments to PC7 provisions, as contained in Appendix B of my
evidence, accommodate this requirement.

However, in my opinion, the need for further staged reductions beyond 15% and 5%
is more problematic, at this point in time, in terms of practicality, economic
implications and from a resource management perspective.

In terms of the ability of farming systems to achieve significant further nitrogen loss
reductions of 20% to 30% and beyond for dairying and 10% and beyond for other
farming activities in the OTOP HNCAs and Waimakariri NPA, based on Dr Roberts’
evidence, | understand that this may not be achievable for many individual farms. This
was recognised, at least in part, in the ZIPAs through the proposed staging approach
for nitrogen losses.

The economic assessments that accompanied the ZIPAs, and the section 32 Report,
also identified the significant economic effects of the proposed staged nitrogen loss
reductions beyond the initial 10%/15% and 5% reductions (refer to paragraphs 3.10,
3.11, 3.13 and 3.14 above). These reports identify that further nitrogen loss
reductions requirements, as signalled in PC7 and within the 20 to 30 year timeframe
of PC7 becoming operative, would mean that some existing farming land uses within
the OTOP HNCA and Waimakariri NPA would become uneconomic.

In my opinion, the aim of the PC7 provisions within the OTOP HNCA and Waimakariri
NPA, given the reported nitrogen issues in these areas, is to improve water quality.
The proposed first stage of nitrogen loss reductions from farming activities should
result, in time, in water quality improvements. In my opinion, this approach is
consistent with the water quality objectives of the NPSFM which aim to maintain and
improve (my emphasis) water quality. Relevant NPSFM objectives require:

(@)  The maintenance or improvement of water quality, while protecting significant
values of water bodies, and requiring water quality improvement where it has
been degraded by human activities such that water quality is over-allocated
(Objective A2);

(b) Improve water quality so it is suitable for primary contact (Objective A3);

(c)  Insustainably managing water quality, enable communities to provide for their
economic well-being, including economic opportunities, within limits (Objective
A4).

| acknowledge that the long-term aim is to achieve the relevant water quality
limits/targets specified in PC7. In this context, all resource users who contribute to
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reduced water quality have a role to play in contributing to the achievement of this
desired outcome, albeit subject to the planning framework of PC7 and the LWRP.

3.27 To achieve this desired outcome, it is important that the Council undertake monitoring
to determine the state of the environment, the effectiveness of the regulatory
approach and the need, or otherwise, for further regulatory control which
appropriately targets the resource users that give rise to the effect identified and/or
can change the nature of their resource use activity to avoid, remedy or mitigate the
identified effect. In my opinion, further regulatory control or restrictions should then
only be applied, by way of a plan change, in the context of these findings and after
determining whether the plan change meets the purpose of the RMA and higher order
planning documents that are in force at that time.

3.28 From my reading, further nitrogen loss reductions beyond the initial reductions
cannot be achieved without effectively causing land use change away from the
productive farming activities currently present in the area, and thus causing significant
economic and social costs. | consider that this aspect of PC7, and the potential
alternative land uses that may arise from such change (i.e., forestry, further lifestyle
developments or land abandonment) have not been fully considered in the section 32
Report and section 42A Report, instead the focus seems to have been solely on
achieving the water quality targets / limits.

3.29 | also note that in relation to the Waimakariri NPA and associated PC7 provisions, the
section 32 Report identifies that the staged nitrogen loss reduction requirements have
been set in anticipation of targets that have not yet been set (refer to
paragraph3.14(b) and (d)). In other words, targets that have not been notified as part
of a Schedule 1 process under the RMA. In my opinion, this does not reflect a fair or
open process.

3.30 On the above basis, in my opinion, PC7 should accommodate the initial nitrogen loss
reductions, identify that the water quality targets / limits are the long-term aim for all
resource users and that future plan changes, based on appropriate monitoring and
analysis, may be required to ensure that the long-term aim is achieved. In provided
amended provisions in Appendix B of my evidence, | have endeavoured to reflect this
approach.

Summary

3.31 In my opinion, the amendments requested by Ravensdown in its submission in
relation to the OTOP and Waimakariri sub-regional staged nitrogen loss reductions,
beyond 2030, remain a valid means of addressing the concerns raised by Ravensdown.

3.32 | also consider that the amendments sought reflect an achievable resource
management response, during the 10 years of the PC7 provisions, that will ensure
nitrogen loss reductions from farming activities, thus providing for the improvement
of degraded water quality.

3.33 The specific amendments being sought are provided in the table contained in
Appendix B of my evidence. The amendments include the deletion of Tables 14(zc)
and 8-9, and associated amendments to all other provisions that refer to these two
tables. The amended provisions that apply to farming activities, that require resource
consents, in the OTOP HNCAs and the Waimakariri NPA, identify that nitrogen loss
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reductions are required to contribute to the achievement of relevant water quality
targets.

3.34 | also note that in relation to Policies 8.4.27 and 14.4.20A, which form part of the
staged reductions approach contained in PC7, the section 42A Report has
recommended amendments, in response to other submissions?. | consider that the
proposed amendments (i.e., deletion of parts (d) to (e)) significantly dilute the intent
and purpose of these policies. These policies accommodate the fact that it may not
be possible for farming activities to reduce nitrogen losses, as required, for a range of
appropriate reasons (as outlined in parts (a) to (c)), and that the focus of reducing
nitrogen losses should be on how nitrogen loss reductions are to be achieved (part (d)
of the policies), and that the aim of the reductions is to achieve the relevant nitrogen
limits and targets (part (e) of the policies). | consider that the deleted provisions of
these two policies are important and therefore, as outlined in Appendix B, | consider
that their reinstatement is appropriate (in conjunction with the amendments sought
by Ravensdown through submissions).

3.35 While the key changes to PC7 provisions in relation to continued staged nitrogen loss
reductions continue to be sought, | note that some of the amendments sought in
Ravensdown’s submission have not been included in my Appendix B. These mainly
relate to the need to retain consistent terminology throughout PC7 provisions.

3.36 Finally, | am also aware that other PC7 submitters involved in the primary production
sector have prepared evidence in relation to the proposed staged nitrogen loss
reductions, particularly in relation to the Waimakariri sub-regional provisions. While
| understand that a range of solutions have been suggested by those parties, including
Ravensdown (as contained in my evidence), to address the issues associated with the
proposed staged nitrogen loss reductions, the nature of the concerns and the
principles behind the proposed solutions are similar. Broadly, as | understand it, these
principles include the fact that further nitrogen loss reductions of 15% for dairy
farming and 5% for other farming activities, by 2030, should be achievable. In this
context, the NPA sub-areas are not required. The principles also include that the
potential for further reductions beyond this initial stage, need to be clearly linked, in
policy provisions, to the need to contribute to the achievement of the relevant water
quality limits and the associated findings of monitoring.

4, NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT — POLICY 4.36A FOR COMMERICAL VEGETABLE GROWING
ACTIVITIES
4.1 Ravensdown’s submission supported the region-wide CVGA provisions as it was

considered that they generally reflected the nature of such activities, while putting in
place restrictions and controls to ensure that adverse nutrient effects are minimised.

4.2 While supporting PC7’s approach, Ravensdown expressed concern about three
aspects of the CVGA provisions, two of which remain a concern based on the
recommendations in the section 42A Report. The two areas of concern are associated
with the policy direction, as contained in Policy 4.36A (and associated Rules 5.42CB

29 Policy 8.4.27 - Paragraphs 8.207 to 8.213 in Part 5: Section 8 of the section 42A Report. Policy 14.4.20A - Paragraphs
12.38 t0 12.46 in Part 4: Section 12 of the section 42A Report.
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and 5.42CC) to ‘avoid’ CVGA expansion and to constrain such activities to a ‘Nutrient
Management Area’ (NMA).

4.3 Policy 4.36A, as notified, recognises that CVGA needs to be provided for within the
LWRP as standalone provisions that apply on a region-wide basis and that the nutrient
discharges from these activities need to be managed. As an overview, the notified
policy outlined that CVGA in the region will be required to: operate at GMP; restrict
the geographical extent of CVGA to the ‘baseline commercial vegetable growing area’,
unless nitrogen losses can be accommodated in the ‘lawful nitrogen loss rate’; identify
how nitrogen loss reductions will be achieved; constrain, where practicable, activities
within single nutrient allocation zones or sub-regions; and, prepare and implement a
FEP.

4.4 Ravensdown, in its submission, supported the approach reflected in the policy, except
for the two matters | have referred to in paragraph 4.2 above. The reasons for these
concerns, as outlined in the submission, were:

(a)  Avoidance of CVGA expansion (part (b) of Policy 4.36A). The avoidance of new
or expanded CVGA was not considered an appropriate focus, especially where
this is a continuing need to grow food for New Zealand’s growing population,
as well as international demand for New Zealand’s produce. However, it was
also considered that restricting such expansion was appropriate unless the
activity can demonstrate that there will be no increase in nitrogen losses as a
whole.

(b)  Constraining CVGA to single nutrient allocation zones or sub-regions (part (d)
of Policy 4.26A. | understand that it is feasible that an individual CVGA, whether
existing, new or expanded, could potentially traverse across nutrient allocation
zones and / or sub-regions. On this basis, the submission outlined that
managing the issues associated with cross-boundary activities (i.e., between
nutrient management zones and / or sub-regions) within resource consent
applications and resource consents, while potentially challenging, is achievable
and therefore should not be unduly restricted.

4.5 Given the above concerns, Ravensdown sought the following amendments (in tracked
changes mode) to parts (b) and (d) of Policy 4.36A (as notified):

b. avoiding restricting the establishment of a new commercial vegetable
growing operation, or any expansion of an existing commercial vegetable
growing operation beyond the baseline commercial vegetable growing
area, unless the nitrogen losses from the operation can be accommodated
within the lawful nitrogen loss rate applicable to the new location;

4.6 Given the above requested changes, Ravensdown, in its submission, also requested
consequential amendments to Rules 5.42CB and 5.42CC to reflect the outcomes
associated with deleting part (d) of Policy 4.36A. This included requesting the deletion
of Condition 3 of Rule 5.42CB (CVGA restricted discretionary activity rule), which
specified that all land subject to the rule was to be in the same sub-region and Nutrient
Allocation Zone. As a result of the requested amendment to Rule 5.42CB, a
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consequential amendment to Rule 5.42CC (CVGA discretionary activity rule) was also
required, namely the removal of the reference to Condition 3 of Rule 5.42CB.

4.7 The recommendations of the section 42A Report are to reject Ravensdown’s
submissions points for the following reasons:

(@) Inrelation to the amendment to part (b), the section 42A Report® states that
softening of this clause, by replacing ‘avoiding’ with either ‘restricting’ or
‘limiting’ would not achieve the objectives of the LWRP or NPSFM.

(b) In relation to the deletion of part (d) of Policy 4.36A and Condition (3) of Rule
5.42CB, the section 42A Report®! considers that restricting the movement of
CVGA within NMAs (the name now proposed to reflect nutrient allocation zones
or sub-regions etc), will assist in ensuring that water quality outcomes and
targets are met. Without this restriction, in conjunction with the other
restrictions that apply to CVGAs, the section 42A Report considers that there is
the potential for further degradation of water quality. The section 42A Report
also notes that discretionary activity status, as provided for by Rule 4.42CB, is
appropriate where multiple nutrient zones apply to a CVGA.

4.8 The section 42A Report has recommended amendments to parts (b) and (d) of Policy
4.36A, in response to other submissions, as follows (tracked changes show the
proposed changes from the notified version):

b. avoiding the establishment of a new commercial vegetable growing
activity eperation, or any expansion of an existing commercial vegetable
growing activity eperation beyond the baseline commercial vegetable
growing area, unless the nitrogen losses from the operation can be
accommodated within the lawful nitrogen loss rate applicable to the new
location or where no nitrogen loss rate is applicable, the Baseline GMP
Loss Rate;

d. constraining, as far as practicable, commercial vegetable growing
getivities operations to a Nutrient Management Area single—rutrient
ellocationzoneersub-region-unless there is a clear method for accounting
for nutrient losses which will ensure that any relevant nutrient load or limit
is not exceeded; and

4.9 Therefore, the section 42 Report also recommends the retention of Condition 3 of
Rule 5.4.2CB, albeit with changes to reflect the amended terminology being applied
through the CVGA provisions (i.e., ‘activity’ rather than ‘operation’, and the use of the
term NMA). In addition, reference to Condition 3 in Rule 5.42CC is also retained.

4.10 In my opinion, the concerns raised in Ravensdown submission remain valid.

4.11 In relation to part (b), | do not consider that the use of the term ‘restrict’, rather than
‘avoid’, softens the provision such that the objectives of the NPFM and LWRP will not
be met. The use of the word ‘avoid’ in planning policy frameworks, given the King
Salmon decision??, can be problematic in that it directs a prohibition on such activities.
In my opinion, an absolute prohibition on new or expanded CVGA is not envisaged by

30 paragraphs 8.105 to 8.108 in Part 3: Section 8 of the section 42A Report.
31 paragraphs 8.138 to 8.140 in Part 3: Section 8 of the section 42A Report.
32 Environmental Defence Society Inc v The New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd [2014] NZSC 38.
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the policy. Rather, as outlined in the second component of part (b) of the policy, such
activities may be consented if the nitrogen losses can be accommodated within the
lawful nitrogen loss rate or Baseline GMP Loss Rate (as provided for by a discretionary
activity rule — Rule 5.4.2CC). It is this second component of part (b) of the policy that
outlines the restriction or constraint that is to be applied to new or expanded CVGAs
(in conjunction with other controls that apply to such activities). For this reason, |
consider that in part (b) of Policy 4.36A that the word ‘avoid’ should be replaced with
the word ‘restrict’, as provided in Appendix B of my evidence, as otherwise there is a
potential disconnect between the policy framework and the associated rules.

In relation to part (d), | see no reason for constraining CVGAs to one NMA. CVGA, no
matter which NMA they are located in, or traverse across, will be required to comply
with the conditions of its consents. The applications for CVGA resource consents, and
the processing of such applications, will be required to consider the policy and
regulatory framework that applies to the activity. If the activity traverses more than
one NMA, then the application and associated consideration by the decision-maker,
will need to consider the requirements within each of the NMAs, including meeting
the relevant nitrogen loss reductions in the context of the relevant water quality
targets or limits. While this may not be as straight-forward as would be the case for
CVGAs located within one NMA, | consider that it is feasible. | also consider that this
approach should result in one resource consent being granted for such an activity,
rather than multiple resource consents being granted (which would be problematic
for the consent holder and potentially compliance determinations).

On the above basis, | consider that the amendments to parts (b) and (d) of Policy
4.36A, and associated amendments to Rules 5.42CB and 5.42CC, sought by
Ravensdown in its submissions remain valid and should be adopted. The amendments
requested, as outlined in paragraph 4.5 above, while accommodating the terminology
amendments recommended in the section 42A Report, are provided in the table
contained in Appendix B of my evidence.

POLICY 14.4.41 — LEVELS PLAIN HIGH NITROGEN CONCENTRATION AREA

Policy 14.4.41, as notified, identifies that industrial or trade waste dischargers in the
Levels Plain HNCA are to reduce nitrogen losses from their point source discharges by
30% below current consented rates in order to assist in achieving the water quality
targets for the HNCA. This reduction is to be achieved by 1 January 2035.

This policy reflects Recommendation 5.4.3(ll) of the OTOP ZIPA. The Zone Committee
made this recommendation as a means of ensuring that the burden of reducing
nitrogen losses in the Levels Plain HNCA is shared between landowners (farmers) and
industry.

Ravensdown, in its submission, supported the policy in part but requested an
amendment whereby the policy would state that the aim was to reduce industrial (and
trade waste) nitrogen losses from point source discharge by up to 30%, rather than an
absolute “by 30%”. As noted in Ravensdown’s submission, this terminology is
consistent with the OTOP ZIPA recommendation.
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5.4 Ravensdown, in submitting on this policy, recognised that the policy would apply to
its Seadown store which holds a resource consent to discharge stormwater to land.
While Ravensdown acknowledged that it is reasonable for industrial activities to share
the burden of achieving the water quality targets, Ravensdown’s submission also
considered that achieving a 30% reduction, by 2035, may be challenging for some
industries. It was also considered that the requested amendments were consistent
with the ZIPA recommendation.

5.5 The section 42A Report®® recommends the rejection of Ravensdown’s submission on
the basis that removing the requirement for industrial activities to limit the amount
of reductions required would negate the effect of the policy. The section 42A Report
also considers that the proposed 30% reductions are reasonable and achievable.

5.6 Amendments to the policy are recommended in the section 42A Report in response
to other submissions, and for the purposes of clarity and to maintain consistency with
other provisions. The recommended amended policy, with tracked changes showing
the proposed changes from the notified version of Policy 14.4.41, is as follows:

Assist in achieving water quality targets for the Levels Plain High Nitrogen
Concentration Area by requiring, before 1 January 2035, in—addition—to—Peolicy
14-4-19; point source discharges of nitrogen from industrial or trade waste
disposal activities to reduce nitrogen losses by a minimum of 30% below the rate

authorised at 20 July 2019 eurrent-consentedrates-by-IJanuary-2035.

5.7 As discussed in Ms Wilkes’ evidence, while Ravensdown considers that at least 30%
nitrogen loss reductions on its consented stormwater discharge at the Seadown store
are likely to be achievable, Ms Wilkes also considers that it is possible that some of
the industrial discharges of nitrogen in the HNCA may already be operating at or close
to ‘best practice’. Ms Wilkes, in her evidence, outlines that for such industries,
achieving a 30% reduction on consented limits may not be achievable without
impacting on business viability.

5.8 | also consider that the section 42A Report’s recommended amendment to Policy
14.4.41, moves the policy direction away from an overall 30% reduction from all
industrial discharges in the HNCA, to a requirement for each discharger to achieve a
minimum of 30% reductions. In my opinion, this does not reflect the intent of the
OTOP HNCA recommendation.

5.9 Given the issues outlined above, | consider that it is not appropriate to require all
industry in the HNCA to reduce nitrogen discharges by a minimum of 30%. | agree
with Ms Wilkes, that the policy should provide Council with the flexibility to recognise
relative nitrogen contributions and whether best practice, in relation to the discharge,
is already in place or not.

5.10 To address these issues, | consider that the section 42A Report’s recommended Policy
14.4.41, should be amended (as also contained in Appendix B of my evidence) as
follows:

... reduce nitrogen losses by e-sairimss-ef 30%, where achievable, below the rate
authorised at 20 July 2019.

33 Paragraphs 12.210 to 12.212 in Part 4: Section 12 of the section 42A Report.
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6. OTHER MATTER — WAIMAKARIRI SUB-REGIONAL RULES 8.5.24 AND 8.5.25

6.1 Rule 8.5.24 provides for farming activities which will have lesser nutrient losses as a
permitted activity, subject to complying with conditions. Rule 8.5.25 then provides
for these farming activities as a controlled activity where the property is located within
the Ashley Estuary (Te Aka Aka) and Coastal Protection Zone (i.e., where Condition 4
of Rule 8.5.24 is not complied with). While accommodating sub-regional constraints,
these two rules are similar to the region-wide Rule 5.44 that applies to farming
activities in the Red Nutrient Allocation Zone and the OTOP sub-regional Rules 14.5.17
and 14.5.18.

6.2 Ravensdown’s submissions supported, in part, Rules 8.5.24 and 8.5.25 but requested
amendments to the irrigation related conditions of these rules to ensure the wording
was consistent with that used in the region-wide Rule 5.44. Ravensdown’s
submissions on the two similar OTOP rules requested the same changes.

6.3 The amendments requested were as follows:

(a)  The reference to no more than 50ha of irrigation in notified Condition 3(a) of
Rule 8.5.24 and Condition 3 of Rule 8.5.25 needed to be amended to refer to
the area authorised to be irrigation as follows:

... provided no more than 50 hectares [are is**] is authorised to be
irrigated in total: ...

(b)  Given the above requested amendment to Condition 3 of Rule 8.5.25, it was
also considered that Condition 2 was unnecessary and could be deleted (and
subsequent conditions renumbered) as follows:

> T £ ol hrricod beirsi | itk

6.4 The section 42A Report®*® has not assessed Ravensdown’s submission points and
therefore the requested amendments have not been made to Rules 8.5.24 and 8.5.25.
However, it is noted that the similar submission points on the OTOP rules (Rules
14.5.17 and 14.5.18) have been assessed in the section 42A Report where it was
agreed that the requested amendment/s “would provide additional clarity and
consistency for the condition”®.

6.5 On the above basis, | consider that the amendments to Rules 8.5.24 and 8.5.25 sought
by Ravensdown in its submissions remain valid and should be applied to these two
rules. The amendments requested are provided in the table contained in Appendix B
of my evidence.

34 The amended contained in ‘[]’ applies to Rule 8.5.25 only.

35 Rule 8.5.24 is assessed in Part 5: paras 8.254 to 8.262 of the section 42A Report and Rule 8.5.25 is assessed in Part 5:
paras 8.368 to 8.265.

36 As stated in response to the submission point on OTOP Rule 14.5.17 as assessed in Part 4: para 12.77 of the section 42A
Report. The OTOP Rule 14.5.18 submission point is assessed in Part 4: para 12.89 of the section 42A Report.
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7. CONCLUSION

7.1 PC7’s goal is to improve the freshwater outcomes for the region, specifically the OTOP
and Waimakariri sub-regions. This includes requiring farming activities to implement
GMP, to prepare and implement FEPs and either comply with permitted activity rules,
or resource consent conditions, as a means of reducing diffuse nutrient discharges.
These approaches generally reflect similar operative provisions in the LWRP. |
consider that these approaches are an appropriate resource management approach
under the RMA.

7.2 However, as outlined in my evidence, | consider that amendments to some of the
section 42A Report’s recommendations on PC7 provisions are appropriate. This is
particularly the case with the proposed further staged nitrogen loss reductions,
beyond 15% for dairy farming and 5% for other farming activities, in the OTOP HNCA
and Waimakariri NPA. As | understand it, further nitrogen loss reductions beyond the
initial reductions (which were supported by Ravensdown in its submission), cannot be
achieved without effectively causing land use change away from existing farming
activities regulated by these provisions of PC7, thus causing significant economic and
social costs.

7.3 In my opinion, the amendments requested by Ravensdown in its submission in
relation to the staged nitrogen loss reductions, as outlined in Appendix B, remain a
valid means of addressing the concerns raised by Ravensdown. The amendments
include the deletion of Tables 14(zc) and 8-9, and associated amendments to all other
provisions that refer to these two tables. My proposed amendments to the PC7
staged nitrogen loss provisions, identify that nitrogen loss reductions are required to
contribute to the achievement of relevant water quality targets. In my opinion, the
amendments sought reflect an achievable resource management response, during the
10 years of the PC7 provisions, that will ensure nitrogen loss reductions from farming
activities, thus providing for the improvement of degraded water quality.

7.4 | also consider that amendments to specific CVGA provisions, namely Policy 4.36A and
Rules 5.42CB and 5.42CC, are required to address two matters. The first is the
potential issue associated with the use of ‘avoid’ within the policy (i.e., direct a
prohibition on activities). The second is that it is not necessary to constrain CVGAs to
one NMA. Rather, if an activity traverses more than one NMA, the application and
associated consideration by the decision-maker, should consider the provisions that
apply in each NMA. In my opinion, this is feasible.

7.5 My evidence also requests, based on the evidence of Ms Wilkes, that the section 42A
Report’s recommended Policy 14.4.41, is amended so as to provide flexibility to
recognise relative nitrogen contributions and whether best practice, in relation to an
industrial nitrogen discharge, is already in place or not.

7.6 | also request amendments to Rules 8.5.24 and 8.5.25 to ensure that the irrigation
related conditions of these rules are consistent with the similar operative region-wide
rules, and the similar rules proposed for the OTOP sub-region.
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7.7 The specific amendments being sought are provided in the table contained in

Appendix B of my evidence.

i

Carmen Taylor
17 July 2020
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APPENDIX A — CARMEN WENDY TAYLOR — QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

Al1l
Al.2

Al3

Al4

Al5

Al.6

My full name is Carmen Wendy Taylor.

| hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Science (Geography) and Masters of Regional
and Resource Planning from the University of Otago. | am a full member of the New
Zealand Planning Institute.

| have over 25 years of professional planning and resource management experience
in New Zealand. Since September 2017 | have been employed by Planz Consultants
Limited (Planz), a planning and resource management consultancy. Prior to joining
Planz, | was employed by Golder Associates (NZ) Limited, and before that MWH New
Zealand Limited and the Electricity Corporation of New Zealand (ECNZ).

Throughout my professional experience, | have been involved in complex projects,
initially for ECNZ and then for a range of clients, which have required detailed
assessments of the implications and interrelationships associated with utilising a
range of resources, such as land, water (surface water and groundwater), air and the
coastal marine area. These projects have generally involved technical and scientific
input, which | have understood and then utilised when assessing the planning
implications (both planning policy implications and resource consent requirements),
of projects under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

In relation to policy development work since 2006, | been involved in the following
plan development processes: Environment Southland's Variation No. 4 (Water
Quality) to the Proposed Fresh Water Plan; Environment Waikato's Proposed
Variation No. 6 (Water Allocation); the Proposed One Plan for the Manawatu-
Wanganui Region; Central Otago District Council's Proposed Plan Changes 5A to 5W;
Proposed Hauraki District Plan; Bay of Plenty's Proposed Regional Policy Statement;
Environment Waikato's Proposed Regional Policy Statement; Taupo District Council's
Proposed Plan Change 29; the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan; the Canterbury Air
Regional Plan; the Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan; Clutha District Council’s
Proposed Plan Change 40 (Stirling re-zoning); Selwyn District Council’s District Plan
Review; and, Timaru District Council’s District Plan Review. The nature of my
involvement varies, but includes preparation of plan provisions and section 32 Reports
for Councils, as well as the preparation of submissions, further submissions, review
and advice on the recommendations of the section 42A Reports, preparation and
presentation of planning evidence, review of decisions and participation in appeal
processes.

More recently | have been assisting Ravensdown with policy development processes
throughout New Zealand, including but not limited to: Plan Change 1 (Waikato and
Waipa River Catchments (Healthy Rivers), and Variation 1 to this plan change, to the
Waikato Regional Plan; Proposed Plan Change 13 (Air Quality) to the Regional Natural
Resources Plan for the Bay of Plenty Region; Proposed Natural Resources Plan for the
Wellington Region; Proposed Regional Plan for Northland; Proposed Southland Water
and Land Plan; Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan; Proposed Plan Change 1
(Dryland Farming) to the Hurunui and Waiau River Regional Plan; Proposed Plan
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Change 2 (Existing Intensive Farming Land Uses) to the Horizons’ One Plan; Proposed

Plan Change 6AA to the Regional Plan: Water for Otago; the draft National Policy

Statement for Highly Productive Land; and, Plan Change 7 (Outstanding Water Bodies)

to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan.

Al.7 Examples of complex projects where | have prepared applications under the RMA

and/or other legislation include:

(a)

(c)

(d)

(8)

(h)

Consent for the continued operation of the Manapouri Hydro-electric Power
Scheme and the approvals required for the construction of the second tailrace
at Manapouri.

Resource consents and designations for Municipal wastewater treatment and
disposal facilities at Dunedin, Queenstown and Wanaka.

Resource consents and designations for Queenstown’s sanitary landfill and
waste management facilities (landfills and transfer stations) in Invercargill City
and Southland District.

Resource consents for the construction and operation of Trustpower’s
Mahinerangi Wind Farm in Otago.

Discharge permits for discharges to air, land and water, as well as various
regional and district land use consents, for a number of dairy manufacturing
facilities.

Discharges permits for discharges to air and coastal waters from a fertiliser
manufacturing site.

Marine consent to mine phosphorite on the Chatham Rise for Chatham Rock
Phosphate Limited.

Discharge permits, water permits and land use consents for alluvial gold mining
in Central Otago.
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APPENDIX B — SUMMARY OF REQUESTED AMENDMENTS

Further amendments, beyond those recommended in the section 42A Report’s appendices, are identified in the following tables using double underlining for
additions, deuble-strikethreugh for deletions and grey shading.

LWRP PC7 Provision

Comment / Requested Amendments

General

Queuing system

(Ravensdown Sub. Refs. A76 and A77 — Policies 8.4.36
and 8.4.37) (Sub. No. PC7-114.108)

Submission point did not request any specific changes but noted the issue.

The section 42A Report does not discuss this matter, and it is noted that the Officers’ consider that this
submission point is potentially beyond the scope of PC7. The Officers’ assessment is acknowledged by
Ravensdown and it is noted that no amendments were required in response to this submission point.

Commercial vegetable growing

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. — para 2.5(a)) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.109)

Retain the separate regulatory framework as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 3: paras
8.15t0 8.19).

Farm Portal

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. — paras 2.5(b) and 2.7 to 2.11)
(Sub. No. PC7114.110)

Submission point did not request any specific changes but noted the issue. Given the issue,
Ravensdown’s submission supported the retention of the equivalent pathway provisions of PC7.

The section 42A Report identifies that Council is committed to various projects to address the issues and
assist in the effective implementation of the Farm Portal (Part 2: 3.13 to 3.34).

Consistent farming activity rule hierarchy

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. — para 2.5(c)) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.111)

Submission point did not request any specific changes. The section 42A Report acknowledges the
support of the direction of PC7 (Part 2: para 7.2). No amendments are required in response to this
submission point.

Good Management Practice

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. — para 2.5(d)) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.112)

Submission point did not request any specific changes. The section 42A Report acknowledges the
support for farmers, including commercial vegetable growing activities, to implement GMP (Part 2: para
7.2).

Section 2 — How the Plan Works & Definitions

Relationship  with  other
controlling land and water

regional plans

Section 2.8 has been retained as notified in Appendix E of the section 42A Report. This recommendation
is consistent with this submission point.
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LWRP PC7 Provision

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A01) (Sub. No. PC7-114.1)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Definition — Baseline commercial growing area
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A02) (Sub. No. PC7-114.2)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended definition (Part 3: paras 8.89 to 8.104).

Definition — Baseline commercial

operation
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A03) (Sub. No. PC7-114.3)

growing

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended definition (Part 3: paras 8.20 to 8.39).

Definition — Lawful nitrogen loss rate
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A04) (Sub. No. PC7-114.4)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommendation to not include a definition (Part 3: paras 8.81 and
8.85).

Section 4 - Policies

Nutrient management - Policy 4.36A

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A05) (Sub. No. PC7-114.5 and
PC7-114.100)

Amend the section 42A Report’s recommended parts (b) and (d) of Policy 4.36A (Part 3: paras 8.105 to
8.107 and 8.125 to 8.140), as follows:

b. eweiding restricting the establishment of a new commercial vegetable growing activity, or any
expansion of an existing commercial vegetable growing activity beyond the baseline commercial
vegetable growing area, unless the nitrogen losses from the operation can be accommodated
within the lawful nitrogen loss rate applicable to the new location or where no nitrogen loss rate
is applicable, the Baseline GMP Loss Rate;

Submission of water quality data — Policy 4.103
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A06) (Sub. No. PC7-114.6)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended policy (Part 3: paras 11.131 to 11.153).
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Section 5 — Region-wide Rules

Comment / Requested Amendments

Offal and farm rubbish pits — Rule 5.26A
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A07) (Sub. No. PC7-114.7)

Retain the notified rule, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 3: paras 11.80 to 11.88 and
11.95).

Silage pits and compost — Rule 5.40A
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A08) (Sub. No. PC7-114.8)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended rule (Part 3: paras 11.89 to 11.94 and 11.96).

All nutrient allocation zones — Rule 5.41
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A09) (Sub. No. PC7-114.9)

Rule 5.41 has been retained as notified in Appendix E of the section 42A Report. This recommendation
is consistent with this submission point.

Commercial vegetable growing operations —
Rule 5.42CA

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A10) (Sub. No. PC7-114.10)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended rule (Part 3: paras 8.40 to 8.54).

Commercial vegetable growing operations —
Rule 5.42CB

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A11) (Sub. No. PC7-114.11
and PC7-114.12)

Delete Condition (3) of the section 42A Report’s recommended Rule 5.42CB (Part 3: paras 8.125 to
8.140) as follows:

Commercial vegetable growing operations —
Rule 5.42CC

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A12) (Sub. No. PC7-114.13)

As a result of the requested amendment to Rule 5.42CB (refer above), amend the section 42A Report’s
recommended Rule 5.42CC as follows:

The discharge of nutrients from a commercial vegetable growing activity that does not comply with
condition 2 e£3 of Rule 5.42CB is a discretionary activity provided the following conditions are met:

Commercial vegetable growing operations —
Rule 5.42CD

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A13) (Sub. No. PC7-114.14)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended rule (Part 3: paras 8.165 to 8.169).

Commercial vegetable growing operations —
Rule 5.42CE

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A14) (Sub. No. PC7-114.15)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended rule (Part 3: paras 8.170 to 8.177).

Incidental nutrient discharges — Rule 5.63

Retain the notified rule, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 3: paras 11.3 to 11.7).
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LWRP PC7 Provision
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A15) (Sub. No. PC7-114.16)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Incidental nutrient discharges — Rule 5.64
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A16) (Sub. No. PC7-114.17)

Retain the notified rule, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 3: paras 11.116 to 11.130).

Fertiliser use — Rule 5.67A
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A17) (Sub. No. PC7-114.18)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended rule (Part 3: paras 11.89 to 11.94 and 11.96).

Section 11 — Selwyn — Te Waihora

Nutrient management, sediment and microbial
contaminants — Notes (Rule 11.5.6)

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A18) (Sub. No. PC7-114.19)

To be consistent with the amended definition for CVGs, amend this note as follows:
Note: Commercial vegetable growing epetatieas activities are requlated by Rules 5.4.2CA to 5.42CE.

Section 13 - Ashburton

Nutrient management, sediment and microbial
contaminants — Notes (Rule 13.5.8)

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A19) (Sub. No. PC7-114.20)

To be consistent with the amended definition for CVGs, amend this note as follows:
Note: Commercial vegetable growing epetatieas activities are reqgulated by Rules 5.4.2CA to 5.42CE.

Section 15A — South Coast Canterbury

Nutrient management, sediment and microbial
contaminants — Notes (Rule 15A.5.1)

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A20) (Sub. No. PC7-114.21)

Retain the recommended amended note, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A Report.

Section 15B - Waitaki

Nutrient management — Note (Rule 15B.5.8)
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A21) (Sub. No. PC7-114.22)

Retain the recommended amended note, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A Report.

Section 16 - Schedules

Schedule 7 — Farm Environment Plans — Part B
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A22) (Sub. No. PC7-114.23)

Retain all references to ‘commercial vegetable growing activities’ in the schedule, as contained in
Appendix E of the section 42A Report.
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Schedule 7 — Farm Environment Plans — Part B —
Clause 10 - Waimakariri Additional
Requirements

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A23) (Sub. No. PC7-114.24)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9 and except for an amendment to Target 1 (refer below), retain
the recommended amendments this part of the schedule, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A
Report.

Amend Target 1, as recommended in the section 42A Report, as follows:
Targets:

1. Where required, by 1 January 2030 or in accordance with Policy 8.4.27, #s#£tket reductions in the
nitrogen loss rate for properties within the Nitrate Priority Area to achieve the nitrate-nitrogen
and total nitrogen targets specified in Tables 8-5, 8-6 and 8-8 and for further nitrogen losses from

dairy farming activities to be reduced by 15% and from all other farming activities by 5%. &s
reguired-by-Table8-0.

Schedule 7 — Farm Environment Plans — Part B —
Clause 11 - Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora
Additional Requirements — Management Area
5A: Nutrients

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A24) (Sub. No. PC7-114.25)

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc) and except for an amendment to Target 1 (refer below),
retain the recommended amendments to this part of the schedule, as contained in Appendix E of the
section 42A Report.

Amend Target 1, as recommended in the section 42A Report, as follows:
Targets:

Where required, by 1 January 2030, or in accordance with Policy 14.4.20A, f&#thes reductions in
nitrogen losses beyond Baseline GMP Loss Rates, or lawful nitrogen loss rates for properties within

the Rangitata Orton, Fairlie Basin and Levels Plains High Nitrogen Concentration Zeses Areas to

achieve the nitrate-nitrogen, total nitrogen and ammoniacal nitrogen targets specified in Tables
14(d), 14(f) and 14(g) and for nitrogen losses from dairy farming activities to be reduced by a further
15% and from all other farming activities by a further 5% regwired-byFeableld{ze).

Schedule 7A — Management Plan for farming
activities — Additional requirements

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A25) (Sub. No. PC7-114.26)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended schedule (Part 2: paras 5.1 to 5.22, Part 3:
paras 8.141 to 8.152, Part 4: paras 13.1 to 13.21 and Part 5: 8.421 to 8.438).

High Nitrogen Concentration Areas
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A26) (Sub. No. PC7-114.27)

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), amend the recommended amended description of HNCAs,
as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A Report, as follows:
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LWRP PC7 Provision Comment / Requested Amendments

High Nitrogen Concentration Areas

The Orari, Opihi and Timaru Freshwater Management Units contain the High Nitrogen Concentration
Areas of Rangitata Orton, Fairlie Basin and Levels Plain. Within these areas, nitrate-nitrogen
concentrations in groundwater and surface water exceed recommended guidelines in the New
Zealand Drinking Water Standards 2005 (revised 2018), and national bottom lines for ecosystem
health in the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management. Water quality targets have
been established in these areas alongside an twe—erthree=tiered approach e for nitrate reductions.

Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora Zone Committee
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A27) (Sub. No. PC7-114.28)

Retain the amended description, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A Report.

Section 14.1A — Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora
definitions

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A28) (Sub. No. PC7-114.29)

Retain the sub-region specific and amended definitions as recommended in the section 42A Report
(paras Part 4: 2.8 to 2.10).

Section 14.1 - Other regional plans and
instruments that apply to the Orari-Temuka-
Opihi-Pareora sub-region

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A29) (Sub. No. PC7-114.30)

Retain the amended description, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A Report.

Freshwater Management Units — Policy 14.4.1
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A30) (Sub. No. PC7-114.31)

Delete the policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 2: paras 6.5 and 6.6 and Part 4: paras
3.5t03.7).

Livestock exclusion from waterbodies — Policies
14.4.15 and 14.4.16

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A31 & A32) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.32 & PC7-114.33)

Delete Policy 14.4.15 and amend Policy 14.4.16 as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4:
paras 12.110 to 12.153).

Nutrient management — Policy 14.4.17
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A33) (Sub. No. PC7-114.34)

Retain the section 42A Report’s recommended amended policy (Part 4: paras 12.20 to 12.28).

Nutrient management — Policy 14.4.18
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A34) (Sub. No. PC7-114.35)

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amended
policy (Part 4: paras 12.177 to 12.193 and Part 5: Section 8), as follows:

Water quality is improved by:
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Comment / Requested Amendments

a. requiring, # 6 in the Rangitata Orton High Nitrogen
Concentration Area, Fa/rlle Basm High N/trogen Concentration Area and Levels Plain High

Nitrogen Concentration Area, that farming activities achieve further nitrogen loss reductions of
15% from dairy farming activities and 5% from all other farming activities, by 2030, to contribute
to the achievement of the nitrate-nitrogen, total nitrogen and ammoniacal targets specified in
Tables 14(d), 14(f) and 14(g) s 9 Tk ); and

b. avoiding the grant of any resource consent that will result in the nitrogen loss calculation from a
farming activity exceeding the Baseline GMP Loss Rate, except where Policy 14.4.20 applies.; and

c¢. limiting the duration of any resource consent for a farming activity that is required to make further
reductions in nitrogen loss (beyond Baseline GMP Loss Rates or consented nitrogen loss rates) to
generally no more than ten years.

Nutrient management — Policy 14.4.19

PC1-114.101 and PC7-114.102)

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A35) (Sub. No. PC7-114.36,

Delete the policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.177 to 12.193 and Part 5:
Section 8).

Nutrient management — Policy 14.4.20
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A36) (Sub. No. PC7-114.37)

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amended
policy (Part 4: paras 12.29 to 12.37 and Part 5: section 8), as follows:

Only consider granting an application for a land use consent for a farming activity to exceed the
Baseline GMP Loss Rate where:

a. the Baseline GMP Loss Rate has been lawfully exceeded prior to 20 July 2019 and the application
for resource consent contains evidence that directly and specifically establishes that the
exceedance was lawful; and

b. the nitrogen loss calculation remains below the lesser of either the Good Management Practice
Loss Rate or the nitrogen loss calculation that occurred in the four years prior to 20 July 2019; and

c. for properties within the Rangitata Orton High Nitrogen Concentration Area, Fairlie Basin High
Nitrogen Concentration Area and Levels Plain High Nitrogen Concentration Area, the applicant

commits to further reducing nitrogen losses by 2030, to contribute to the achievement of the
nitrate-nitrogen, total nitrogen and ammoniacal targets specified in Tables 14(d), 14(f) and 14(g),
g 15% grom da/rg tarmmg actlwtles and 5% grom all other farming activities eehieving=the
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Nutrient management — Policy 14.4.20A

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A37) (Sub. No. PC7-114.38
and PC1-114.103)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Amend Policy 14.4.20A, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 3: paras 12.38 to 12.46), as
follows:
Where an application for a land use consent for a farming activity demonstrates the nitrogen loss
rate reductions required by Policy 14.4.20(c) ere-saebie may not be able to be ach/eved%bth%d&&%

specifiedinTablel14{ze) only consider granting an application #
thesereductions-where:

a. enduring nitrogen loss reduction below the Baseline GMP Loss Rate has already been achieved;
and

b. mitigations implemented during the nitrogen baseline period are better than Good Management
Practice, and it is demonstrated that these have been effective in minimising nitrogen losses.; and

the capital and ogerat/onal costs of ach/ewng the n/trogen loss rate reduct/ons and the benefit (in

time; and

d. the nature, sequencing, measurability, effectiveness and enforceability of any steps proposed to
achieve the nitrogen loss rate reductions; and

e._progress made towards achieving nitrate-nitrogen limits and targets in Tables 14(a) to 14(g).

Nutrient management — Policies 14.4.20B and
14.4.20C

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A38 & A39) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.39 & PC7-114.40)

Delete the policies as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.47 to 12.58).

Levels Plain High Nitrogen Concentration Area —
Policy 14.4.41

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A40) (Sub. No. PC7-114.41)

Amend Policy 14.4.41, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.210 to 12.212), as
follows:

Assist in achieving water quality targets for the Levels Plain High Nitrogen Concentration Area by
requiring, before 1 January 2035, point source discharges of nitrogen from industrial or trade waste
disposal activities to reduce nitrogen losses by erairimsta-of 30%, where achievable, below the rate
authorised at 20 July 2019.

Individual farming activities — Rule 14.5.14
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A41) (Sub. No. PC7-114.42)

Retain the notified rule as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.59 to 12.62).
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Individual farming activities — Rule 14.5.15
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A42) (Sub. No. PC7-114.43)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amended
rule (Part 4: paras 12.63 to 12.66 and Part 5: Section 8), as follows:

Where any property or farming enterprise includes land within a High Nitrogen Concentration Area,

the nitrogen loss reductions$aFebletdizel requirements only apply to that part of the property within
the High Nitrogen Concentration Area.

Individual farming activities — Rules 14.5.16,
14.5.16A and 14.5.16B

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A43 to A45) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.44 to PC7-114.46)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.67 to 12.74).

Individual farming activities — Rule 14.5.17
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A46) (Sub. No. PC7-114.47)

Retain the amended rule as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.75 to 12.85).

Individual farming activities — Rule 14.5.18
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A47) (Sub. No. PC7-114.48)

Retain the amended rule as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.86 to 12.93).

Individual farming activities — Rule 14.5.19
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A48) (Sub. No. PC7-114.49)

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), amend Condition 8 of the section 42A Report’s
recommended amended rule (Part 4: paras 12.94 to 12.98 and Part 5: Section 8), as follows:

8. For properties within a High Nitrogen Concentration Area, the methods and timeline within the

Farm Environment Plan for reducing nitrogen losses to contribute to the achievement of the
nitrate-nitrogen, total nitrogen and ammoniacal nitrogen targets specified in Tables 14(d), 14(f)
and 14(g) and for further nitrogen loss reductions, by 2030, of 15% from dairy farming activities
and 5% from other farming activities echieving-thenitregenitossreductionsseteowtintablel4{ze);

and ...

Individual farming activities — Rule 14.5.20,
14.5.21 and 14.5.22

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A49 to A51) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.50 to PC7-114.52)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.99 to 12.104).
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Irrigation schemes — Rule 14.5.23
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A52) (Sub. No. PC7-114.53)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amended
rule (Part 4: Paras 12.213 and 12.219 and Part 5: Section 8), as follows:

The discharge of nutrients onto or into land in circumstances that may result in a contaminant
entering water that would otherwise contravene s15(1) of the RMA, where the applicant is an
irrigation scheme or a principal water supplier or the holder of the d/scharge permit will be an
irrigation scheme or a principal water supplier=is—e=ek : ; h 9

Irrigation schemes — Rule 14.5.23A
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A53) (Sub. No. PC7-114.54)

Given the requested deletion of Table 14(zc), delete the notified rule, which the section 42A Report
recommends is retained (Part 4: Paras 12.213 and 12.219 and Part 5: Section 8).

Incidental nutrient discharges — Rule 14.5.24 and
14.5.24A

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A54 & A55) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.55 & PC7-114.56)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 4: paras 12.105 to 12.109).

Stock exclusion from waterbodies — Rule 14.5.25
and 14.5.25A

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A56 & A57) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.57 & PC1-114.58)

Retain the notified rules, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A Report.

Table 14(zc) — Staged reductions in nitrogen loss
for farming activities in High Nitrogen
Concentration Area

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A58) (Sub. No. PC7-114.59)

Delete Table 14(zc) in its entirety.

Planning Maps — Nitrate Priority Area — New
Layer
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A59) (Sub. No. PC7-114.60)

Retain the notified Nitrate Priority Area, as identified on the planning maps, as recommended in the
section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.315 to 8.325).
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LWRP PC7 Provision
Planning Maps — Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (A to
E)

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A60) (Sub. No. PC7-114.61
and PC7-114-106)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, delete the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (A to E) as identified on
the notified planning maps.

It is noted that the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.315 to 8.325) recommends the retention of
Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (A to E) as identified on the notified planning maps.

Introduction — Figure — Waimakariri sub-region
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A61) (Sub. No. PC7-114.62)

Retain the notified replacement figure, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: Section 2,
paras 1.3 to 1.14)

Introduction — Zone Committee and What this
Plan does

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A62 & A63) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.63 & PC7-114.64)

Retain the notified descriptions, as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: Section 2, paras 1.3
to 1.14)

Section 8.1A — Waimakariri

definitions
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A64) (Sub. No. PC7-114.65)

sub-region

Retain the sub-region specific and amended definitions, as contained in Appendix E of the section 42A
Report.

Freshwater Management Units — Policy 8.4.4
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A65) (Sub. No. PC7-114.66)

Delete the policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 2: paras 6.5 and 6.6 and Part 4: paras
3.3t03.5).

Nutrient management — Policy 8.4.25
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A66) (Sub. No. PC7-114.67)

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amendment
policy (Part 5: paras 8.184 to 8.196), as follows:

Nitrate-nitrogen limits for the Waimakariri Sub-region are achieved, and risks of degraded water
quality in waterbodies outside the Waimakariri Sub-region are managed by requiring, within the
Nitrate Priority Area, reductions in nitrogen loss from farming activities (including farming activities
managed by an irrigation scheme or principal water supplier) of a further 15% from dairy farming
activities and 5% from other farming activities by 2030, to contribute to the achlevement og the

nitrate-nitrogen and total nitrogen targets in Tables 8.5, 8-6 and 8-8, ix-¢
provided that any stage of reduction required is greater than 3 kg of n/trogen per hectare per year

for dairy, or 1 kg of nitrogen per hectare per year for all other farming activities.

Nutrient management — Policy 8.4.26
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A67) (Sub. No. PC7-114.68)

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amended
policy (Part 5: paras 8.197 to 8.206), as follows:
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Comment / Requested Amendments

Only consider granting an application for resource consent to exceed the Baseline GMP Loss Rate
where:

a. the Baseline GMP Loss Rate has been lawfully exceeded prior to 20 July 2019 and the application
for resource consent contains evidence that directly and specifically establishes that the
exceedance was lawful; and

b. the nitrogen loss calculation remains below the lesser of either the Good Management Practice
Loss Rate or the nitrogen loss calculation that occurred in the four years prior to 20 July 2019; and

c. for properties within the Nitrate Priority Area, the applicant identifies in the Farm Environment
Plan, how any further nitrogen loss reductions will be implemented to contribute to the
achievement of the nitrate-nitrogen and total nitrogen targets specified in Tables 8-5, 8-6 and 8-

8 and, by 2030, for nitrogen losses ﬁrom dairy farming act/wt/es to be reduced by 15% and from

all other farming activities by 5% 5 > g, for the duration of the

consent.

Nutrient management — Policy 8.4.27

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A68) (Sub. No. PC7-114.69
and PC7-114.113)

Amend Policy 8.4.27, as recommended in the section 42A report (Part 5: paras 8.207 to 8.213), as
follows:

Where an application for a land use consent for a farming activity demonstrates the nitrogen loss
rate reductions required by Policy 8.4.26(c) eresaeble may not be able to be achieved by-the-detes

specifiecHaFable8-8, only consider granting an application feran-extensieneftimeto-achievethose
regdyetions where:

a. an enduring nitrogen loss rate reduction below the Baseline GMP Loss Rate has already been
achieved; and

b. mitigations implemented during the nitrogen baseline period are better than Good Management
Practice, and it is demonstrated that these have been effective in minimising nitrogen losses.; and

the capital and ogerat/onal costs of ach/ewng the n/trogen loss rate reductlons and the benefit (in

time; and

d. the nature, sequencing, measurability, effectiveness and enforceability of any steps proposed to
achieve nitrogen loss rate reductions; and
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Comment / Requested Amendments

e. progress made towards achieving nitrate-nitrogen limits and targets in Tables 8-5, 8-6, 8-7 and 8-
8

Nutrient management — Policy 8.4.28
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A69) (Sub. No. PC7-114.70)

Retain the amended policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.348 to 8.357).

Nutrient management — Policy 8.4.28A
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A70) (Sub. No. PC7-114.71)

Retain the amended policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.358 to 8.367).

Nutrient management — Policies 8.4.28B and
8.4.28C

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A71 & A72) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.72 & PC7-114.73)

Delete the policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.124 to 8.221).

Irrigation schemes — Policy 8.4.29

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A97 -
amendment) (Sub. No. PC7-114.107)

consequential

Ravensdown did not submit on this policy. However, as a consequential amendment arising from the
requested deletion of Table 8-9, the summary of submission identifies that Ravensdown is a party to
this policy.

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, amend the section 42A Report’s recommended amended
policy (Part 5: paras 8.222 to 8.230), as follows:

Facilitate the achievement of water quality limits by requiring:

a. any resource consent application for the discharge of nutrients from farming activities submitted
by an irrigation scheme or principal water supplier to:

i. describe the methods that will be used to implement the Good Management Practices on any
land supplied with water from the scheme or principal water supplier; and

ii. describe whether the irrigation scheme or principal water supplier intends to manage nutrient
losses within their command area on an aggregated basis or on a 'property by property' basis;
and

iii. in the Nitrate Priority Area, describe how &8 nitrogen loss reductions of a further 15% from
dairy farming activities and 5% from other farming activities by 2030, to contribute to the

achievement of the nitrate-nitrogen and total nitrogen targets in Tables 8.5, 8-6 and 8-8,
regiired-byTable-8-9 will be achieved; and

Ravensdown Limited (Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for PC2)

Evidence — Carmen Wendy Taylor

B13






LWRP PC7 Provision

Comment / Requested Amendments

b. discharge permits granted to irrigation schemes or principal water suppliers to be subject to
conditions that restrict the total nitrogen loss to a limit not exceeding:

i. the Baseline GMP Loss Rate (or Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate where any one of the
criteria in clauses (a) to (c) of Rule 8.5.23A is met), for land within the Waimakariri Sub-region
but outside the Nitrate Priority Area; and

ii. the Baseline GMP Loss Rate (or Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate where any one of the
criteria in clauses (a) to (c) of Rule 8.5.23A is met) less any further reguetiens nitrogen loss

reductions required to contribute to the achievement of the nitrate-nitrogen and total nitrogen
targets in Tables 8.5, 8-6 and 8-8, consisting of 15% from dairy farming activities and 5% from
other farming activities by 2030, reguired-byFable-8-9, for land within the Nitrate Priority Area,

except that where the nitrogen loss from the land is authorised by a condition on an existing water
permit or discharge permit granted to an irrigation scheme or principal water supplier, and
intensification on that land or change of land use occurred prior to 20 July 2019, the new discharge
permit is to include a condition that limits the nitrogen loss to a rate that not greater than the
aggregated Good Management Practice Loss Rate (or Equivalent Good Management Practice Loss
Rate where any one of the criteria in clauses (a) to (c) of Rule 8.5.23A is met) less any further
reductions required byFable-8-9-ferltand within the Nitrate Priority Area.

Livestock exclusion from waterbodies — Policies
8.4.30 and 8.4.31

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A73 & A74) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.74 & PC7-114.75)

Delete Policy 8.4.30 and amend Policy 8.4.31 as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras
8.371t0 8.419).

Current information, monitoring and review —
Policy 8.4.35

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A75) (Sub. No. PC7-114.76)

Retain the notified policy as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 10.5 to 10.19).

Consent expiry and duration — Policies 8.4.36
and 8.4.37

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A76 & A77) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.77 & PC7-114.78)

Amend the policies as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 10.20 to 10.33).

Rules — Nutrient management — Notes

To be consistent with the amended definition for CVGs, amend this note as follows:
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LWRP PC7 Provision
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A78) (Sub. No. PC7-114.79)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Note: Commercial vegetable growing eperations activities within the Waimakariri Sub-region are
regulated by Regional Rules 5.4.2CA to 5.42CE.

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.21
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A79) (Sub. No. PC7-114.80)

Retain the notified rule as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.235 to 8.239).

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.22
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A80) (Sub. No. PC7-114.81)

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, amend the notified rule, which the section 42A Report
recommends retaining (Part 5: paras 8.240 to 8.243), as follows:

Where any property or Farming Enterprise includes land within the Nitrate Priority Area, the nitrogen
loss reductions requirements #Febte=8-9 only apply to that part of the property within the Nitrate
Priority Area.

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.23
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A81) (Sub. No. PC7-114.82)

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, delete the notified rule, which the section 42A Report
recommends retaining (Part 5: Paras 8.240 to 8.243), as follows:

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.23A, 8.5.23B
and 8.5.23C

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A82 to A84) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.83 to PC7-114.85)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Reports (Part 5: paras 8.244 to 8.253)

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.24
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A85) (Sub. No. PC7-114.86)

Amend Condition 3(a) of notified rule, which the section 42A Report recommends retaining (Part 5:
paras 8.254 to 8.262), as follows:

a. Anyincrease ..., provided no more than 50 hectares is authorised to be irrigated in total; and ...

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.25

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A86) (Sub. No. PC7-114.87
and PC1-114-104)

Amend Conditions 2 and 3 of Rule 8.5.25, which the section 42A Report recommends retaining (Part 5:
paras 8.368 to 8.370), as follows:

23.Any increase ..., provided no more than 50 hectares g#e is authorised to be irrigated in total;, and
34.The total ...
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.26

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A87) (Sub. No. PC7-114.88,
PC1-114.89 and PC1-114.105)

Comment / Requested Amendments

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, amend the notified rule, while the section 42A report
recommends retaining (Part 5: Paras 8.263 to 8.265), as follows:

The exercise of discretion is restricted to the following matters:

7. For land within the Nitrate Priority MeregesentArea, the methods and timeline in the Farm

Environment Plan for reducing nitrogen losses to contribute to the achievement of the nitrate-
nitrogen and total nitrogen targets specified in Tables 8-5, 8-6 and 8-8 and, by 2030, for nitrogen
losses trom dairy tarm/ng activities to be reduced by 15/ and from all other farming activities by

- and

8. For land within the Nitrate Priority Area, the extent to which any mitigations better than Good
Management Pract/ce implemented dur/ng the 2009 13 Baseline per/od have been taken into
account 2g-th : 85-a-H 2

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.27
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A88) (Sub. No. PC7-114.90)

Retain the notified rule as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.266 to 8.269).

Nutrient management — Rule 8.5.28 and 8.5.29

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A89 & A90) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.91 & PC7-114.92)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.270 to 8.278)

Irrigation schemes — Rule 8.5.30
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A91) (Sub. No. PC7-114.93)

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9, amend the notified rule, which the section 42A Report
recommends retaining (Part 5: paras 279 to 285), as follows:

The discharge of nutrients onto or into land in circumstances that may result in a contaminant
entering water that would otherwise contravene s15(1) of the RMA where the applicant is an
/rr/gat/on scheme or a pr/nCIpa/ water supp//er or the holder of the d/scharge permit will be an
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LWRP PC7 Provision

Comment / Requested Amendments

Notification

Pursuant to section 95A and 95B of the RMA an application for resource consent under this rule will
be processed and considered without public or limited notification.

Note: Limited notification to affected order holders in terms of section 95F of the RMA will be
necessary, where relevant, under section 95B(3) of the RMA.

Irrigation schemes — Rule 8.5.30A
(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A92) (Sub. No. PC7-114.94)

Given the requested deletion of Table 8-9 and Rule 8.5.30, delete the notified rule, which the section
42A Report recommends retaining ((Part 5: paras 279 to 285), as follows:

Incidental nutrient discharges — Rule 8.5.31 and
8.5.32

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A93 & A94) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.95 & PC7-114.96)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.286 to 8.290).

Stock exclusion from waterbodies — Rule 8.5.33
and 8.5.34

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A95 & A96) (Sub. No. PC7-
114.97 & PC7-114.98)

Retain the notified rules as recommended in the section 42A Report (Part 5: paras 8.371 to 8.420).

Table 8.9 — Nitrate Priority Area staged
reductions in nitrogen loss for farming activities,
farming enterprises and irrigation schemes

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. A97) (Sub. No. PC7-114.99)

Delete Table 8-9 in its entirety.

WRRP PC2 Provisions Requested Amendments
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General, Section 1.3, Figure 1 and ‘“Waimakariri | Retain the notified amendments to these provisions, as recommended in the section 42 Report (Part 6:
River Catchment’ definition Section 11 of the section 42A Report).

(Ravensdown Sub. Ref. BO1 to B04) (Sub. No’s PC2-9.1

to PC2-9.4).
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IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991

AND

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury
Land and Water Regional Plan

AND

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri
River Regional Plan

AND

IN THE MATTER of submissions by Ravensdown Limited
(Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for
PC2)

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANNA MARY WILKES
ON BEHALF OF RAVENSDOWN LIMITED

17 JULY 2020




SUMMARY

A. Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) is a farmer-owned co-operative with over 4,000
shareholders based in Canterbury. Ravensdown is a science-focused organisation
delivering quality agri-products, technologies and services, and is an integral part of
the food creation process, whether the food is grown for livestock or for humans.

B. Ravensdown recognises the need for the environmental impacts of farming to be
mitigated and is supportive of an effects-based approach. However, it is important
that farmers' ability to operate is protected and they retain the opportunity to
innovate and to run farm businesses that are productive, sustainable and profitable.

C. While some of Ravensdown's submissions have been addressed through the section
42A Report's recommendations for amendments to Proposed Plan Change 7 (PC7) to
the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) and Proposed Plan Change 2
(PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan (WRRP), a number of matters require
further consideration and amendment.

D. Ravensdown is concerned that the issue relating to flawed fertiliser and irrigation
proxies in the Farm Portal remains, despite significant efforts and recommendations
by the GMP Implementation Working Group, established following Proposed Plan
Change 5 to the LWRP being made operative. This results in the Farm Portal
generating potentially erroneous GMP loss rates which farmers are then bound to
through farming land use consents.

E. Ravensdown would like to see an amendment to the proposed reductions in N losses
for industrial activities in the High Nitrogen Concentration Areas in the Orari-Temuka-
Opihi-Pareroa sub-region to 30% reductions, where this is achievable, from current
consent limits, rather than an absolute maximum of 30%. This provides the Council
with some flexibility to better recognise relative contributions of contaminants from
industrial activities.
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INTRODUCTION
My full name is Anna Mary Wilkes

| am employed by Ravensdown Limited (Ravensdown) as Environmental & Policy
Manager. | have worked in this role since February 2020 and for three years prior |
was the Environmental Policy Specialist.

Prior to joining Ravensdown, | was employed by Golder Associates Limited (and its
predecessor Kingett Mitchell Limited) in various environmental consulting roles
between 2005 and 2017.

| have a Bachelor of Science in Microbiology (1997) and a Master of Science with
Honours in Biochemistry (2000) from the University of Canterbury. | also have a
Master of Resource and Environmental Planning with Honours (2018) from Massey
University.

| am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a member of
the Resource Management Law Association.

| am presenting evidence as a representative of Ravensdown, and not as an expert
witness.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
In preparing my evidence, | have reviewed the following documents:

(a)  Proposed Plan Change 7 (PC7) to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
(LWRP) and Proposed Plan Change 2 (PC2) to the Waimakariri River Regional
Plan (WRRP);

(b)  The section 42A Report for PC7 and PC2 dated March 2020 and the 29 April
2020 errata;

(c)  Relevant aspects of a number of the ‘Council Documents’ made available on the
Hearings web page for PC7; and

(d) The evidence prepared by Dr Ants Roberts, Ravensdown’s Chief Scientific
Officer, and Ms Carmen Taylor, a planning consultant with Planz Consultants
Limited.

The scope of my evidence is to provide contextual background to Ravensdown's
interest in PC7, and to address some specific functionality issues prior to Dr Roberts
addressing matters pertaining to OVERSEER and Ms Taylor addressing specific
planning matters in her evidence.

I note that my evidence does not specifically address any matters arising from PC2. As
| understand the situation, and as discussed in Ms Taylor’s evidence, PC2 aims to
ensure that any potential inconsistencies between the WRRP and the Waimakariri
sub-region of the LWRP are removed from the WRRP.

In Section 3 of my evidence, | provide an overview on Ravensdown's general interest
in regulatory processes and the construct of the business as a farmer-owned co-

Ravensdown Limited (Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for PC2)
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

operative. In Section 4 of my evidence, | discuss two specific matters arising from PC7,
namely, concerns with flawed proxies in the Farm Portal and proposed reductions in
nitrogen losses for industrial activities in the Levels Plain High Nitrogen Concentration
Area (HNCA).

RAVENSDOWN LIMITED
Ravensdown'’s Interest in Regulatory Processes

Ravensdown takes an interest in a wide range of resource management matters that
relate to rural and industrial activities and participates in planning processes at the
national and regional level through preparing submissions on regulatory, policy and
plan mechanisms prepared under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

In participating in policy and regulatory development processes, Ravensdown
recognises the need for the environmental impacts of farming to be mitigated and is
supportive of an effects-based approach. However, given the importance to New
Zealand of its farming sector, it is important that farmers' ability to operate is
protected and they retain the opportunity to innovate and to run farm businesses that
are productive, sustainable and profitable.

In addition, Ravensdown has its own manufacturing, quarrying and bulk fertiliser store
activities to service its customers. Ravensdown supports the need to mitigate the
effects of its operations on the environment and is committed to fulfilling its
environmental obligations in order for its business activities to continue.

In particular, Ravensdown participates in planning processes to ensure policies and
regulations incorporated into plans or other planning mechanisms, seek and find an
optimal balance between any necessary amendments to farming activities, as well as
its industrial operations, and the use of the products it has developed to assist with
sustainability, growth and production in the rural sector, and ultimately the economic
and social wellbeing of the rural community and New Zealand.

Ravensdown's Shareholders in Canterbury

Ravensdown has over 4,000 shareholders in the Canterbury region, with around 500
of these shareholders located within the LWRP’s Waimakariri sub-region and over 700
within the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora (OTOP) sub-region. Almost half of these are
sheep and/or beef farmers, with the remainder comprising dairy and dairy runoff,
mixed or other livestock, horticulture, cropping systems and lifestyle blocks.

Ravensdown's Business

Ravensdown exists to enable smarter farming for a better New Zealand. As a farmer-
owned co-operative, Ravensdown's products, expertise and technology help farmers
reduce environmental impacts and optimise value from the land.

Ravensdown is an integral part of the food creation process, whether the food is
grown for livestock or for humans. Ravensdown tests for, advises about,

Ravensdown Limited (Submitter ID. 114 for PC7 / Submitter ID. 9 for PC2)
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manufactures, buys, ships, stores, spreads, measures and maps food-creating
nutrients and fertiliser for its farmers in an integrated way.

3.8 Ravensdown is a science-focused organisation delivering quality agri-products,
technologies and services. Ravensdown provides:

(a)  Practical insights, trusted guidance and lab-based diagnostic data on soil and
plant samples.

(b)  Environmental consultancy to assist farmers to mitigate impacts and move
beyond compliance.

() Quality agri-products including agrichemicals, seeds and animal health
products.

(d)  Manufacturing superphosphate at dedicated plants in Christchurch, Dunedin
and Napier.

(e) Lime quarries producing agricultural lime products.

(f) Logistics and storage of bulk fertiliser and other products to ensure they are
available when needed.

(g) Global sourcing from top tier suppliers.
(h)  Capability for precision fertiliser application by ground and by air.

(i) Map-and-measure technology for better on-farm decision making.

(i4) Innovation and research to ensure advice and solutions are based on sound
science.
3.9 In addition to its three superphosphate manufacturing plants, Ravensdown operates

a network of fertiliser bulk stores and quarries throughout New Zealand. In the
Canterbury region there are seven bulk stores as well as lime quarries at White Rock
and Geraldine.

3.10 Ravensdown provides the nutrients that nourish New Zealand's soil which, in turn,
feed the plants and animals that deliver the products that can command a premium
on the world stage. Smarter farming is all about smarter choices for the environment.
Sales are important but as a farmer-owned co-operative, it is not Ravensdown's policy
to sell farmers more than they need. Precision agriculture is about the right amount
of the right inputs in the right place, applied at the right time. Smarter farming is also
about always having the right reason - the focus on the environment, community and
kaitiaki (stewardship).

3.11 Nutrient losses from fertiliser are uneconomic for a farmer to sustain and these
potential losses can be managed using a range of techniques including appropriate
advice on product type, application rates and timing. Ravensdown is generally
supportive of the approach contained in PC7 to control nutrient losses through good
management practices (GMP) detailed in Farm Environment Plans (FEP) and
supported by nutrient budgets.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Ravensdown also operates a user-pays consultancy, Ravensdown Environmental, as a
business unit within Ravensdown. The team has a strong relationship with
Environment Canterbury in implementing the LWRP farming land use provisions
through completion of nutrient budgets, Farm Environment Plans and resource
consents.

MATTERS ARISING FROM PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 7
Concerns Relating to Flawed Proxies in Farm Portal

The S42A Report refers (at paragraph 3.4 —3.7) to the potential for the Farm Portal to
generate erroneous GMP loss rates through the application of a set of modelling
proxies to uploaded OVERSEER nutrient budgets. The flawed proxies relate to
irrigation and fertiliser as set out in Schedule 28 of the CLWRP.

The GMP Implementation Working Group (established in 2019 following PC5 being
made operative) provided recommendations to the Council in relation to the flawed
proxies for irrigation and fertiliser, including that the notification of PC7 be delayed
until the issue was resolved.

My understanding is that under the operative LWRP, applicants have the choice of
applying for resource consent using the Farm Portal generated GMP loss rate (which
includes the erroneous proxies) or applying through the equivalent pathway, whereby
a manual review of the nutrient budget is completed by Council staff to determine
whether it reflects GMP. While the equivalent pathway provides a viable alternative
for consenting, it does not preclude resource consents being granted with erroneous
GMP loss rates that have the potential, depending on the farm-specific circumstances,
to enable the use of unnecessarily high quantities of nitrogen fertiliser, or to preclude
its use entirely.

Ravensdown considers it important to note, within the context of PC7, that the issues
with the Farm Portal producing erroneous GMP loss rates remains®. Ravensdown
would support further technical work being completed to resolve the issues with the
fertiliser proxy in the Farm Portal and would be willing to assist, if requested by the
Council.

Nitrogen loss reductions in OTOP Levels Plain HNCA

Ravensdown’s Seadown store is located within the Levels Plain HNCA. Ravensdown
recognises and supports the need for industrial activities to make reductions in their
contaminant losses to contribute to better water quality outcomes.

However, Ravensdown, as outlined in our submission, would prefer that rather than
the absolute 30% reduction from current consented limits as proposed in PC7, a better
approach would be to consider reductions of 30%, as a whole, from industrial
activities, in line with the OTOP ZIPA recommendations. As | read the OTOP ZIPA
recommendation (Recommendation 5.4.3(ll)), the 30% reduction reflects an overall
goal for the HNCA, not a requirement for each individual industrial activity.

1 Also acknowledged in a letter from Council Chair Steve Lowndes to Dr Andy Pearce, Facilitator of the GMP
Implementation Working Group, 8 July 2019.
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4.7 | consider that taking an approach that provides the Council with some flexibility to
adjust the reduction to better reflect the scale and intensity of the activity, and any
associated effects on the environment, is preferable. While in some cases, a 30%
reduction from current consented limits will be appropriate (and | note that at our
Seadown Store we consider this reduction challenging but achievable), some activities
may already be operating at or close to ‘best practice’ where such a reduction could
impact on business viability while resulting in minimal improvements in
environmental outcomes, especially where the activity is contributing contaminants
at the low end of the scale. Ms Taylor will address this amendment further in her

evidence.
5. CONCLUSION
5.1 In conclusion, Ravensdown supports effects-based approaches to regulation, if

needed, to reduce the environmental impacts of farming. As outlined in our evidence
there are some aspects of PC7 and PC2 that we consider could be amended in order
to provide clarity to plan users and give Council the information they seek in order to
progress the reduction in contaminant losses to the environment, particularly from
farming activities.

5.2 While some of Ravensdown’s submissions have been addressed through the section
42A Report’s recommendations, some matters require further consideration and
amendment. In addition to the two matters discussed in my evidence (flawed proxies
in the Farm Portal and reductions in N losses for industrial activities), Dr Roberts and
Ms Taylor have addressed other matters which in our opinion warrant further
consideration.

Anna Wilkes
17 July 2020
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