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1. My name is Daniel Encell. I hold a Diploma in Farm Management from 


Lincoln University. 


2. I am the Branch Manager for Cochranes of Canterbury, Amberley Branch.  


I have worked in varying roles throughout the Canterbury agricultural 


sector for 20 years.  I was schooled in rural Waimakariri and played rugby 


within North Canterbury.  My family also farm a 550-hectare property in 


the Waimakariri District. 


3. The Cochranes of Canterbury branch I manage is in Amberley covering 


the top half of Canterbury from the Waimakariri river north.  With other 


branches in Leeston, Ashburton, Timaru and two satellite branches in 


Oamaru and the on West Coast.  Cochranes provide advice, sales, parts 


and service of agricultural machinery and products to farmer and other 


rural sectors within Canterbury and the South Island.  Cochranes of 


Canterbury are very committed to Canterbury and especially the rural 


sector and have been for over the last 65 years.  It is still a family owned 


and operated business that provides employment for over 70 Staff.  We 


support local clubs, schools, and events such as Rangiora and Oxford A&P 


shows. 


4. Cochranes of Canterbury are sponsors of the NGFT.  We support the 


changes to PC 7 which are requested by the Trust.  We consider that the 


Trust is representative of the new generation of rural leadership for the 


benefit of the community and the environment. 


5. As part of the rural community, we are concerned about the potential 


effects of PC 7 on our clients.  Cochranes of Canterbury Ltd supports the 


overall water quality objectives in PC 7.  We want our environment to be 


healthy, like everyone else.  However, we want those outcomes to be 


achieved in a way that does not unnecessarily impact on rural 


productivity and farm financial viability and on the mental health and 


wellbeing of the district’s farmers.  
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6. I support the NGFT’s request to establish a partnership between the 


Council and the community to understand better the best ways to get 


improved water quality in the rivers and in groundwater.  Cochranes of 


Canterbury want to play our part as a member of the Waimakariri 


community to support that partnership. 


 


 


 


Dan Encell 


For Cochranes of Canterbury 


17 July 2020 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND OUTCOME REQUESTED 


1.1. My full name is Jonathan Austin. 


1.2. I made a personal submission, Submitter Number 406. 


1.3. I am the owner of a 600ha dairy support, beef and cropping farm at 431 


Harmans Gorge Rd, View Hill.  The property is in the Nitrate Priority Sub-area 


A.  


1.4. I have a Diploma in Agriculture and Farm Management from Lincoln University 


(1984/85).  I started farming on the property in 1989. I completed the Executive 


Development programme for primary producers in 2004, winning the prize for 


best presentation. I also completed the Executive Programme of Meat 


Melbourne in 2004.  In 2014, I obtained a Masters in Property from Lincoln 


University, with my dissertation titled: ‘Farmers perceptions of ECAN’s 


proposed, “good practice discharge allowance” in the Waimakariri sub region 


of Environment Canterbury’s (ECAN) district of New Zealand’. 


1.5. I am a member of the Next Generation Farmers Trust. I became a member of 


the Trust because the people involved are young, energetic, enthusiastic, good 


people who care deeply about sustainable farming for the betterment of 


current and future generations of farmers and their communities.  I support 


the changes to PC7 sought by the Trust. 


1.6. I am committed to running my farm in an environmentally responsible manner, 


and I understand the need to change practices over time to further reduce 


nutrient losses.  However, I am concerned that PC7 as notified will result in the 


need for changes which put my farming operation, and other farming 


operations in the district at risk of being financially unsustainable.  I want to 


remain a profitable operation so I can afford to make the changes which are 


necessary to achieve the outcomes sought. 


1.7. I wish to be part of the solution to water quality issues in the Waimakariri and 


I believe that Environment Canterbury working in partnership with the Next 


Generation Farmers Trust and others will be the best way to achieve the 


environmental gains sought while continuing to run a profitable farm. 
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2. MY EXISTING FARMING OPERATION  


2.1. Our family farm consists of 600ha of intensive grazing. 


2.2. 30% of the property is ‘good land’ which consists of 100ha of pivot irrigation. 


We do not winter graze this land because of fear of losing soil structure with 


the intensive grazing therefore losing productivity. 


2.3. We have changed grass species on our less productive soils. This has achieved 


two big improvements. First, it has reduced grass grub which has significantly 


increased production.  Secondly, we have planted more legumes in the mix to 


greatly improve the amount of natural nitrogen fixation.  This has significantly 


reduced the amount of nitrogen applied. 


2.4. We have adopted winter feed stations for silage for winter feeding. This has 


achieved less soil damage by reducing the use of big machinery on paddocks. 


This has resulted in better utilisation of expensive winter feed and increased 


stock weight gains. 


3. REDUCING THE NUTRIENT LOSSES FROM MY FARM 


3.1. To achieve a 15% reduction in baseline nutrient loss numbers by 2030 is going 


to require more analysis and advice from plant and soil scientists to help us 


both increase/maintain production and to reduce our nutrient losses.  My 


initial work shows that this will have a real negative financial effect, not only in 


terms of capital costs, but in ongoing profitability. Achieving further reductions 


by 2040 is going to be a further stretch for my farming operations.  


3.2. Achieving a goal by 2040 is a long way out. If I was to have thought in 2000 


where we would now be in terms of technology and efficiencies of farming 


practices, I would not have guessed it. While I can see a way forward, at a 


stretch, to achieving reductions by 2040, I cannot currently conceive of how I 


would go about making further reductions beyond that if that were necessary, 


as farms are required to do in other Nitrate Priority sub-areas. 
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3.3. In achieving the required reductions, I believe it will be important to work with 


the NGFT to empower farmers and to provide collaboration between local 


government and farmers. 


3.4. While I accept the need to reduce nitrate losses from my farm, I also wish to 


point out that small urban septic waste disposal also has an influence on 


Nitrate levels in groundwater. I quote from my literature review in my 


Dissertation:  


“Other ways nitrate enters underground waterways from human 


involvement. Yates (2006) reported surface waters like streams and 


lakes are not the only water sources that suffer from pollution. Revenga 


& Mock (October 2000) states groundwater aquifers, which are critical 


sources of both drinking water and irrigation water, are also affected 


and the major causes of groundwater pollution is the leaching of 


pollutants from agriculture, industry, and untreated sewage. Yates 


(2006) studied septic tank density and ground water contamination in 


the USA. Yates (2006) went further than Revenga & Mock (October 


2000), with the study suggesting bacteria and viruses present in 


domestic sewage cause the majority of waterborne disease outbreaks. 


Yates (2006) suggested septic tanks contribute the largest volume of 


wastewater and the single most important means of limiting ground-


water contamination by septic tanks is to restrict the density of these 


systems in an area. Viraraghavan & Warnock (1976) specifically 


targeted different soil types and suggested that a failure of soil 


absorption may cause bacterial contamination of ground and surface 


waters.  In conclusion this literature indicates human septic tanks 


influence nitrates and phosphates entering and contaminating 


groundwater”.  
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4. THE PARTNERSHIP APPROACH PROPOSED BY THE NEXT GENERATION 


FARMERS TRUST 


4.1. As I have noted, using platforms like NGFT to empower farmers and to and 


collaborate between local government and farmers is, in my opinion, the best 


solution. Everybody in the farming community knows that farming practices 


and environmental management need to continue to improve. NGFT have a 


great understanding and knowledge of the issues involved and are in the best 


place to influence farmers to collectively achieve the outcome needed.  


5. CONCLUSION 


5.1. I acknowledge that farmers need to continue to improve our environmental 


footprint. All parts of the community do. However, requiring unattainable 


reductions in nitrate losses too far out to be meaningful for farmers does not 


allow confidence in either the agriculture sector or ECAN in achieving those 


outcomes. Research, collaboration, science and technology and forward-


thinking people from the farming community, such as NGFT will, on the other 


hand, help achieve realistic requirements.  


 


Jonathan Austin 


17 July 2020 
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1. My full name is Richard Nortje. I am a qualified veterinary surgeon who 


graduated in 2008 and have been in farm animal practice since. I have also 


completed a post-graduate diploma in Veterinary Preventative Medicine which 


included extensive learning of New Zealand farming systems. 


2. Rangvet Ltd (Rangiora Vet Centre) made a submission on PC 7 - number PC7-


96. 


3. I am one of the four shareholders in Rangvet Ltd. I have worked at the Rangiora 


Vet Centre for 7 years and been a shareholder for 2 years. I am presenting this 


evidence on behalf of the shareholders.  


4. We are based in Rangiora with branch clinics in Kaiapoi and Woodend. Our 


veterinary clinic currently provides employment for 73 people. We support 


local clubs, schools and events such as Rangiora & Oxford A&P shows, North 


Canterbury Sports Trust & Awards, Waimakariri Gorge Golf Club - Junior Golf 


Programme, Riding for the Disabled, Local horse eventing meets, Rangiora 


Racetrack and the Next Generation Farmers Trust.  


5. We are sponsors of the Next Generation Farmers Trust and we support the 


changes to PC 7 sought by the Trust. We also support the objectives and work 


of the Trust generally because it embraces the evolution of farming for the 


benefit of the community and the environment. 


6. Our original submission and this statement of evidence is about the likely 


effects on the veterinary clinic’s business, our employees and on our farming 


clients if the Waimakariri Sub-region components of PC 7 are confirmed 


without change. We are committed to supporting farmers to run their farming 


operations in an environmentally responsible manner, and we understand the 


need to change practices over time to further reduce nutrient losses.  


However, we are concerned that PC 7 as notified will result in the need for 


changes which put our farming clients’ farming operations at risk of being 


financially unsustainable.   


7. Our business wants to support our clients and be part of the solution to water 


quality issues in the Waimakariri.  We believe that working in partnership with 
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the Next Generation Farmers Trust, Environment Canterbury, and others, will 


be the best way to achieve the environmental gains sought because that will 


mean there is a community effort. 


8. Under the notified version of PC 7 it would appear that many of our clients 


(depending on which nutrient sub-zone they are within) may struggle to have 


a financially viable business in the long term. If that happens, it will directly 


impact our current business model to a point where it may not be viable for us 


to keep the current number of staff in employment. This would have flow on 


effects in the community such as our ability to provide a quality of service 


necessary to help ensure animal welfare within the Waimakariri district and 


our ability to provide sponsorship such as outlined above. 


9. Rangvet Ltd supports the overall water quality objectives in PC 7 as we want to 


see clean healthy rivers in our district. But farming operations need to remain 


viable if farmers are to achieve the community’s desired water quality 


outcomes. With PC 7 as notified I am very concerned for our dairy farming 


clients’ futures and flow on economic affect to the agriculture service industry, 


the economic and social impact on the district from PC 7 that will severely 


affect land values, viability of farms and mental health of farmers. 


10. The two main problems I see with PC 7 are the requirement in Table 8-9 to 


reduce nutrient losses by specific percentages beyond 2040, and the 


complexities introduced by having various nutrient management sub-zones 


with different requirements for nitrogen loss reductions after 2040.  From my 


discussions with some of our clients, it is these aspects of PC 7 that introduce 


a feeling of hopelessness and the risk of splitting the community when we need 


a sense of togetherness.  


11. I therefore support the following changes to the Waimakariri Sub-region 


components of PC 7 as notified:  


a. Removing the percentage reductions from 2050 and beyond in Table 8-


9; and 
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b. Deleting the nutrient management sub-zones. 


12. I also support the Next Generation Farmers Trust’s request to establish a 


partnership between the community and Environment Canterbury to work 


together to understand better the trends in water quality to set realistic targets 


beyond 2040, and to find a way where the water quality objectives can be 


achieved while keeping most, if not all, farming operations financially viable. 


 


Richard Nortje 


For Rangvet Ltd (Rangiora Vet Centre) 


17 July 2020 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1. My full name is Susan Clare Ruston. 


1.2. I am a planner and Director of Enspire Consulting Limited.  Enspire is a 


consultancy that provides, amongst other services, planning, policy and 


resource management advice to a range of clients across New Zealand.  My 


responsibilities include, amongst other matters, the preparation and 


processing of resource consent applications; reviewing and submitting on 


district, regional and national planning instruments; and the preparation and 


presentation of expert planning evidence. 


1.3. I hold a Bachelor of Forestry Science Degree, with honours, from the University 


of Canterbury (1989); and an Executive Masters in Public Administration from 


Victoria University of Wellington (2011).  I have also completed the following 


papers at Massey University: Law and Mediation, Introduction to Disputes 


Resolution, Planning Law, and Business Law.  Further to this, I have completed 


the University of Waikato’s Legal Method paper.  I am a member of the 


Resource Management Law Association, the New Zealand Planning Institute, 


the Resolution Institute and the Institute of Directors. 


1.4. I have over 25 years of experience in addressing resource management and 


planning issues on behalf of private sector companies, and central and local 


government.  I have been in my role with Enspire for three and a half years.  


Prior to this role I was the Environmental Policy Manager for the South Island 


for Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited (during 2013 to 2016).  Before my role 


with Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited, I held the positions of Manager 


Resource Management Reform; Manager Environmental Risk; and Manager 


Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Policy at the Ministry for the 


Environment (during the periods 2002 to 2005 and 2009 to 2012 respectively).  


During the earlier stages of my career I was an Environmental Consultant with 


Meritec Limited (1998 to 2001) and a Forestry Consultant with PF Olsen and 


Company Ltd (1994 to 1997).  Each of these roles have predominantly 


addressed resource management, environmental risk management and 


planning matters. 







3 
 


MEX-859745-19-107-V1 


1.5. I have, and continue to provide planning advice in relation to a number of 


resource management processes.  A list of example processes that I have 


recently been, or am currently involved with, is attached as Annexure 1 to this 


evidence. 


2. CODE OF CONDUCT 


2.1. I have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, as 


contained in section 7 of the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014, and have 


complied with it in the preparation of this evidence.  The data, information, 


facts and assumptions that I have considered in forming my opinions are set 


out in my evidence that follows.  The reasons for the opinions expressed are 


also set out in the evidence that follows. 


2.2. I confirm that the matters addressed in this brief of evidence are within my 


area of expertise, with the exception of where I confirm that I am relying on 


the evidence of another person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 


known to me that might alter or detract from my opinions expressed in this 


brief of evidence.  I have specified where my opinion is based on limited or 


partial information and I have identified any assumptions I have made in 


forming my opinions. 


3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 


3.1. The Next Generation Farmers Trust (NGFT) made a number of submissions and 


further submissions on various parts of Proposed Plan Change 7 to the 


Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (PC7) that relate to the Waimakariri 


Sub-region.  I have been asked by the NGFT to evaluate those parts of their 


submissions that relate to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming 


activities within the Nitrate Priority Area, against the relevant provisions of the 


Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) and higher order planning 


documents. 
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


4.1. The Waimakariri Sub-region is a highly modified environment, with a long 


history of farming and associated leaching of nitrates to groundwater.  


Canterbury Regional Council’s monitoring indicates generally degraded surface 


water and groundwater, and high nitrate concentrations in shallow private 


water supply wells. 


4.2. To address these issues, Canterbury Regional Council has identified water 


quality outcomes and limits for the Waimakariri Sub-region and methods to 


achieve these limits, including staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming 


activities within a defined Nitrate Priority Area (amongst other methods). 


4.3. With respect to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss, PC7 adopts 5 Nitrate 


Priority Sub-areas; 60 years’ worth of differing stages of cumulative percentage 


reductions in nitrogen loss from the Baseline GMP Loss Rate for each Nitrate 


Priority Sub-area; and a ‘floor’, below which no further reductions are 


required, that lowers over time.  The NGFT submissions seek to remove the 5 


Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (while retaining the Nitrate Priority Area as a whole); 


remove the target reductions in nitrogen loss set for 2050 and beyond; and 


insert a policy to establish a partnership between Canterbury Regional Council 


and farmers in the Waimakariri Sub-region to design and implement a stronger 


water quality monitoring programme than has been available to date. 


4.4. I have been asked by the NGFT to evaluate those parts of their submissions 


that relate to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming activities 


within the Nitrate Priority Area, against the relevant provisions of the Act and 


higher order planning documents.  Accordingly, this evidence considers which 


of the PC7 and NGFT nitrogen loss allocation methods better achieves the 


regulatory requirements, within the constraints of the set water quality limits. 


4.5. In my opinion, both the PC7 and the NGFT approaches to reducing nitrogen 


losses in the Nitrogen Priority Area give effect to the National Policy Statement 


for Freshwater Management 2014, as amended in 2017 (NPSFM) and the 
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Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) in so far as they both adopt 


targets for reductions in nitrogen loss, amongst a suite of other methods, to 


meet the water quality limits and outcomes.  However, in my opinion, there 


are also limitations to the nitrogen loss allocation approach in PC7 and, to a 


lesser degree the NGFT’s approach, and this appears to result from deviating 


from the recommendations of the Waimakariri Water Zone Committee’s (ZC) 


Zone Implementation Programme Addendum (ZIPA).   


4.6. In my opinion, the changes sought by the NGFT give better effect to the NPSFM 


and CRPS.  The NGFT approach, when compared to PC7 provisions, results in 


less uncertainty and lowers the potential for unnecessary costs to the 


community by: 


a) Removing specific Nitrate Priority Sub-areas that are not currently 


directly linked to the specific water quality limits in PC7, and have 


associated reductions set that are said to address not only the water 


quality limits set in PC7 but also the as yet undefined water quality limits 


for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem; and 


b) Retaining the set nitrogen loss reduction targets in PC7 for the next 30 


years and removing the targets for 2050 and beyond; and at the same 


time improving water quality monitoring and allowing time for the water 


quality limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River 


mainstem to be set.  The improved water quality monitoring and the new 


limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem 


would then inform any necessary future plan reviews and plan changes, 


and the setting of targets for 2050 and beyond. 


4.7. Through my evaluation of the PC7 and NGFT’s nitrogen loss reduction 


methods, I have identified areas where PC7 strays from the recommendations 


in the ZIPA, and while it is not clear from the Section 32 Evaluation Report for 


Plan Change 7 (s32 report) and the Section 42A Report: Plan Change 7 to the 


Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan; and Plan Change 2 to the 


Waimakariri River Regional Plan (s42A report) that the differences were 
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intentional, in my opinion the ZIPA recommendations give better effect to the 


NPSFM than PC7.  In this regard, I consider that PC7 would be advanced by: 


a) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended fixed floor to reductions in nitrogen 


loss, and not a sinking floor, thereby avoiding unreasonable expectations 


on low nitrate loss farms1; and 


b) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended ongoing and discrete 10 yearly 15% 


reductions in Table 8-9 (based on the nitrogen loss number, in kgN/ha/yr, 


established by the preceding 10 year reduction target)2, thereby 


recognising that ongoing reductions in nitrogen losses will get harder for 


farms (both in terms of options and costs); and 


c) Amending Policy 8.4.25 and the footnote to Table 8-9 to clearly state that 


once the water quality limits are achieved, no further reductions are 


required3. 


4.8. For completeness, if a) to c) were adopted in PC7, along with linking Nitrate 


Priority Sub-areas to specific water quality limits, I consider this approach 


would better meet the regulatory requirements (when compared to PC7 as it 


is today and the NGFT’s relief) as it provides greater certainty to the community 


of the route to achieve the water quality limits, it removes the potential for 


reductions in nitrogen loss to be made unnecessarily, and it recognises that 


farmers need reasonable times to adjust their investments and practices to 


reach the necessary reductions in nitrogen loss.  


4.9. I have provided a marked-up version of proposed amendments to PC7 with 


respect to these matters, in Annexure 3 of this evidence. 


  


 
1 ZIPA, page 30 and recommendation 3.10 on page 33 of the ZIPA 
2 ZIPA, page 31 and recommendations 3.5, 3.6 and 3.8 on page 33 
3 ZIPA recommendation 3.8 on page 33 
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5. THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT IN THE WAIMAKARIRI SUB-REGION 


5.1. The Waimakariri Sub-region is a highly modified environment.  The s32 report 


states that approximately 40% of the area is used for farming sheep, deer, beef, 


and horticulture; and approximately 16% of the area is used for dairy farming 


and dairy support activities.  Approximately 12% of the area is used for small 


‘lifestyle blocks’ and there is approximately 37,000 hectares of irrigated land.4 


5.2. With the Waimakariri Sub-region’s long history of farming, there has been 


associated leaching of nitrates to groundwater.  The ZIPA describes the surface 


water quality and aquatic ecosystems as “generally degraded due to sediment 


and high nitrate concentrations”, while also identifying that there are many 


areas that “still support important ecological values, particularly the upper 


catchments of spring-fed streams”.  The ZIPA describes groundwater quality as 


“generally good and mostly meets the drinking water standards without 


treatment” while also stating that there are exceptions where high nitrate 


concentrations are found in shallow private water supply wells and where 


groundwater provides a transport pathway for nitrate to spring-fed streams.5  


The s32 report refers to the increased concentrations of nitrate-N in 


groundwater resulting in the potential for 90 to 165 private wells across the 


Waimakariri sub-region exceeding New Zealand drinking-water standards; and 


also states that surface water quality and aquatic ecosystems are generally 


degraded due to sediment and high nitrate concentrations.6 


6. REQUIRED POLICY RESPONSE 


Relevant Planning Instruments 


6.1. PC7 is a plan change to a regional plan that has been prepared under the Act.  


The Act creates a hierarchy of planning instruments and directs the manner in 


 
4 S32 report, page 278 
5 ZIPA, page 7 
6 s32 report, page 277 
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which the provisions within these instruments must be considered when 


preparing a plan change. 


6.2. Section 2 of the s32 report sets out the planning instruments that must be 


considered when preparing PC7.  With respect to the Waimakariri Sub-region, 


Annexure 2 of this evidence lists the relevant instruments.  I have read Section 


2 of the s32 report and I agree that the relevant instruments are listed, and 


generally my interpretation of those instruments and their application to PC7 


accords with the s32 report.  Of particular relevance to my consideration of the 


PC7 provisions that set staged reductions in nitrogen loss within the Nitrate 


Priority Area are the NPSFM and the CRPS. 


6.3. In addition, the Waimakariri Sub-region provisions of PC7 will form an integral 


part of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).  Accordingly, 


the relationship between the region-wide provisions and the Waimakariri Sub-


region provisions is, in my opinion, also relevant to considerations on the plan 


change. 


6.4. I am aware that those parts of PC7 that relate to the Waimakariri Sub-region 


were developed to implement the ZIPA.  While there is no requirement at law 


to give effect to the ZIPA, it has been developed through a sizable process of 


community discussion (which is consistent with Policy CA2 of the NPSFM in 


terms of setting objectives, limits, and targets through discussion with 


communities), and the s32 report states that Canterbury Regional Council is 


committed to delivering the recommendations made by the ZC.7  Further to 


this, PC7 is referred to within the s32 report as “a key pathway for 


implementing the recommendations” of the ZIPA8.  Notwithstanding this 


commitment, the ZIPA does not need to be adopted in any or all respects; 


rather Part 2 of the Act and the statutory planning instruments must prevail. 


 
7 s32, page 288 
8 s32 report, page 288 
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6.5. I also acknowledge the requirement (under s66(2)(c)(i) of the Act) for 


Canterbury Regional Council to have regard to the Canterbury Water 


Management Strategy (CWMS) when making plan changes. 


NPSFM 


6.6. In managing land and water resources in the OTOP Sub-region, Canterbury 


Regional Council must give effect to the NPSFM.9  In brief, the NPSFM requires 


that Te Mana o te Wai be considered and recognised in the management of 


freshwater10; the integrated management of freshwater and the use and 


development of land is improved11; the life-supporting capacity of freshwater 


is safeguarded12; the overall quality of fresh water within a Freshwater 


Management Unit (FMU) is maintained or improved13; fresh water is suitable 


for primary contact more often14; the over allocation of freshwater is phased 


out15; and the significant values of wetlands and outstanding fresh water 


bodies are protected16 (amongst other matters).  At the same time, the NPSFM 


requires that communities are enabled to provide for their economic well-


being17 and that the efficiencies of allocation and use of water are 


maximised18.  


6.7. To achieve the objectives of the NPSFM, regional councils are required to 


identify FMUs and develop fresh water objectives for the FMUs; and to set 


water quality limits and specify targets and methods to meet the objectives.  


Policy CA2(f) of the NPSFM requires that councils must (when developing fresh 


water objectives, limits and targets) consider how the economic wellbeing of 


communities will be enabled, the implications for resource users and 


 
9 As required by s67(3) of the Act 
10 NPSFM, Object AA1 and Policy AA1 
11 NPSFM, Objective C1, Policy C1 and Policy C2 
12 NPSFM, Objective A1 
13 NPSFM, Objective A2 
14 NPSFM, Objective A3 
15 NPSFM, Objective B2 
16 NPSFM, Objective A2 
17 NPSFM, Objective A4 
18 NPSFM, Objective B3 
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communities, and the timeframes needed to meet the targets and objectives 


(amongst other matters).  Further to this, the Preamble to the NPSFM states 


that “Where changes in the way communities use fresh water are required, the 


pace of those changes should take into account impacts on economic well-


being.  Improvements in freshwater quality may take generations depending 


on the characteristics of each freshwater management unit.”19 


CRPS 


6.8. Along with the NPSFM, PC7 must also give effect to the CRPS.  In my opinion, 


the key objectives and policies in the CRPS that are relevant to allocating 


reductions in nitrogen loss include: 


Objectives 7.2.1 “The region’s fresh water resources are sustainably managed 
to enable people and communities to provide for their 
economic and social well-being through abstracting and/or 
using water for irrigation, hydro-electricity generation and 
other economic activities, and for recreational and amenity 
values, and any economic and social activities associated with 
those values, providing: 


1. the life-supporting capacity ecosystem processes, and 
indigenous species and their associated freshwater 
ecosystems and mauri of the fresh water is safe-
guarded; 


2. the natural character values of wetlands, lakes and 
rivers and their margins are preserved and these areas 
are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development and where appropriate restored or 
enhanced; and 


3. any actual or reasonably foreseeable requirements for 
community and stockwater supplies and customary 
uses, are provided for.” 


Policy 7.3.6(3) “where water quality is below the minimum water quality 
standard set for that water body, to avoid any additional 
allocation of water for abstraction from that water body and 
any additional discharge of contaminants to that water body, 
where any further abstraction or discharges, either singularly 
or cumulatively, may further adversely affect the water 
quality in that water body: 


 
19 NPSFM, page 5 
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a. until the water quality standards for that water body 
are met; or 


b. unless the activities are undertaken as part of an 
integrated solution to water management in the 
catchment in accordance with Policy 7.3.9, which 
provides for the redress of water quality within that 
water body within a specified timeframe.” 


Policy 7.3.7 “To avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects of changes in 
land uses on the quality of fresh water (surface or ground) by: 


1. identifying catchments where water quality may be 
adversely affected, either singularly or cumulatively, by 
increases in the application of nutrients to land or other 
changes in land use; and 


2. controlling changes in land uses to ensure water quality 
standards are maintained or where water quality is 
already below the minimum standard for the water 
body, it is improved to the minimum standard within an 
appropriate timeframe.” 


6.9. Together these objectives and policies provide direction to constraining 


activities that adversely affect water quality, until water quality standards are 


met. 


CWMS 


6.10. As discussed previously, Canterbury Regional Council must (under s66(2)(c)(i) 


of the Act) have regard to the CWMS when making plan changes.  I understand 


that the vision and principles in the CWMS have been incorporated into the 


CRPS.  For completeness however, I note that the vision of the CWMS is “To 


enable present and future generations to gain the greatest social, economic, 


recreational and cultural benefits from our water resources within an 


environmentally sustainable framework.”  Amongst the primary principles of 


the CWMS is adoption of a regional approach to “planning for natural water 


use” that is guided by consideration of “environment, customary use, 


community supplies and stock water” as a first order of priority and “irrigation, 


renewable electricity generation, recreation and amenity” as the second order 


of priority.  A further primary principle is that “the exercise of kaitiakitanga by 


Ngai Tahu applies to all water and lakes, rivers, hapua, waterways and 



javascript:void(0)
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wetlands, and shall be carried out in accordance with tikanga Maori”.  The 


CWMS also sets six supporting principles that address values associated with 


natural character, indigenous biodiversity, access, quality drinking water, 


recreational and amenity opportunities, and community and commercial uses. 


CLWRP 


6.11. The CLWRP sets region-wide objectives, policies and rules, while the sub-


region sections of the CLWRP contain policies and rules that are specific to the 


particular catchments covered by that section.  The policies and rules in the 


sub-region sections implement the region-wide objectives in the Plan in the 


most appropriate way for the specific catchment or catchments covered by 


that section.  In my opinion, key region-wide objectives in the CLWRP that 


relate to allocating targets for reductions in nitrogen loss include: 


Objective 3.5 “Land uses continue to develop and change in response to 
socio-economic and community demand.” 


Objective 3.6 “Water is recognised as essential to all life and is respected 
for its intrinsic values.” 


Objective 3.11 “Water is recognised as an enabler of the economic and social 
wellbeing of the region.” 


Objective 3.12 “When setting and managing within limits, regard is had to 
community outcomes for water quality and quantity.” 


Objective 3.24 “All activities operate at good environmental practice or 
better to optimise efficient resource use and protect the 
region’s fresh water resources from quality and quantity 
degradation.” 


7. WAIMAKARIRI SUB-REGION WATER QUALITY OUTCOMES, LIMITS AND 


TARGETS 


7.1. Consistent with the requirements of the NPSFM, PC7 splits the Waimakariri 


Sub-region into two FMUs, being the Ashley River/Rakahuri FMU and the 


Northern Waimakariri Tributaries FMU.  Freshwater outcomes are then 


identified for the FMUs by river type (Table 8a) and lake type (Table 8b).  To 


achieve these outcomes, water quality limits and targets for specific rivers and 


lakes are set in Tables 8-5 and 8-6.  Table 8-7 sets nitrate-nitrogen limits for 
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groundwater drinking water supplies and Table 8-8 sets water quality limits 


and targets for certain groundwater allocation zones.  I understand that the 


NGFT supports the water quality limits and targets within PC7, and I have not 


been asked to consider these further in my planning assessment.  Accordingly, 


for completeness, I have not assessed the appropriateness of the outcomes 


and limits against the requirements of the NPSFM. 


8. PC7 AND NGFT FRAMEWORKS FOR REDUCING NITROGEN LOSSES FROM 


FARMS 


8.1. To achieve the Waimakariri Sub-region’s freshwater quality outcomes, limits 


and targets, PC7 establishes a framework for managing activities that have the 


potential to adversely affect freshwater quality.  This framework recognises 


that the region-wide rules in the CLWRP are not sufficient to achieve the water 


quality outcomes that are specific to the Waimakariri Sub-region.  PC7 


therefore further restricts (relative to the region-wide rules in the CLWRP) the 


area of land used for farming activities as a permitted activity, the permitted 


area of land used for winter grazing, and the permitted increases in irrigated 


area.  It adds a requirement for all farms (above 5 hectares) to implement a 


Management Plan (for permitted activities) or Farm Environment Plan (for 


consented activities), and it introduces progressive reductions in nitrogen 


losses within a defined Nitrate Priority Area, amongst other mechanisms. 


8.2. With respect to reducing nitrogen losses in the Nitrate Priority Area, PC7 


adopts the following mechanisms: 


a) 5 Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (referred to as Sub-areas A to E in Table 8-9); 


b) Cumulative percentage reductions in nitrogen loss from the Baseline 


GMP Loss Rate for each Nitrate Priority Sub-area for the next 60 years 


(that is up to 1 January 2080); 


c) A formula for calculating a ‘floor’ to the reductions below which no 


further reductions are required; 
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d) Provisions for exceptions to achieving the Baseline GMP Loss Rate where 


the Baseline GMP Loss Rate has been lawfully exceeded and the Farm 


Environment Plan can show that the staged reductions in nitrogen loss 


can be achieved (amongst other criteria); 


e) Provisions for extensions in timeframes to meet the staged reductions in 


nitrogen loss, with decisions on such extensions considering factors such 


as reductions in nitrogen losses already achieved on the farm, the capital 


and operational costs of achieving the nitrogen loss rate reductions and 


the benefit of spreading costs over time, and catchment progress 


towards achieving the water quality limits; 


f) Provision for (as a discretionary activity) the use of an Equivalent Baseline 


GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent GMP Loss Rate where it can be shown that 


the farm portal is unable to generate such numbers or the number 


generated is shown to be erroneous. 


8.3. The NGFT, in its submissions and further submissions, supported the adoption 


of targets for reductions in nitrogen loss in the Nitrate Priority Area as a 


method to achieve the water quality outcomes and limits, along with broader 


methods such as managed aquifer recharge (MAR) and targeted stream 


augmentation (TSA).  At the same time, the NGFT sought the following 


amendments to PC7’s framework for reducing nitrogen losses in the Nitrogen 


Priority Area: 


a) Remove the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas in Table 8-9 (that is Sub-areas A to 


E inclusive):  The NGFT’s submission expressed concerns that the Sub-


areas will create a ‘them and us’ division amongst the farming 


community rather than encouraging the community as a whole to work 


together to achieve the water quality outcomes sought in the plan. 


b) Remove the targets in Table 8-9 for 1 January 2050 and beyond:  The 


NGFT’s submission expressed concerns that the 2050 and beyond targets 


were being set at least 30 years in advance of when they are to be applied 
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and therefore they are not robust in terms of understanding their 


relationship to the environmental outcomes sought in PC7 and the 


associated economic and social implications for the Waimakariri 


community; 


c) Insert a new policy for improved monitoring:  The new provisions sought 


by the NGFT would commit Canterbury Regional Council to work with 


farmers, primary sector groups and other stakeholders in the design and 


implementation of a water quality monitoring programme for the 


Waimakariri Sub-region.  The monitoring results would be used to inform 


future water quality outcomes and target setting. 


9. EVALUATION 


9.1. In my opinion, both the PC7 and the NGFT approaches to reducing nitrogen 


losses in the Nitrogen Priority Area give effect to the NPSFM and the CRPS in 


so far as they both adopt targets for reductions in nitrogen loss, amongst a 


suite of other methods, to meet the water quality limits and outcomes.  


However, in my opinion, there are also limitations to the nitrogen loss 


allocation approach in PC7 and, to a lesser degree the NGFT’s approach, that 


narrow the extent to which the NPSFM and CRPS are given effect to.  These 


limitations are discussed in the evaluation that follows. 


9.2. The key planning question that I have identified is, how should the nitrogen 


loss load, that can be made available without compromising the freshwater 


limits and outcomes, be best allocated amongst land use activities (both 


current and potential future activities)?  The Act, NPSFM, CRPS and CLWRP 


provide direction to the tests that must be applied when assessing the merits 


of such allocation mechanisms. 


9.3. Section 5(2) of the Act defines sustainable management as “…managing the 


use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, 


or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, 


economic, and cultural well-being and for their health and safety while…”.  I 
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understand this to mean that after meeting the requirements of s5(2)(a) to (c) 


(through the setting of the water quality limits) a ‘way’ and ‘rate’ for achieving 


the limits must be set in a manner that enables the broad social, economic and 


cultural needs to be met.  Further to this, s7(b) of the Act requires that 


particular regard be given to “the efficient use and development of natural and 


physical resources”, and I understand this to include economic and allocative 


efficiencies (amongst other forms of efficiencies). 


9.4. Further, while Objectives A1 to A3 of the NPSFM aim to safeguard and improve 


the quality of freshwater (and the limits set in PC7 are key to PC7 giving effect 


to these NPSFM objectives), Objective A4 requires that this be balanced by 


communities being enabled “to provide for their economic well-being, 


including productive economic opportunities, in sustainably managing 


freshwater quality, within limits”. 


9.5. Similarly, Objective 7.2.1 of the CRPS aims to ensure that fresh water is 


sustainably managed to “enable people and communities to provide for their 


economic and social well-being” provided (in brief) the life-supporting capacity 


of ecosystems and the mauri of fresh water is safe-guarded; natural character 


values of wetlands, lakes and rivers are preserved; and the foreseeable future 


needs of the community and stock water is provided for. 


9.6. The CLWRP also provides some direction to the allocation of nitrate reductions 


through Objective 3.5 which states “Land uses continue to develop and change 


in response to socio-economic and community demand”.  I understand this to 


mean that any reductions required should not lock any land into a single and 


potentially low value use.  Further to this, Objective 3.12 states that “When 


setting and managing within limits, regard is had to community outcomes for 


water quality and quantity” and I understand this to mean that community 


derived preferences (such as through the extensive consultation that has 


occurred through the development of the ZIPA) should be recognised and 


considered. 
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9.7. Based on the preceding directions, my evaluation of the PC7 and NGFT 


approaches to allocating reduction targets focuses on the relative 


effectiveness and efficiency of both allocation methods.  That is which method, 


within the constraints of the agreed water quality outcomes and limits, 


achieves the most in terms of economic and social wellbeing. 


Removing the nitrate priority sub areas 


9.8. The NGFT has sought to have the five Nitrate Priority Sub-areas in Table 8-9 


removed.  While the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas are mapped in PC7, there is no 


direct reference in PC7 to which Nitrate Priority Sub-area contributes to which 


specific water quality limit (within Tables 8a, 8b, and 8-5 to 8-8).  Without a 


clear linkage between the two, it is difficult to determine when further 


nitrogen loss reductions in a particular Nitrate Priority Sub-area are no longer 


needed and therefore do not need to be implemented.  While I understand 


that the provisions in the plan, in combination, have been identified as a 


‘formula’ for meeting the water quality limits, the formula relies on modelling 


and associated assumptions, and the reliability of the formula diminishes the 


further into the future that it applies.  Accordingly, it is possible that the water 


quality limits will be met prior to the nitrogen loss reductions targets (as listed 


in Table 8-9) being completed.  Should this occur, it would be economically and 


socially inefficient to require reductions in nitrogen loss beyond the point 


where the limits are met.  As notified, PC7 does not explicitly state when 


further reductions cease to be required (other than with respect to a nitrogen 


loss ‘floor’ which I discuss later in this evidence) and consequently the risk in 


PC7 of further reductions being required beyond the point where the limits 


have been met is substantial given that the target reductions extend to beyond 


2080. 


9.9. Further to this, the s42A report states that “the Nitrate Priority sub-areas are 


integral for meeting the water quality limits for each of the receptors (receiving 


waterbodies) both within the sub-region and outside the sub-region 
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boundaries”.20  At the same time, the s32 report states that “Downstream 


waterbodies, including Christchurch’s aquifers and the Waimakariri River 


mainstem, are not included as “receptors” because they are outside the 


Waimakariri sub-region and therefore Part C does not set limits for these 


waterbodies. However, the need to manage risks to those waterbodies from 


farming land uses in the Waimakariri sub-region was an influencing factor in 


establishing the boundaries of the NPA, and the number of stages for the 


modelled source areas for those waterbodies”.21  This implies that the 


reductions in nitrogen loss required by Table 8-9 not only aim to achieve the 


water quality outcomes and limits in Tables 8a, 8b, and 8-5 to 8-8, but also to 


achieve water quality outcomes and limits for the Christchurch aquifers and 


the Waimakariri River mainstem that have not yet been set.  This appears to 


confirm that there is no direct correlation between the nitrogen loss 


reductions in Table 8-9 and the outcomes in Tables 8a, 8b, and 8-5 to 8-8.  I 


consider such a planning approach to be problematic in that it sets a method 


to achieve something that has not yet been defined (that is the limits for the 


Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem).  This creates 


considerable uncertainty in the appropriateness of the scale of reductions and 


their associated timeframes in Table 8-9. 


9.10. The s42A report also states that “Removing the sub-areas from PC7 and 


allowing the management of nitrogen losses on an aggregated basis (either by 


an irrigation scheme or a Farming Enterprise) could result in greater reductions 


occurring in a concentrated part of the NPA, and lesser reductions occurring in 


other areas, meaning that the necessary progress is not made”.22  In my 


opinion, removal of the sub-areas does not necessarily lead to aggregated 


management of nitrogen.  I understand that removal of the Nitrate Priority 


Sub-areas would result in a single set of reduction targets that all farms within 


the Nitrate Priority Area must meet. 


 
20 s42A report, paragraph 8.130  
21 s32 report, page 340 
22 s42A report, paragraph 8.130 
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9.11. Until 2050, PC7’s percentage reductions in nitrogen loss are the same (albeit 


with a difference between dairy and other farm systems) for each of the 


Nitrate Priority Sub-areas.  By 2050, I anticipate that the outcomes and limits 


that are specific to the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River 


mainstem will have been identified.  In my opinion, separation of the Nitrate 


Priority Area into sub areas should only occur when the Sub-area nitrate loss 


reductions can be directly linked to the relevant water quality limit.  This 


linkage then allows clear monitoring of the impact of the required reductions 


on the achievement of the related water quality limits, adjustments to 


reduction requirements (if necessary) through future plan changes, and the 


further application of reductions to cease when the area-specific limits are 


met. 


9.12. The ZIPA recommends that the percentage reductions in nitrogen loss be 


repeated until either the water quality limits have been met, or the science 


shows that the limits can be met without the percentage reductions.23  


Paragraph 8.98 of the s42A report also refers to the nitrogen loss reductions 


occurring over time until the proposed water quality limits and targets (Tables 


8-5, to 8-8) are met.  This is not, however, reflected in Policy 8.4.25 or Table 8-


9.  This is possibly a consequence of the indirect relationship between the 


Nitrate Priority Sub-areas and the water quality outcomes and limits.  By not 


specifically stating that the percentage reductions in nitrogen loss cease when 


water quality limits have been met, the reductions continue to be required.  As 


previously stated, this is economically and socially inefficient (that is costs will 


likely be incurred beyond what is needed to meet the water quality outcomes). 


9.13. Based on the preceding assessment I consider that the regulatory 


requirements would be better met by either: 


a) directly linking the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas and their associated nitrate 


loss reductions to the specific water quality limits in PC7; or 


 
23 ZIPA, page 33 
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b) removing the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas and having a single set of 


percentage reductions in nitrogen loss that apply across the Nitrate 


Priority Area as a whole.   


9.14. At the same time as adopting either a) or b) above, I consider that the 


regulatory requirements would also be better met by: 


a) providing a clear statement that when the water quality limit is met 


further reductions in nitrogen loss in the corresponding Nitrate Priority 


Sub-area is no longer needed; and 


a) adjusting, if necessary, the nitrogen loss reductions (through a plan 


change) to reflect water quality limits for Christchurch’s aquifers and the 


Waimakariri River mainstem once they have been set. 


Removing the targets for 2050 and beyond 


9.15. With respect to the nitrogen loss reduction targets themselves, there are two 


distinct differences between the ZIPA and PC7.  These relate to the adoption 


of cumulative percentage reductions and a ‘sinking floor’ to the reductions 


within PC7. 


9.16. The ZIPA appears to recommend discrete percentage reductions to nitrogen 


loss24 (that is a percentage reduction from the nitrogen loss, in kgN/ha/yr, 


achieved in the previous 10 year reduction stage), while PC7 adopts cumulative 


percentage reductions (that is increasing percentage reductions for each stage, 


and always calculated based on the Baseline GMP N Loss).  The adoption of 


cumulative percentage reductions in PC7 is more onerous to farmers than 


adoption of discrete percentage reductions.  Table 1 of this evidence illustrates 


this by using a hypothetical dairy farm with a Baseline GMP Loss Rate of 50 


kgN/ha.yr. 


  


 
24 ZIPA, Figure 3.2 on page 31 and recommendation 3.5, 3.6 and 3.8 on page 33 
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Table 1 – Hypothetical Example of ZIPA Approach vs PC7 Approach 


 
Allowable N 


loss, 


kgN/ha/yr 


Reduction in 
N loss over 


preceding 10 
years, 


kgN/ha/yr 


ZIPA approach to nitrogen loss reductions 


Farm Baseline GMP N loss 50  


15% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2030 43 7 


15% reduction from 2030 nitrogen loss number by 2040 36 7 


15% reduction from 2040 nitrogen loss number by 2050 31 5 


15% reduction from 2050 nitrogen loss number by 2060 26 5 


15% reduction from 2060 nitrogen loss number by 2070 22 4 


15% reduction from 2070 nitrogen loss number by 2080 19* 3 


PC7 Table 8-9, Cumulative application of % reductions 


Farm Baseline GMP N loss 50  


15% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2030 43 7 


30% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2040 35 8 


45% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2050 28 7 


60% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2060 20 8 


75% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2070 13* 7 


90% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2080 5* 8 


* Both the ZIPA and PC7 provide for a ‘floor’ below which N loss is not required to be 
reduced to.  This is discussed further in this evidence. 
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9.17. Through each stage of the nitrogen loss reduction programme, further 


reductions will likely become more challenging for farmers since the most cost-


effective reductions will likely be adopted first.  The ZIPA approach recognises 


this by adopting a fixed percentage reduction from the nitrogen loss number 


achieved in the preceding stage.  In contrast PC7 does not reflect these 


challenges and instead adopts essentially a fixed amount of reduction that is 


required in each 10-year stage.  Using the above table as a guide, the difference 


between the approaches is felt from approximately the 2040 target and 


beyond. 


9.18. The ZIPA also recommended a floor below which no further nitrogen loss 


reductions are required (so as to “avoid unreasonable impacts on low nitrate 


loss farming activities”)25 and recommended that Canterbury Regional Council 


investigate a floor of 20 kgN/ha/yr.26  In contrast, PC7 adopts a sinking floor. 


9.19. The sinking floor is established through Policy 8.4.25 and Footnote 3 of Table 


8-9, where these provisions require that the floor be ‘back-calculated’ on the 


following basis: “The percentage reductions required by Table 8-9 are only to 


be applied … where the required reduction for each stage is greater than 3 kg 


nitrogen per hectare for dairy, and 1kg per hectare for all other farming 


activities”.27 


9.20. The s32 report states “The deviation from the 20kg N/ha/year “floor” 


recommended in the ZIPA is primarily to address implementation issues 


associated with including fixed, absolute nitrate thresholds in a plan when a 


key tool for measuring compliance with that limit (i.e. OVERSEER®) is subject to 


regular updates and subsequent version changes.  OVERSEER® version changes 


may cause significant changes to the estimated losses from a farm, meaning 


that a 20 kgN/ha/year “floor” may no longer be fit for purpose”.28  It is not clear 


to me what is meant by this statement since all calculations of nitrogen loss 


 
25 ZIPA, recommendation 3.10 and page 30 
26 ZIPA, page 30 
27 PC7, footnote 3 of Table 8-9 
28 s32, page 340 







23 
 


MEX-859745-19-107-V1 


are made through the use of Overseer.  If the concern is that future versions of 


Overseer may lead to the 20 kgN/ha/yr being set too high to allow the water 


quality outcomes to be achieved, the floor can be adjusted through future plan 


changes.  The time to adjust the floor would, in my opinion, be when all farms 


are nearing the floor and the water quality outcomes had not been met. 


9.21. By not explicitly setting the floor at 20 kgN/ha/yr, and instead introducing a 


‘back-calculation’ to calculate the floor, the plan has (intentionally or 


otherwise) created a sinking floor.  The sinking floor effect can be illustrated 


using the 2030 and 2040 targets within Table 8-9 as an example. 


• For the 2030 percentage reductions, the floor is 20 kgN/ha/yr - that is 


15% of 20 kgN/ha/yr is 3 kgN/ha/yr, and 5% of 20 kgN/ha/yr is 1 


kgN/ha/yr; and 


• For the 2040 percentage reductions, the floor is 10 kgN/ha/yr - that is 


30% of 10 is 3 kgN/ha/yr, and 10% of 10 kgN/ha/yr is 1 kgN/ha/yr. 


9.22. This means that at each stage (i.e. change in percentage reductions required) 


the floor is recalculated and lowers, and this occurs irrespective of any change 


in OVERSEER.  In my opinion, this is inconsistent with the recommendations in 


the ZIPA and does not achieve the intent of ‘protecting’ the viability of low 


emitting farms.  Further, in my opinion it is not consistent with Objective 3.5 


of the CLWRP which aims to ensure that “Land use continue to develop and 


change in response to socio-economic and community demand”.  As previously 


stated, I understand this objective to mean that the allocation of reductions 


should not result in land being locked into a single, and potentially low value, 


use. 


9.23. The s32 and s42A report do not comment on why PC7 differs from the 


recommendations of the ZIPA with respect to the cumulative versus discrete 


percentage reductions, the sinking floor, and the absence of a reference to the 


reductions ceasing when the outcomes are met.  Accordingly, it is possible that 
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the effect of Policy 8.4.25 and Table 8-9 in PC7 was not intended by Canterbury 


Regional Council. 


9.24. If the cumulative percentage reductions, the sinking floor, and the absence of 


a reference to the reductions ceasing when the outcomes are met, were to be 


retained, then I consider that the NGFT’s proposal to remove the Nitrate 


Priority Sub-areas and the targets for 2050 and beyond better meets the 


regulatory requirements than PC7.  I understand that the NGFT is not of the 


view that no further reductions will be necessary at 2050 and beyond, rather 


they are seeking that the reductions prior to 2050 remain in place until 


improved monitoring and understanding of fresh water bodies informs what 


reductions are likely to be required at 2050 and beyond.  This avoids the 


potentially unnecessary adoption of percentage reductions of between 45% 


and 90%, and the impacts that these figures may have in the short to medium 


term on long term investment decisions in the Waimakariri Sub-region.  It also 


recognises that the yet to be defined water quality limits for Christchurch 


aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem need to inform the reductions 


set in Table 8-9; and that the plan is required by the s79 of the Act to be 


reviewed at least every 10 years, meaning the merits (or otherwise) of the 


provisions of the plan will be reviewed, and there is opportunity for the 


provisions to be adjusted, at least twice before decisions on the 2050 targets 


are needed. 


9.25. I consider the nitrogen loss reduction regime recommended by the ZIPA better 


meets the regulatory requirements when compared with both PC7 and the 


NGFT’s relief sought.  The ZIPA sets ongoing discrete 15% reductions in 


nitrogen loss over successive 10-year periods until the outcomes and limits are 


met, and adopts a fixed floor below which further on farm reductions are not 


required.  Ongoing 15% reductions in nitrogen loss, per 10 year stage, will be 


challenging for famers to meet (as noted on page 305 of the s32 report), while 


being clear to farmers that ongoing reductions are needed until the limits and 


outcomes are met, or the farm becomes a low leacher (i.e. reaches the 


nitrogen loss floor).  Once water quality limits are set for the Christchurch 
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aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem, these can be referenced in the 


clause that determines when the reductions cease (this would likely require an 


additional plan change).  The ZIPA’s recommendations signal what is ahead 


while providing farmers and rural businesses time to adjust, and avoids 


adoption of reductions of 45% to 90% (regardless of whether the outcomes 


have been reached) and the potentially unnecessary economic and social 


consequences in the Waimakariri Sub-region.  It also encourages off farm 


solutions, such as MAR and TSA, as a means to achieve the limits and outcomes 


earlier. 


New policy for collaborative water quality monitoring programme 


9.26. The NGFT is seeking a commitment in PC7 that Canterbury Regional Council 


will work, in partnership, with farmers in the Waimakariri Sub-region to design 


and implement a stronger water quality monitoring programme than has been 


available to date.  Such a programme would assist with monitoring progress 


towards the achievement of the fresh water limits and outcomes and the 


setting of future targets.  This is consistent with Objective CB1 and Policy CB1 


of the NPSFM and, in my opinion (and based on my experience), the 


involvement of farmers in this process is likely to lead to greater uptake of 


actions to reduce discharges in the area. 


Amendments to provisions 


9.27. Annexure 3 to this evidence provides my recommended drafting solutions to 


the provisions of PC7 to remove the Nitrate Protection Sub-areas and the 


targets for 2050 and beyond, to adjust the floor to nitrogen loss reductions and 


to insert a policy addressing engagement with landowners in the setting and 


implementation of the fresh water quality monitoring plan. 


9.28. For completeness, my recommended drafting solutions do not adjust the 


cumulative percentage reductions in Table 8-9 to become discrete percentage 


reductions, and do not address a provision to cease the reductions in nitrogen 


loss when the water quality limits are met.  If the nitrogen loss reduction 
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targets for 2050 and beyond are removed, such further adjustments will, in my 


opinion, provide marginal benefit to the plan provisions. 


10. CONCLUSION 


10.1. I have been asked by the NGFT to evaluate those parts of their submissions 


that relate to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming activities 


within the Nitrate Priority Area, against the relevant provisions of the Resource 


Management Act 1991 and relevant higher order planning documents.  


Accordingly, my evidence considers which of the PC7 and NGFT nitrogen loss 


allocation methods better achieves the regulatory requirements, within the 


constraints of the set water quality limits. 


10.2. In my opinion, when compared to the PC7 method, the NGFT’s proposal results 


in less uncertainty and lowers the potential for unnecessary costs to the 


community by, in combination: 


a) Removing specific Nitrate Priority Sub-areas that are not currently 


directly linked to the specific water quality limits in PC7, and have 


associated reductions set that are said to address not only the water 


quality limits set in PC7 but also the as yet undefined water quality limits 


for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem; and 


b) Retaining the set nitrogen loss reduction targets in PC7 for the next 30 


years and removing the targets for 2050 and beyond; and at the same 


time improving water quality monitoring and allowing time for the water 


quality limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River 


mainstem to be set.  The improved water quality monitoring and the new 


limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem 


would then inform future plan changes and the setting of targets for 


2050 and beyond. 


10.3. Through my evaluation of the PC7 and NGFT’s nitrogen loss reduction 


methods, I have identified areas where PC7 strays from the recommendations 


in the ZIPA.  From the s32 and s42A reports, it is not clear to me whether the 







27 
 


MEX-859745-19-107-V1 


differences were intentional or resulted as a consequence of the drafting of 


PC7.  In my opinion PC7 would be better advanced in terms of achieving the 


regulatory requirements by: 


a) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended fixed floor to reductions in nitrogen 


loss, and not a sinking floor, thereby avoiding unreasonable expectations 


on low nitrate loss farms; and 


b) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended ongoing and discrete 10 yearly 15% 


reductions in Table 8-9 (based on the nitrogen loss number, in kgN/ha/yr, 


established by the preceding 10 year reduction target), thereby 


recognising that ongoing reductions in nitrogen losses will get harder for 


farms (both in terms of options and costs); and 


c) Amending Policy 8.4.25 and the footnote to Table 8-9 to clearly state that 


once the water quality limits are achieved, no further reductions are 


required. 


10.4. For completeness, if a) to c) of paragraph 10.3 above were adopted in PC7, 


along with linking Nitrate Priority Sub-areas to specific water quality limits, I 


consider this approach would better meet the regulatory requirements (when 


compared to PC7 as it is today and the NGFT’s relief) as this approach provides 


greater certainty to the community of the route to achieve the water quality 


limits, it removes the potential for reductions in nitrogen loss to be made 


unnecessarily, and it recognises that farmers need reasonable times to adjust 


their investments and practices to reach the necessary reductions in nitrogen 


loss.  


 


Susan Ruston 


17th of July 2020 
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ANNEXURE 1:  EXAMPLES OF RECENT PLANNING PROJECTS AND PROCESSES OF S 


RUSTON 


 


Expert planning evidence to Hearings Commissioners deciding consent application for 


NPD site in Cromwell (for NPD). 


Expert planning evidence to the Environment Court regarding appeals on the 


proposed Southland Water and Land Plan (for Ballance Agri-Nutrients, Ravensdown, 


HortNZ and Federated Farmers). 


Expert planning evidence to Hearings Commissioners deciding consent applications 


for Fulton Hogan’s Roydon Quarry (for Christchurch City Council). 


Planning services to King Country Energy Limited when submitting on Proposed 


Waikato Regional Plan Change 1 – Waikato and Waipa River Catchments. 


Planning services to Amuri Irrigation Limited with respect to consent applications for 


water takes and discharges. 


Planning services to Simons Pass Station Limited with respect to resource consent 


applications for water takes and discharges, discharges of contaminants and 


earthworks. 


Planning services to Trustpower Limited with respect to an application to change 


existing consent conditions for the discharge of water; and an application to take 


water for dewatering testing related to land slippage. 


Planning services to Graymont NZ with respect to applications for the take and use of 


water, and with respect to forestry related activities. 


Planning services to Pioneer Energy Limited with respect to an application to change 


existing consent conditions related to damming and diversion of water. 


Planning services to NZSki with respect to an application to change existing consent 


conditions related to the discharge of contaminants. 


Planning services to Gawler Downs with respect to resource consent applications for 


activities related to development of production forestry blocks. 
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Planning services to Clutha District Council with respect to resource consent 


applications for the take of water and discharges of contaminants.  This included 


advising on planning matters and drafting of consent application documents. 


Planning services to Rangitata Diversion Race Management Limited regarding 


consenting matters. 


Planning services to Bay of Plenty Regional Council with respect to processing of 


resource consent applications. 


Planning services to Gisborne District Council with respect to processing of resource 


consent applications. 
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ANNEXURE 2:  PLANNING INSTRUMENTS THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED 


1. New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 


2. National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 


3. Resource Management (National Environment Standard for Sources of Human 


Drinking Water) Regulations 2007 


4. Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 


5. Canterbury Water Management Strategy 


6. Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 


7. Iwi Management Plans 


a. Te Whakatau Kaupapa: Ngāi Tahu Resource Management Strategy for 


Canterbury Region (1990) 


b. Te Rununga o Ngai Tahu Freshwater Policy (1999) 


c. Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (February 2013) 


8. North Canterbury Fish and Game Management Plan (2001-2021) 
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ANNEXURE 3:  RECOMMENDED DRAFTING SOLUTIONS 


In the following drafting solutions, I have used the s42A Report Appendix E 


recommendations where the officers’ recommended changes are shown in red; and 


my recommendations are shown in blue. 


8.1A Waimakariri Sub-region Definitions 


Nitrate Priority Sub-area  means, within the Nitrate Priority Area, any area identified as Sub-
areas A, B, C, D or E on the Planning Maps.  


 


Nutrient Management 


8.4.25  Nitrate-nitrogen limits for the Waimakariri Sub-region are achieved, and risks of 
degraded water quality in potential future impacts on the nitrate-nitrogen 
concentrations of waterbodies outside the Waimakariri Sub-region are managed by:  


a. further restricting, relative to the region-wide rules, the area of land used for 
a farming activity as a permitted activity, and the area of winter grazing that 
may occur as a permitted activity; and  


b. requiring, within the Nitrate Priority Area, further reductions in nitrogen loss 
from farming activities (including farming activities managed by an irrigation 
scheme or principal water supplier) in accordance with Table 8-9, provided 
that no reductions in nitrogen loss are required below 20 kg of nitrogen per 
hectare per year any further stage of reduction required is greater than 3 kg 
of nitrogen per hectare per year for dairy, or 1 kg of nitrogen per hectare per 
year for all other farming activities 


 


Nutrient Management 


8.5.23 Where any property or Farming Enterprise includes land within more than one the 
Nitrate Priority Area Sub-area, the required reduction in nitrogen loss for each sub-
area is applied only to that part of the property that is within the sub-area the 
Nitrate Priority Area. 


 


Current Information Monitoring and Review 


New Policy (to be inserted before notified Policy 8.4.35) 


Canterbury Regional Council will develop and implement a monitoring programme, 
in partnership with landowners and businesses in the Waimakariri Sub-region, and 
with the Waimakariri District Council, to measure progress towards achievement of 
the fresh water limits and outcomes. 
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Table 8-9: Nitrate Priority Area Staged Reductions in Nitrogen Loss for Farming Activities, Farming Enterprises and Irrigation Schemes 
 


Nitrate Priority  


Sub-area  


(see Planning 
Maps)  


Farming Type 


Cumulative percentage reductions in nitrogen loss and dates by which these are to be achieved 


By 1 January 2030 By 1 January 2040  By 1 January 2050  By 1 January 2060  By 1 January 2070  By 1 January 2080  


Sub-area A 
Dairy 15% 30%     


All other 5% 10%     


Sub-area B 
Dairy 15% 30% 45%    


All other 5% 10% 15%    


Sub-area C 
Dairy 15% 30% 45% 60%   


All other 5% 10% 15% 20%   


Sub-area D 
Dairy 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%  


All other 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%  


Sub-area E 
Dairy 15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 90% 


All other 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 


1. The starting point for applying each percentage reduction in nitrogen loss in Table 8-9 is generally the Baseline GMP Loss Rate except as otherwise provided for in Policy 
8.4.26 for individual farming activities and farming enterprises, and in Policy 8.4.29 for irrigation schemes  
2. For the purposes of applying the nitrogen reductions in Table 8-9, 'Dairy' farming does not include 'Dairy Support' activities. 'Dairy Support' is classified under 'All other' 
farming activities.  
3 The percentage reductions required by Table 8-9 are only to be applied to farming activities that require resource consent for farming land use and where the required 
reduction for each stage is greater than 3 kg nitrogen per hectare for dairy, and 1 kg per hectare for all other farming activities the nitrogen loss is 20 kg of nitrogen per 
hectare per year or greater. 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND OUTCOME REQUESTED 


1.1. Our names are David & Rosemary Clark. 


1.2. We made a personal submission numbered GKE-136318-33-56-V6. 


1.3. We brought our core farm (153hectares) 39 years ago. A dryland sheep and 


grain cropping farm initially and with us adding beef fattening and finishing 


along the way.  


1.4. We are predominately sheep and beef breeding and finishing with 30ha 


crop/grain. Our farming operation now has part (100hectares) of the property 


irrigated with Waimakariri irrigation limited scheme water. We also lease 


dryland properties which we are at the mercy of droughts and failed pasture 


crops.  


1.5. Our property is located in the sub-area E (purple zone). 


1.6. We support Waimakariri irrigation Limited changes to PC 7 and support its 


objectives in regards to the plan. We support WIL in their proposed systems 


of; 


a) Addressing immediate issues of high N in surface waterways with a 


Managed Aquifer Recharge and Targeted Stream Augmentation 


b) Instigate a farm more comprehensive monitoring program to check any 


changes in N concentrations in the waterways 


1.7. We are members of the Next Generation Farmers Trust, and we support the 


changes to PC 7 sought by the Trust. We also support the objectives and work 


of the Trust generally because it collective of farmers and rural contractors 


which are trying to develop scientific testing and monitoring within our district 


in our unique environment with modelling of best practice from leadership at 


national levels to ensure our future generation of farmers are able to operate 


in the best possible manner. ‘Measured’ science not ‘methodology’ allowing 


for review cycles as data is correlated from testing. 


1.8. Our statement of evidence is about the likely effects on my farming operation 


and on my family if the Waimakariri Sub-region components of PC 7 is 
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confirmed without change. We are committed to running our farm in an 


environmentally responsible manner, and we understand the need to change 


practices over time to further reduce potential nutrient losses.  However, we 


are concerned that PC 7 as notified will result in the need for changes which 


put my farming operation at risk of being financially unsustainable.  We want 


to remain a profitable operation so we can afford to make the changes which 


are necessary to achieve the outcomes sought. 


1.9. We wish to be part of the solution to water quality issues in the Waimakariri 


and we believe that working in partnership with the Next Generation Farmers 


Trust, Environment Canterbury, Waimakiriri irrigation limited, and others, will 


be the best way to achieve the environmental gains sought while continuing to 


run a profitable farm. 


1.10. The two main changes to the Waimakariri Sub-region components of PC 7 as 


notified that we seek are:  


a. Removing the percentage reductions after 2040 in Table 8-9; and 


b. Deleting the nutrient management sub-zones. 


2. MY EXISTING FARMING OPERATION  


2.1. Rosemary’s story starts back in 1853 in this Waimakariri district, a generational 


story back to flax and flour mills and farming, 5 generations. 


2.2. Dave’s story doesn’t start in this district but also go back generations working 


on the land so farming runs deep in our veins. 


2.3. Dave was a shearer in his past life and Rosemary used her math and science 


skills in hers. 


2.4. We bought our core farm 39 years ago still holding down full-time jobs. A dry 


land sheep and grain cropping farm initially with us adding beef cattle along 


the way. We gave up our day jobs when our 2 children came along and the 


opportunity to farm 2 other sheep properties in the area in conjunction with 


our own.  
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2.5. When WIL scheme was developed in this area we lost our leasehold properties 


to dairying but we then could afford to put irrigation on our own farm. Prior to 


irrigation we were at the mercy of droughts and failed pastures and crops. 


Irrigation gave us certainty and security of a livelihood off the land for the 


future. 


2.6. We again lease another 2 dry land properties in the district in conjunction with 


our own but it is difficult to establish good grasses there without reliable rain 


or irrigation water. They are very stony and date back to old riverbeds before 


stop banks. We find we can’t farm it as well as we would like to because we 


are at the mercy of the weather. It costs a lot to plant pastures and crops and 


it is heart breaking and depressing to watch them fail. Just this last season we 


lost a crop of barley on this dry land, 14 ha which should have returned 5 


Tonne/ha of good feed barley only returned 2 Tonne/ha of poor-quality sheep 


feed barley, the crop had died. What should have been a profit of $17,750 


resulted in a loss of $2800. 


2.7. School was the centre of our community. Our children took us into the 


community. Both started and completed their school days at our local Cust 


School and then went on to Rangiora High School for their secondary 


education. 


2.8. When school needed parent help we were there, school pet days, school trips, 


camps, fund raisers and the school BOT we were there. On one of these school 


trips, taking a car, a child said to me “my mother can’t come and help because 


she works”. I thought “I work too” but I could arrange my jobs to fit around 


these other activities. Having our own farm gave us the flexibility to work 


around events that we didn’t want to miss. 


2.9. The community swimming pool was a great gathering place. One particular hot 


dry drought year we would go to the pool knowing we would meet up with 


other farming families and talk about our problems. It helped us through tough 


times. 
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2.10. Rugby, tennis, gymnastics, local fund-raising events, working bees and more, 


we were there to help as part of a community. Now that school days are well 


behind us we are still involved supporting local agriculture shows and rugby 


events. 


2.11. If regulations get too tough for us lay farmers then small owner operators will 


be lost and farming will become corporate affairs.  Natural farming skills will 


be bred out of future generations. Our children learned many skills growing up 


alongside animals, it would be sad to see this side of life skills lost. 


2.12. We fear our grandchildren and their children won’t experience the same 


opportunities and quality of life we have had. Owning our own farm was a huge 


achievement. We were told we couldn’t do it we said “we can do it”. We 


sacrificed a lot but we wanted it and we did it. We worked hard day and night 


and when necessary we paid local contractors to help make baleage, do heavy 


cultivation, spray crops, shear sheep, clean water races, engineering 


maintenance and trim hedges. We had our children beside us and they learned 


to work hard too. It’s been our livelihood; it’s treated us well and we have had 


a good time. The science, infrastructure and implementation of new methods 


all come at a cost, we hope the cost on individual farmers doesn’t have 


detrimental effects on our community with loss of jobs or time individuals have 


to put in our clubs or schools.  


2.13. We will eventually hand over a farm in good heart and improved from when 


we first bought it near 40 years ago. 


3. REDUCING THE NUTRIENT LOSSES FROM OUR FARM 


Stock Exclusion from waterways. 


3.1. Our practice was to electric fence our beef cattle out of the water race and only 


provide a drinking station for them to access their drinking water. We have this 


last summer put in a trough system providing 6 water troughs to supply 11 


paddocks with drinking water for the cattle. We still use an electric fence to 


fence off the water race which allows the sheep to graze to the water’s edge. 
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The 6-trough scheme came at a cost of $19,660. The power bill for our water 


pump for these additional troughs has doubled from $70 to $140 per month. 


We are left wondering at the sense of pumping from underground aquifers 


when stock water is flowing past, a system dug in by our ancestors using sweat 


and grit. 


Precision Irrigation. 


3.2. Originally, we irrigated with an intensive Briggs Rota-rainer, K-line and lateral 


system but we have now replaced some of the K-line with a pivot irrigator 


which allows us to monitor and adjust applications more closely over that 28 


ha. At the time the pivot cost us $150,000, we had to re fence paddocks with 


4 wires for the sheep and unlike with the Briggs Rota-rainer irrigator we have 


lambs run over by the wheels of the pivot and killed. Deaths are still a problem 


for us. 


Surface water management. 


3.3. It takes a really big rain for us to experience surface water running through our 


farm, a rain of 100mls or more in one event. The water comes from runoff from 


the road and also from overflows from the stock water race system. Water 


flows through the farm and on out through the east boundary. Once the rain 


has stopped it takes 2 to 3 days for the surface water to disappear. Our 


leasehold properties have porous soils being old river beds historically we 


therefore don’t experience surface water flooding. 


Nitrate management. 


3.4. We have done nutrient budgets and farm environmental plans and practice 


best farming practices over several years now. We get advice for fertilizer 


applications, use N-Protect which is recommended for better nitrate up take 


and less leaching and soil tests to keep a check on the health of our soils and 


we make applications where required. Our practices are changing as new 
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developments are occurring as science allows us to be more precise in our 


methods to optimise best potential outcomes. 


3.5. Grass mixes contain plantain and chicory which help in the uptake of nitrogen 


and feed crops of oats are used to help reduce nitrate leaching. 


Going forward. 


3.6. Stock exclusion; we can see we will have to work toward extending our water 


trough scheme to cover the whole property eventually and predict it would on 


today’s prices to cost about $60,000. 


3.7. Irrigation; would mean more capital for more precision irrigation system, 


fencing to accommodate sheep with 4 wires and coming up with a way to 


address stock deaths. The cost of this would be upward of $400,000. 


3.8. Nitrates; we will rely on science to help guide us through this issue. We are 


going to have large capital expense for us to reduce our nitrate number so 


reducing stock numbers and yields will make it an uphill road ahead. Science 


has developed a lot over the past 50 years and our research in our nitrate 


monitoring has only really been tested from the late 1980’s. Until existing 


water quality is better understood and theories are more evidently supported 


it would be concerning for our community if longer term reductions were put 


in place therefore, we are opposed to Nitrate reductions being increased or 


brought forward. 


3.9. ‘Sub-areas’ from planning maps suggested are a huge risk to our farming 


operation because not only does it affect the proposed way we farm (purple 


zone) but has huge potential to push our land value down (as we may not be 


able to produce as much as some of our other neighbouring farmers in the 


district).  


3.10. Our baseline numbers have fluctuated over the year from different models. 


Time and place. E.g. Table 1 
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Table 1: 


Year Overseer version Baseline N/kg/ha 
2013/2014 6.0.3 8 
2015/2016 6.2.2 39 
2017/2018 
2019/2020 


6.3.0 
Current 


53 
42 


3.11. Current version is currently being processed. Our farming operation of 


numbers of stock haven’t change but our systems have with the development 


of science to which we understand we should be making our baseline reduce 


for example pivot irrigation instead of Rota-rainer or k-lines. Use of products 


like N-protect for plant utilisation. Through our Farm Environment Plan (FEP) 


we would like to have the evidence going forward that we along side other 


farmers are doing our best for the environment. We want to be able to adapt 


new scientific strategies to minimise our N loss.  


3.12. To achieve a 15% reduction from baseline by 2030 will involve more capital in 


infrastructure for better water utilisation at the cost of lending, stock (deaths 


due to pivot system) and trees. Our property has beautiful shelter belts which 


our ewes lamb under and will need to be taken down for this water 


development. We currently have been changing some our cultivation systems. 


We want to adapt our farming practice for the environmental improvements 


our only concern is that methodology and actual physical outcomes on land 


can be very different at the cost to our production. For example, direct drilling 


our Kale yielding 9tonne/ha verses 12tonne/ha plough method. Whilst we 


want less area of crop and less turnover of soil the outcome is less crop less 


feed grown, less stock. 


3.13. Reducing our baseline beyond 2030 is difficult without different methods of 


science which is being developed. It also is a question can we still make a profit 


and cover our debt servicing with production drops. Reductions need to be 


relevant to which farmers whom aren’t high N leaches shouldn’t be penalised 


because they have been farming in a manner which hasn’t been contributing 


in the same levels as others.  
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4. THE PARNERSHIP APPROACH PROPOSED BY THE NEXT GENERATION 


FARMERS TRUST and WAIMAKAKRIRI IRRIGATION SCHEME. 


4.1. We support the ideas by NGFT and WIL of working collaboratively to improve 


water quality. We would participate is such a collaboration as it allows people 


to work together financially and innovatively to find solutions for our 


communities. It is better than individual farmers trying to meet regulatory 


requirements as farming can be mentally tough through seasonal pressures 


and allows opportunities to develop key monitoring facilities for everyone to 


be ensured that we are working together for the benefits of our environment 


and community.  


5. CONCLUSION 


5.1. Moving forward we would like to think that there is some form of flexibility 


with councils to work with farmers and primary industry groups to help gather 


the information to provide more certainty in the proposed plan. The more 


science develops the more our futures and the future generation of farmers 


can have pride in their business operations and knowledge that the future 


water users have the premium quality they deserve. 


 


David and Rosemary Clark 


17 July 2020 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND OUTCOME REQUESTED 


1.1. My full name is Victoria Jean Trayner. 


1.2. Aratika Trust made a personal submission number 199. 


1.3. I am the eldest daughter of an established farming family with dairy, pig and 


arable farms, and a beef stud. I am a descendant of Waitaha and Ngati Mamoe, 


both represented by Ngai Tahu iwi. The family farms across seven properties a 


total of 1691ha. I am Share-milking on one of the Timperley Family’s farms 


called “Hillcrest”, which is 219ha, milking 650 cows, and is fully self-contained. 


The farm is located at Carleton road and Oxford road in Oxford and I lecture in 


agribusiness and production management for the PrimaryITO.  I Hold a 


Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Agriculture, Diploma in Teaching and 


Learning, Certificate in Health and Wellbeing and a MAHND. I am a Director for 


Platinum Farming Ltd and Motu Stud Ltd which operates within the Timperley 


family Aratika Trust. I am an appointed shareholder Director of the 


Waimakariri Irrigation Ltd and a Trustee for The Waimakariri Next Generation 


Farmers Trust.  I am the 5th Generation of our family to be caretakers of the 


land with my husband and three daughters, who will be the sixth.  I have two 


sisters and with their husbands and children are also farming in the district for 


the family in different roles. The Timperley family Aratika Trust have been 


farming in the district since 1957 and have close family ties to the community 


in which we operate.  There are approximately 25 families which the farms 


support and provide an income to from farming operations. Some of the staff 


have been working for the family for over forty years, own their own homes 


and land in the Waimakariri district.  


1.4. My property is located in the Blue Nitrate Priority area and the other 7 


properties are located across all five nitrate priority areas.  


1.5. I am a Trustee of the Next Generation Farmers Trust and the Timperley family 


are members of the Next Generation Farmers Trust.  I support the changes to 


PC 7 sought by the Trust.  I also support the objectives and work of the Trust 


generally because all future generations deserve the right to have a choice to 
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have a career in agriculture and be caretakers on the land as their Whakapapa 


did.  


1.1. My statement of evidence is about the likely effects on my farming operation 


and on my family if the Waimakariri Sub-region components of PC 7 is 


confirmed without change. I am committed to running my farm in an 


environmentally responsible manner, and I understand the need to change 


practices over time to further reduce nutrient losses.  However, I am concerned 


that PC 7 as notified will result in the need for changes which put my farming 


operation at risk of being financially unsustainable.  I want to remain a 


profitable operation so I can afford to make the changes which are necessary 


to achieve the outcomes sought. 


1.2. I wish to be part of the solution to water quality issues in the Waimakariri and 


I believe that working in partnership with the Next Generation Farmers Trust, 


Environment Canterbury, and others, will be the best way to achieve the 


environmental gains sought while continuing to run a profitable farm. 


1.3. The two main changes to the Waimakariri Sub-region components of PC 7 as 


notified that I seek are:  


a. Removing the percentage reductions from 2050 and beyond in Table 8-


9; and 


b. Deleting the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas. 


2. MY EXISTING FARMING OPERATION  


2.1. One of the properties is operating at an A FEP Audit grade and the other Six 


properties are operating at a B FEP Audit grade and are making significant 


investments in infrastructure to reach an A grade FEP within a ten-year plan 


given the farms current financial positions.  We pride our farming practice on 


meeting high animal welfare standards and run all farms with a low stocking 


rate and creating a supportive working environment for all staff to grow and 


develop their own knowledge and skill level.  Over the past two years we have 


made significant investments to make environmental improvements on farm.   
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2.2. The dairy farms have upgraded their irrigation to centre pivots, have installed 


moisture metre probes and Regen to help make better day to day decisions 


when irrigating.   


2.3. The farm has invested in Trackmap a GPS proof of placement for effluent and 


fertiliser and on k-line irrigation.   


2.4. We have spent $9,000 on riparian planting around water ways in the past 


twelve months and will continue to maintain.  


2.5. extended education to our managers and share-milkers and involve them in 


the day to day environmental decisions that can benefit the farms 


environmental footprint.  For example, planting catchment crops, re-grassing 


nitrate specialised species, timing of fertiliser application and so on.  


2.6.  The Timperley family is very passionate farmers and the next generation who 


are in the early stages of the succession plan are even more driven to carry on 


with the improvements for a better farming future on the grounds that they 


can stay in business to do so.  


  


Trackmap unit, gps.  
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Paddock fully cultivated and drilled down in Oats as a catchment crop.  


Teaching the next generation how to bucket test irrigation.  


3. REDUCING THE NUTRIENT LOSSES FROM MY FARM 


3.1. To make reductions for GMP and beyond, the farms will need to continue to 


modernise infrastructure and capital cost across all 7 farms. 


3.2. If we look at Hillcrest in more detail to meet GMP, 15% reductions by 2030 it 


will have to add two more centre pivots to the farm at an estimated quoted 


price of: 


293m FC pivot, $ 105.500+ gst 


338m PC pivot , $123,000+gst  


Power and mainline connection $35,000+gst 


Corner Sprinklers $5000 


Total : $268,500 +gst (54.1 ha Irrigated) 
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3.3. Currently we have already invested in the two pivots irrigating 80 ha. This is 


the layout of the future pivots needed and what we are working towards.  


3.4. We will also need to upgrade the effluent pond at a cost of $289000+gst, and 


upgrade the effluent system $85000+gst.   


3.5. To meet GMP and the first stage of reductions by 2030 we will need to invest 


over 3 million $ into Hillcrest.  This leaves us with a lot of uncertainty.  The 


banks will and are already taking these provisions in PC7 into consideration 


with any debt finance.  Therefore, the next step for Hillcrest would be de-


intensifying which when you look at our FEP Audit we are already running at a 


low stocking rate for the wellbeing of our animals and going any lower will have 


significant effect on profitability to service debt.  The ongoing effect of PC7 will 


bring socio-economic challenge; including laying off staff that are a part of our 


family, seeking more off farm income to help support holding onto the land for 


its historical mana, and not having finance to invest in other environmental 


initiatives to help reach the environmental outcomes sought.  


This is only one example of one of the properties under Aratika trust.  


3.6. Currently all the farms sit in different nitrate priority areas within PC7.  In fact, 


the Aratika Trust home farm is situated within purple, blue and green sub-areas 
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which makes reductions in nitrogen loss beyond 2040 very difficult to manage 


for one property.  The Timperley family and I support NGFT in the removal of 


the five nitrate priority sub-areas.  I am passionate about having farmers in the 


catchment working together in their communities to problem solve, and to 


target and understand the issues accordingly to the environment.   


I would like to see a unified zone, working along side each other seeking the 


required PC7 outcomes.  A catchment wide approach also offers the scope to 


adopt Targeted Stream Argumentation and Managed Aquifer Recharge 


alongside catchment wide monitoring programme which has been described 


in more detail in Sam Spencer-bowls evidence.  


3.7. The farmer led partnership approach suggested by the NGFT allows informed 


spatial tailoring of solutions and farmers to focus on where they can make the 


biggest difference to water quality.  Given the position of NGFT and all the 


positivity and energy of innovated strategies, problem solving solutions 


amongst NGFT farmer and agri-business members I feel extremely passionate 


and see the farmer led approach is crucial, otherwise I don’t really see much of 


a future ahead for the sixth generation to have the choice of a career in 


agriculture in the Waimakariri District.  


3.8. It is important for New Zealand to continue to be self-efficient with producing 


food for our domestic market and export market, to help maintain our 


economy and protect the future economic structure of New Zealand. As 


farmers we pride ourselves on producing a high-quality food with the best 


endeavours to limit our effect on the environmental footprint.   


3.9. This generation will farm different to the ones in the past, but with respect to 


their mana, this generations and future generations deserve the right to have 


the choice to be caretakers of their land and are a critical part of the solution.  


Victoria Trayner, 


 


Aratika Trust, Timperley Family  


17 July 2020 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 


1.1. My full name is Samuel Marmaduke Spencer-Bower.  I am the Secretary of the Next 


Generation Farmers Trust (“NGFT” or “the Trust”), and my statement of evidence is 


provided on behalf of the Trust. 


1.2. I am General Manager of our family farm called “Claxby”, which is 1400ha, milking 


3000 cows, and is fully self-contained. The farm is located at Eyrewell, on the north 


bank of the Waimakariri river. We employ 18 full time staff plus 6 temporary spring 


staff. I completed a Bachelor of Commerce (Agricultural) at Lincoln University, 


graduating in 2005. I worked for NZ Agriseeds Ltd (an agricultural plant breeding and 


seed sales company) for seven years after finishing university. I am also currently 


raceman for our own irrigation scheme (Claxby Irrigation Ltd), which irrigates around 


2,500ha of ours and neighbouring land. I am the 5th generation of our family to farm 


at Claxby and my two daughters are the 6th. My great great grandfather Marmaduke 


Dixon dedicated his life to developing Claxby and the Waimakairi district. One of his 


main achievements was creating the Waimakariri river intake at Browns Rock for stock 


water distribution. This site is now the intake for the Waimakairi Irrigation Ltd scheme. 


Marmaduke Dixon also created river intakes for Claxby & was one of the first in New 


Zealand to develop irrigation.  


1.3. Other examples of his commitment to the Waimakariri district was his donation of the 


land for the Eyreton Church and Cemetery; he was co-founder of the Northern A&P 


Association; he introduced to Canterbury the 3 furrow plough and the sheep slip 


drafting gate; and he was one of the first to export wheat to Britain. Marmaduke 


Dixon’s food and fibre producing (plus community involvement) legacy is something 


that our family have been continuing to this day and hope to be able to continue long 


into the future.     


1.4. While this is a Council Hearing and I am not an ‘expert witness’, I acknowledge that I 


have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, as 


contained in section 7 of the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014, and have 


complied with it in the preparation of this evidence. 


1.5. My evidence can be summarised as follows: 


a. The NGFT is a trust formed in 2018 with the purpose of ensuring that current 


and future generations have a realistic chance of a profitable farming career in 
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the Waimakariri area.  NGFT agrees that regulation is necessary.  But we do not 


believe that regulation by itself is sufficient, or the most appropriate way to get 


community buy-in.  To achieve the objectives of PC 7 and to ensure the 


necessary changes are made so that the environment is properly protected for 


future generations, more needs to be done.   


b. Achieving the community freshwater objectives as set out in the proposed plan 


change: NGFT believes this can be achieved without major social and financial 


disruption, and should not be determined in the absence of one set of experts; 


that is the farming landowners.  We believe it is important to include in the 


planning and implementation of PC 7 those farming landowners who are, 


because our livelihoods depend on it, experts in land management and farm 


planning.  Maintaining farm profitability is what will enable the community to 


reach the necessary reductions in nutrient losses.  Pushing farmers too hard too 


fast will be counter-productive for the environment. 


c. For that reason, NGFT seeks a formal commitment from Environment 


Canterbury to form a partnership with NGFT to work together on the types and 


degree of changes that will be required to achieve the outcomes sought for the 


Waimakariri. We seek the sort of commitment made by Environment 


Canterbury in the Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan (Section 5.1) and now reflected 


in the Healthy Harbour initiative (see  http://healthyharbour.org.nz/ ).  Like 


Lyttelton Harbour, NGFT considers that the area covered by PC 7 would benefit 


from a collaborative management plan for as a whole: ki uta ki tai, or from the 


mountains to the sea. NGFT is willing and prepared to take the lead in working 


with Environment Canterbury, landowners, primary industry representatives 


and the wider community in such a partnership. 


d. Since 2019, NGFT has proactively developed and costed a three-year strategy 


and work plan. Implementation of this will start in August 2020, with funding 


from MPI’s Sustainable Food & Fibre Futures Fund in the final stages of being 


contracted. The plan would see new initiatives embedded and ready to move 


to the next stage.  The plan involves: 


i. Farmer understanding, monitoring and transparency; 



http://healthyharbour.org.nz/
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ii. The stretch – the establishment of multiple farmer groups of up to 10 


farming businesses to actively explore options for achieving the short-


term nitrogen reductions more quickly than required by PC7 (as a 


learning exercise), through a whole of farm business planning 


approach; and 


iii. Future farm systems for sustainable land use. 


e. While NGFT accepts the’ direction of travel’ required by PC 7, we consider there 


are two aspects of PC 7 in particular which are likely to result in fragmentation 


of landowner support and the potential for disillusionment and therefore 


disengagement by landowners.  They are: 


i. Locking in percentage reductions after 2040 (Table 8-9); and 


ii. The nutrient management sub-zones. 


f. NGFT seeks that those matters be removed from PC 7 because they are 


unnecessary.  Rather, and as I discuss later in my evidence, NGFT considers that 


it is critical that there is collaborative monitoring programme to gain a better 


understanding of the degree of the issues and how mitigation options might 


best address those issues.  This programme should include the work of 


Waimakariri Irrigation Limited.  Such a programme will also aid farmer 


engagement.  


g. We do not accept that the approach we seek is ‘weaker’ than PC 7 as it was 


notified.  Rather, we consider that the collaborative approach we propose is 


more likely to succeed, and in a way that does not create community conflict 


and disillusionment. Several of our members (both farmers & local rural 


businesses) are separate submitters and will also be commenting on this. 


2. ABOUT THE NEXT GENERATION FARMERS TRUST 


2.1. The NGFT is a trust formed in 2018 with the purpose of ensuring that current and 


future generations have a realistic chance of a profitable farming career in the 


Waimakariri area.  A key part of this is uniting the rural community to protect the 


environment for future generations. 
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2.2. The Objectives of NGFT are set out in the Trust Deed: 


a. Represent all primary industries in our farming catchment area; 


b. Promote awareness and a positive public image of the farming community by 


publishing real stories and experiences; 


c. Bridge the urban and rural divide and unite the community; 


d. Build positive and constructive relationships with regulators, council and 


regional stakeholders to work collaboratively for a greater outcome; 


e. Encourage open testing and reporting of farming information from 


independent monitoring systems; 


f. Encourage the use of industry bodies to aid the greater farming outcome; 


g. Facilitate and increase the knowledge base within the farming community. 


2.3. The NGFT has a current membership of over 130 Waimakariri farmers and rural 


businesses.  The Trust is aiming to expand its membership to eventually include all of 


the farms that are located throughout the Waimakariri area, of which there are a total 


of approximately 350.  The current membership is broad and includes farms from 


across all farming types and associated industries, in particular (but not limited to) 


sheep and beef, cropping, dairy, dairy support, deer, horticulture, and commercial 


vegetable growers.  Our current membership spans from the mountains to the coast 


and covers approximately 40,000 hectares. 


2.4. The Trust has five farmer trustees, ranging in age from 28 to 35 years.  Each of the 


trustees are either farm owners or farm managers.  The Trust has a strong and positive 


foundation within the Waimakariri sub-region and this is reflected in their media 


presence, farmer workshop attendances, member and sponsor funding, and 


contributions to regular NGFT e-newsletters.  


2.5. In relation to PC 7, NGFT has coordinated discussions between the various primary 


sector submitters about how we can work together on our presentations to assist the 


commissioners.  The trustees have personally read through all the technical reports 


and the draft expert evidence and have led and participated in primary sector 


discussions to ensure the expertise of the landowners is well represented in those 


discussions. We have made sure we properly understand the reasons for the changes 
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we seek, and that we are satisfied that there is good evidence for the position the 


Trust is taking. 


2.6. Not only have the trustees and other members of the Trust been closely involved with 


the Zone Implementation Committee’s work during its deliberations and in starting 


the PC 7 process, we have supported Environment Canterbury, DairyNZ, and 


Waimakariri Irrigation Limited with facilitating access to members’ properties to run 


trials, collect data and be used as the basis of for economic analyses and modelling. 


This has involved ‘opening the farm gates’, and spending hours at meetings and other 


discussions developing positive relationships at all levels. NGFT is active in supporting 


the ongoing work of the zone committee. 


2.7. The Trust is focused on working alongside industry groups and local authorities in 


monitoring the environment and development of environmental policy, and on 


conveying information between councils, industry organisations, farmers, rural 


businesses, and the wider community.   Our objective is to identify and implement 


practical solutions on farm, and to encourage and support our members and other 


landowners to adopt these practical solutions. 


2.8. Since 2019, NGFT has developed and costed a strategy and work plan for the next 


three years which would see new initiatives embedded and ready to move to the next 


stage.  In summary, the Trust’s strategic plan involves supporting Waimakariri farmers 


in owning, finding solutions, and monitoring their sustainability challenges. This 


involves a 'whole of farm business planning' approach to help farmers achieve an 


initial 'nitrogen reduction stretch target' (reflected in PC7 but as amended in the 


manner requested by NGFT) whilst considering other targets for greenhouse gases, 


biodiversity, biosecurity and animal welfare.  


2.9. Overall, NGFT will support farmers and rural businesses to explore future farm 


systems that will achieve long-term sustainability outcomes for the Waimakariri, 


providing farmers with knowledge and confidence in their future. NGFT will also focus 


on telling the farm system change story to the local community. 


2.10. Significant funding for this work is already available through in-kind contributions, and 


we are actively engaged in securing additional substantive funding through grants and 


co-investor contributions. 
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3. A PROPOSED COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIP TO ACHIEVE THE RIGHT OUTCOMES 


3.1. The Trust’s work plan involves three parts: 


a. Farmer understanding, monitoring and transparency; 


b. The stretch – the establishment of multiple farmer groups of up to 10 farming 


businesses to actively explore options for achieving the short-term nitrogen 


reductions more quickly than required by PC7, through a whole of farm business 


planning approach; and 


c. Future farm systems for sustainable land use. 


Farmer understanding, monitoring and transparency  


3.2. Activities here involve the development and implementation of a farmer-led 


extension and monitoring programme alongside a wider community communication 


programme. This will help our farmers identify, own, and monitor the sustainability 


challenges they are facing whilst communicate progress to the community. This 


adopts a ‘farmers learning from farmers’ approach, and this will be enabled through 


creating a trusted small group environment in which our farmers feel confident in 


sharing their experiences and learning from their peers. 


3.3. The outputs will include farmer groups, a whole of farm business planning approach, 


establishment of a farm monitoring programme alongside a wider community 


communication programme. 


3.4. NFGT is ready to develop the farm monitoring programme. It will include practical 


'Good Farming Practice' indicators such as: length of riparian protection/ 


enhancement; irrigation efficiency; nutrient use efficiency; and uptake of other 


specific management practices. Up to date, science based and practical systems and 


technology, including the use of 'environmental indicators’ will be explored and 


implemented where appropriate.  The monitoring approach is focused upon practical 


meaningful indicators that farmers can identify with rather than the formal State of 


the Environment monitoring undertaken by Environment Canterbury. 


3.5. A communications programme is also ready to be finalised and consists of three key 


aspects:  
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a. Engaging with our farmers to establish and drive the farmer groups using co-


design principles; 


b. Communicating project progress and findings with our farmers (between 


groups and to other farmers within the zone); and 


c. Providing the wider community with updates around the project. A social 


scientist with experience working alongside farmers combined with a 


communication specialist will be engaged to help develop the communication 


programme.   


3.6. The outcome will be a highly engaged, motivated, and transparent farming sector 


that have clarity and purpose around the challenges ahead and the progress they are 


making. 


Reducing nitrogen losses faster 


3.7. NGFT’s work plan involves engaging specialists to work with the farmer groups to 


explore and implement options to achieve this target (which is a ‘stretch’ target 


compared with PC 7), whilst considering other targets around greenhouse gases, 


mahinga kai, biodiversity, biosecurity and animal welfare. A whole of farm business 


planning approach will be adopted to meaningfully explore and disseminate the full 


range of different options to achieve the targets. 


3.8. This demonstrates that NGFT is not just doing business as usual. The outputs will 


include an 'options for meeting the target' guide, which will include farmer case 


studies, alongside piloting a whole of farm business plan approach within each 


farmer group.   If it turns out that the stretch target cannot be achieved before 2030, 


we will be well on track as a community to reach the reduction of 30% by 2040 


required by PC 7. 


3.9. The outcome will be a motivated and engaged farming community that has detailed 


understanding of farm risk assessment, gone above and beyond in meeting minimum 


standards, and is well placed to tackle any future sustainability challenges. 


Future farm systems for sustainable land use 


3.10. NGFT’s work plan on this aspect involves supporting the farmer groups to explore 


future farm systems, including mixed farming systems and alternate land uses. A 
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whole of value chain approach will be applied to this, using market insight and an 


understanding of processing and marketing requirements to explore future 


opportunities. 


3.11. The outputs will include thought-leadership workshops and the farmer groups being 


actively supported in the robust exploration of future opportunities. 


3.12. The outcome will be farmers that view their future as an opportunity, alongside 


helping to establish momentum for change in the Waimakariri zone. 


3.13. It will be difficult, if not impossible, to achieve a 30% reduction in nutrient losses by 


2040 (dairy farming), if we rely solely on regulation. And it will also be difficult to 


achieve this unless we take a linked up collaborative approach with both 


Environment Canterbury and iwi/ hapu. 


Economic benefits of NGFT’s approach 


3.14. The economic benefits of the NGFT’s approach are focused on providing future 


economic resilience within the Waimakariri zone, particularly for rural communities 


such as Oxford, Cust and Mandeville, as well as the urban centres of Kaiapoi and 


Rangiora. Proposed Plan Change 7 potentially imposes significant nitrogen 


reductions upon the farming community of 30% by 2040, 45% by 2050 and up to 90% 


for some sub-zones by 2090. 


3.15. Under a business as usual scenario the impacts of this are considerable and far 


reaching, including the potential for some farming businesses to become unviable in 


the long-term. I note from information NGFT has have received that preliminary 


economic analysis forecasts there will be a 25% ($24 million) reduction in farm 


profitability by 2040 and 33% ($30 million) by 2050 in the Waimakariri zone. This will 


create localised impacts upon farming centres such as Oxford and Rangiora with a 


30% ($38 million) and 35% ($43 million) reduction in farm expenditure by 2040 and 


2050 respectively. Resulting job losses are predicted to be around 250 by 2050. 


3.16. The approach suggested by the Trust will help farmers better understand, explore 


and implement solutions to current and future farm business risk through a whole of 


farm business planning approach. This will help to reduce the potential economic 


impacts stated above, through supporting farmers to achieve productive and 
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sustainable land use over time. The flow-on effect of this is ensuring long-term local 


community resilience. 


Environmental benefits of the NGFT approach 


3.17. A key goal of the Trust is to improve water quality and freshwater ecosystem health 


within the Waimakariri zone. The is consistent with the government’s Proposed 


National Policy Statement on Freshwater and Sustainable Land Use goals, as well as 


the Waimakariri zone committee's Zone Implementation Plan Addendum where the 


following goals have been set: 


a. Improving Stream Health: lowland streams are in poor health; hill country streams 


need better protection from sediment.  


b. Protecting & Enhancing Indigenous Biodiversity: the plains area is highly modified 


with little native biodiversity; plant and animal pests threaten remaining 


biodiversity; coordination of biodiversity restoration corridors.  


c. Reducing Nitrates: the drinking water standard is being exceeded in some areas; 


surface water has elevated nitrate concentrations in some areas.  


d. Managing Surface & Groundwater Quantity: some rivers are over-allocated; 


stream depleting groundwater takes need linking to minimum flows; groundwater 


limits need setting.  


3.18. Alongside helping farmers achieve their future nitrogen loss reduction targets, the 


approach suggested by NGFT will also have a focus upon improved riparian and 


wetland management and increased access to mahinga kai. The Trust proposes that 


the community set targets for these that are consistent with national direction and 


PC 7. Practical farm indicators will be developed and used to measure and 


communicate progress over time against each of the targets. This data will also be 


related to the State of the Environment monitoring undertaken by Environment 


Canterbury, again for the purpose of understanding improvements in water quality 


alongside communicating progress to the community.  


3.19. This collaborative approach would also have a focus on future climate change 


obligations and adaptation, aligning with the primary sector He Waka Eka Noa 


initiative and associated targets. Animal welfare issues, such as winter grazing 







11 
 


MEX-859745-19-107-V1 


practice and biosecurity will also be included within the whole of farm business 


planning approach. 


Social and cultural benefits of the NGFT approach 


3.20. Given the far-reaching impacts of Plan Change 7 farmer well-being is currently of 


great concern within the Waimakariri zone. Anecdotal evidence suggests many are 


extremely uncertain and fearful for their futures. NGFT proposes an approach which 


is designed by farmers for farmers. It will support all farmers in understanding, 


exploring and implementing practical future solutions, with an aim of turning 


uncertainty into clarity and fear into future opportunity. A social scientist will be 


engaged by the project to help us better design our farmer engagement and to 


provide advice and support as the project progresses. 


3.21. The inclusion of Mahinga kai targets proposed by NGFT is consistent with Farm 


Environment Plan requirements which provide value, not only to the local Te Ngāi 


Tūāhuriri Rūnanga, but also the wider community.  


Summary 


3.22. In summary, NGFT is committed to meeting the Freshwater objectives for the 


Waimakariri Zone. However, to successfully achieve these a partnership is required 


between farmers, iwi/hapu, the wider community, and Environment Canterbury. We 


agree that setting some initial nutrient reduction targets through to 2040 is required, 


as this will provide confidence that farmers are committed to making a difference. 


However, a farmer-led solution then needs to be enabled, through initiatives such as 


the NGFT strategy and associated work plan, if local communities are to remain 


vibrant and resilient for the-long term.   


 


Samuel Marmaduke Spencer-Bower 


On behalf of the Next Generation Farmers Trust 


17 July 2020 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. My full name is Susan Clare Ruston. 

1.2. I am a planner and Director of Enspire Consulting Limited.  Enspire is a 

consultancy that provides, amongst other services, planning, policy and 

resource management advice to a range of clients across New Zealand.  My 

responsibilities include, amongst other matters, the preparation and 

processing of resource consent applications; reviewing and submitting on 

district, regional and national planning instruments; and the preparation and 

presentation of expert planning evidence. 

1.3. I hold a Bachelor of Forestry Science Degree, with honours, from the University 

of Canterbury (1989); and an Executive Masters in Public Administration from 

Victoria University of Wellington (2011).  I have also completed the following 

papers at Massey University: Law and Mediation, Introduction to Disputes 

Resolution, Planning Law, and Business Law.  Further to this, I have completed 

the University of Waikato’s Legal Method paper.  I am a member of the 

Resource Management Law Association, the New Zealand Planning Institute, 

the Resolution Institute and the Institute of Directors. 

1.4. I have over 25 years of experience in addressing resource management and 

planning issues on behalf of private sector companies, and central and local 

government.  I have been in my role with Enspire for three and a half years.  

Prior to this role I was the Environmental Policy Manager for the South Island 

for Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited (during 2013 to 2016).  Before my role 

with Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited, I held the positions of Manager 

Resource Management Reform; Manager Environmental Risk; and Manager 

Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Policy at the Ministry for the 

Environment (during the periods 2002 to 2005 and 2009 to 2012 respectively).  

During the earlier stages of my career I was an Environmental Consultant with 

Meritec Limited (1998 to 2001) and a Forestry Consultant with PF Olsen and 

Company Ltd (1994 to 1997).  Each of these roles have predominantly 

addressed resource management, environmental risk management and 

planning matters. 
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1.5. I have, and continue to provide planning advice in relation to a number of 

resource management processes.  A list of example processes that I have 

recently been, or am currently involved with, is attached as Annexure 1 to this 

evidence. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1. I have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, as 

contained in section 7 of the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014, and have 

complied with it in the preparation of this evidence.  The data, information, 

facts and assumptions that I have considered in forming my opinions are set 

out in my evidence that follows.  The reasons for the opinions expressed are 

also set out in the evidence that follows. 

2.2. I confirm that the matters addressed in this brief of evidence are within my 

area of expertise, with the exception of where I confirm that I am relying on 

the evidence of another person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from my opinions expressed in this 

brief of evidence.  I have specified where my opinion is based on limited or 

partial information and I have identified any assumptions I have made in 

forming my opinions. 

3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1. The Next Generation Farmers Trust (NGFT) made a number of submissions and 

further submissions on various parts of Proposed Plan Change 7 to the 

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (PC7) that relate to the Waimakariri 

Sub-region.  I have been asked by the NGFT to evaluate those parts of their 

submissions that relate to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming 

activities within the Nitrate Priority Area, against the relevant provisions of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) and higher order planning 

documents. 
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1. The Waimakariri Sub-region is a highly modified environment, with a long 

history of farming and associated leaching of nitrates to groundwater.  

Canterbury Regional Council’s monitoring indicates generally degraded surface 

water and groundwater, and high nitrate concentrations in shallow private 

water supply wells. 

4.2. To address these issues, Canterbury Regional Council has identified water 

quality outcomes and limits for the Waimakariri Sub-region and methods to 

achieve these limits, including staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming 

activities within a defined Nitrate Priority Area (amongst other methods). 

4.3. With respect to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss, PC7 adopts 5 Nitrate 

Priority Sub-areas; 60 years’ worth of differing stages of cumulative percentage 

reductions in nitrogen loss from the Baseline GMP Loss Rate for each Nitrate 

Priority Sub-area; and a ‘floor’, below which no further reductions are 

required, that lowers over time.  The NGFT submissions seek to remove the 5 

Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (while retaining the Nitrate Priority Area as a whole); 

remove the target reductions in nitrogen loss set for 2050 and beyond; and 

insert a policy to establish a partnership between Canterbury Regional Council 

and farmers in the Waimakariri Sub-region to design and implement a stronger 

water quality monitoring programme than has been available to date. 

4.4. I have been asked by the NGFT to evaluate those parts of their submissions 

that relate to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming activities 

within the Nitrate Priority Area, against the relevant provisions of the Act and 

higher order planning documents.  Accordingly, this evidence considers which 

of the PC7 and NGFT nitrogen loss allocation methods better achieves the 

regulatory requirements, within the constraints of the set water quality limits. 

4.5. In my opinion, both the PC7 and the NGFT approaches to reducing nitrogen 

losses in the Nitrogen Priority Area give effect to the National Policy Statement 

for Freshwater Management 2014, as amended in 2017 (NPSFM) and the 
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Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) in so far as they both adopt 

targets for reductions in nitrogen loss, amongst a suite of other methods, to 

meet the water quality limits and outcomes.  However, in my opinion, there 

are also limitations to the nitrogen loss allocation approach in PC7 and, to a 

lesser degree the NGFT’s approach, and this appears to result from deviating 

from the recommendations of the Waimakariri Water Zone Committee’s (ZC) 

Zone Implementation Programme Addendum (ZIPA).   

4.6. In my opinion, the changes sought by the NGFT give better effect to the NPSFM 

and CRPS.  The NGFT approach, when compared to PC7 provisions, results in 

less uncertainty and lowers the potential for unnecessary costs to the 

community by: 

a) Removing specific Nitrate Priority Sub-areas that are not currently 

directly linked to the specific water quality limits in PC7, and have 

associated reductions set that are said to address not only the water 

quality limits set in PC7 but also the as yet undefined water quality limits 

for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem; and 

b) Retaining the set nitrogen loss reduction targets in PC7 for the next 30 

years and removing the targets for 2050 and beyond; and at the same 

time improving water quality monitoring and allowing time for the water 

quality limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River 

mainstem to be set.  The improved water quality monitoring and the new 

limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem 

would then inform any necessary future plan reviews and plan changes, 

and the setting of targets for 2050 and beyond. 

4.7. Through my evaluation of the PC7 and NGFT’s nitrogen loss reduction 

methods, I have identified areas where PC7 strays from the recommendations 

in the ZIPA, and while it is not clear from the Section 32 Evaluation Report for 

Plan Change 7 (s32 report) and the Section 42A Report: Plan Change 7 to the 

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan; and Plan Change 2 to the 

Waimakariri River Regional Plan (s42A report) that the differences were 
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intentional, in my opinion the ZIPA recommendations give better effect to the 

NPSFM than PC7.  In this regard, I consider that PC7 would be advanced by: 

a) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended fixed floor to reductions in nitrogen 

loss, and not a sinking floor, thereby avoiding unreasonable expectations 

on low nitrate loss farms1; and 

b) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended ongoing and discrete 10 yearly 15% 

reductions in Table 8-9 (based on the nitrogen loss number, in kgN/ha/yr, 

established by the preceding 10 year reduction target)2, thereby 

recognising that ongoing reductions in nitrogen losses will get harder for 

farms (both in terms of options and costs); and 

c) Amending Policy 8.4.25 and the footnote to Table 8-9 to clearly state that 

once the water quality limits are achieved, no further reductions are 

required3. 

4.8. For completeness, if a) to c) were adopted in PC7, along with linking Nitrate 

Priority Sub-areas to specific water quality limits, I consider this approach 

would better meet the regulatory requirements (when compared to PC7 as it 

is today and the NGFT’s relief) as it provides greater certainty to the community 

of the route to achieve the water quality limits, it removes the potential for 

reductions in nitrogen loss to be made unnecessarily, and it recognises that 

farmers need reasonable times to adjust their investments and practices to 

reach the necessary reductions in nitrogen loss.  

4.9. I have provided a marked-up version of proposed amendments to PC7 with 

respect to these matters, in Annexure 3 of this evidence. 

  

 
1 ZIPA, page 30 and recommendation 3.10 on page 33 of the ZIPA 
2 ZIPA, page 31 and recommendations 3.5, 3.6 and 3.8 on page 33 
3 ZIPA recommendation 3.8 on page 33 
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5. THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT IN THE WAIMAKARIRI SUB-REGION 

5.1. The Waimakariri Sub-region is a highly modified environment.  The s32 report 

states that approximately 40% of the area is used for farming sheep, deer, beef, 

and horticulture; and approximately 16% of the area is used for dairy farming 

and dairy support activities.  Approximately 12% of the area is used for small 

‘lifestyle blocks’ and there is approximately 37,000 hectares of irrigated land.4 

5.2. With the Waimakariri Sub-region’s long history of farming, there has been 

associated leaching of nitrates to groundwater.  The ZIPA describes the surface 

water quality and aquatic ecosystems as “generally degraded due to sediment 

and high nitrate concentrations”, while also identifying that there are many 

areas that “still support important ecological values, particularly the upper 

catchments of spring-fed streams”.  The ZIPA describes groundwater quality as 

“generally good and mostly meets the drinking water standards without 

treatment” while also stating that there are exceptions where high nitrate 

concentrations are found in shallow private water supply wells and where 

groundwater provides a transport pathway for nitrate to spring-fed streams.5  

The s32 report refers to the increased concentrations of nitrate-N in 

groundwater resulting in the potential for 90 to 165 private wells across the 

Waimakariri sub-region exceeding New Zealand drinking-water standards; and 

also states that surface water quality and aquatic ecosystems are generally 

degraded due to sediment and high nitrate concentrations.6 

6. REQUIRED POLICY RESPONSE 

Relevant Planning Instruments 

6.1. PC7 is a plan change to a regional plan that has been prepared under the Act.  

The Act creates a hierarchy of planning instruments and directs the manner in 

 
4 S32 report, page 278 
5 ZIPA, page 7 
6 s32 report, page 277 
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which the provisions within these instruments must be considered when 

preparing a plan change. 

6.2. Section 2 of the s32 report sets out the planning instruments that must be 

considered when preparing PC7.  With respect to the Waimakariri Sub-region, 

Annexure 2 of this evidence lists the relevant instruments.  I have read Section 

2 of the s32 report and I agree that the relevant instruments are listed, and 

generally my interpretation of those instruments and their application to PC7 

accords with the s32 report.  Of particular relevance to my consideration of the 

PC7 provisions that set staged reductions in nitrogen loss within the Nitrate 

Priority Area are the NPSFM and the CRPS. 

6.3. In addition, the Waimakariri Sub-region provisions of PC7 will form an integral 

part of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).  Accordingly, 

the relationship between the region-wide provisions and the Waimakariri Sub-

region provisions is, in my opinion, also relevant to considerations on the plan 

change. 

6.4. I am aware that those parts of PC7 that relate to the Waimakariri Sub-region 

were developed to implement the ZIPA.  While there is no requirement at law 

to give effect to the ZIPA, it has been developed through a sizable process of 

community discussion (which is consistent with Policy CA2 of the NPSFM in 

terms of setting objectives, limits, and targets through discussion with 

communities), and the s32 report states that Canterbury Regional Council is 

committed to delivering the recommendations made by the ZC.7  Further to 

this, PC7 is referred to within the s32 report as “a key pathway for 

implementing the recommendations” of the ZIPA8.  Notwithstanding this 

commitment, the ZIPA does not need to be adopted in any or all respects; 

rather Part 2 of the Act and the statutory planning instruments must prevail. 

 
7 s32, page 288 
8 s32 report, page 288 
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6.5. I also acknowledge the requirement (under s66(2)(c)(i) of the Act) for 

Canterbury Regional Council to have regard to the Canterbury Water 

Management Strategy (CWMS) when making plan changes. 

NPSFM 

6.6. In managing land and water resources in the OTOP Sub-region, Canterbury 

Regional Council must give effect to the NPSFM.9  In brief, the NPSFM requires 

that Te Mana o te Wai be considered and recognised in the management of 

freshwater10; the integrated management of freshwater and the use and 

development of land is improved11; the life-supporting capacity of freshwater 

is safeguarded12; the overall quality of fresh water within a Freshwater 

Management Unit (FMU) is maintained or improved13; fresh water is suitable 

for primary contact more often14; the over allocation of freshwater is phased 

out15; and the significant values of wetlands and outstanding fresh water 

bodies are protected16 (amongst other matters).  At the same time, the NPSFM 

requires that communities are enabled to provide for their economic well-

being17 and that the efficiencies of allocation and use of water are 

maximised18.  

6.7. To achieve the objectives of the NPSFM, regional councils are required to 

identify FMUs and develop fresh water objectives for the FMUs; and to set 

water quality limits and specify targets and methods to meet the objectives.  

Policy CA2(f) of the NPSFM requires that councils must (when developing fresh 

water objectives, limits and targets) consider how the economic wellbeing of 

communities will be enabled, the implications for resource users and 

 
9 As required by s67(3) of the Act 
10 NPSFM, Object AA1 and Policy AA1 
11 NPSFM, Objective C1, Policy C1 and Policy C2 
12 NPSFM, Objective A1 
13 NPSFM, Objective A2 
14 NPSFM, Objective A3 
15 NPSFM, Objective B2 
16 NPSFM, Objective A2 
17 NPSFM, Objective A4 
18 NPSFM, Objective B3 
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communities, and the timeframes needed to meet the targets and objectives 

(amongst other matters).  Further to this, the Preamble to the NPSFM states 

that “Where changes in the way communities use fresh water are required, the 

pace of those changes should take into account impacts on economic well-

being.  Improvements in freshwater quality may take generations depending 

on the characteristics of each freshwater management unit.”19 

CRPS 

6.8. Along with the NPSFM, PC7 must also give effect to the CRPS.  In my opinion, 

the key objectives and policies in the CRPS that are relevant to allocating 

reductions in nitrogen loss include: 

Objectives 7.2.1 “The region’s fresh water resources are sustainably managed 
to enable people and communities to provide for their 
economic and social well-being through abstracting and/or 
using water for irrigation, hydro-electricity generation and 
other economic activities, and for recreational and amenity 
values, and any economic and social activities associated with 
those values, providing: 

1. the life-supporting capacity ecosystem processes, and 
indigenous species and their associated freshwater 
ecosystems and mauri of the fresh water is safe-
guarded; 

2. the natural character values of wetlands, lakes and 
rivers and their margins are preserved and these areas 
are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development and where appropriate restored or 
enhanced; and 

3. any actual or reasonably foreseeable requirements for 
community and stockwater supplies and customary 
uses, are provided for.” 

Policy 7.3.6(3) “where water quality is below the minimum water quality 
standard set for that water body, to avoid any additional 
allocation of water for abstraction from that water body and 
any additional discharge of contaminants to that water body, 
where any further abstraction or discharges, either singularly 
or cumulatively, may further adversely affect the water 
quality in that water body: 

 
19 NPSFM, page 5 
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a. until the water quality standards for that water body 
are met; or 

b. unless the activities are undertaken as part of an 
integrated solution to water management in the 
catchment in accordance with Policy 7.3.9, which 
provides for the redress of water quality within that 
water body within a specified timeframe.” 

Policy 7.3.7 “To avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects of changes in 
land uses on the quality of fresh water (surface or ground) by: 

1. identifying catchments where water quality may be 
adversely affected, either singularly or cumulatively, by 
increases in the application of nutrients to land or other 
changes in land use; and 

2. controlling changes in land uses to ensure water quality 
standards are maintained or where water quality is 
already below the minimum standard for the water 
body, it is improved to the minimum standard within an 
appropriate timeframe.” 

6.9. Together these objectives and policies provide direction to constraining 

activities that adversely affect water quality, until water quality standards are 

met. 

CWMS 

6.10. As discussed previously, Canterbury Regional Council must (under s66(2)(c)(i) 

of the Act) have regard to the CWMS when making plan changes.  I understand 

that the vision and principles in the CWMS have been incorporated into the 

CRPS.  For completeness however, I note that the vision of the CWMS is “To 

enable present and future generations to gain the greatest social, economic, 

recreational and cultural benefits from our water resources within an 

environmentally sustainable framework.”  Amongst the primary principles of 

the CWMS is adoption of a regional approach to “planning for natural water 

use” that is guided by consideration of “environment, customary use, 

community supplies and stock water” as a first order of priority and “irrigation, 

renewable electricity generation, recreation and amenity” as the second order 

of priority.  A further primary principle is that “the exercise of kaitiakitanga by 

Ngai Tahu applies to all water and lakes, rivers, hapua, waterways and 

javascript:void(0)
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wetlands, and shall be carried out in accordance with tikanga Maori”.  The 

CWMS also sets six supporting principles that address values associated with 

natural character, indigenous biodiversity, access, quality drinking water, 

recreational and amenity opportunities, and community and commercial uses. 

CLWRP 

6.11. The CLWRP sets region-wide objectives, policies and rules, while the sub-

region sections of the CLWRP contain policies and rules that are specific to the 

particular catchments covered by that section.  The policies and rules in the 

sub-region sections implement the region-wide objectives in the Plan in the 

most appropriate way for the specific catchment or catchments covered by 

that section.  In my opinion, key region-wide objectives in the CLWRP that 

relate to allocating targets for reductions in nitrogen loss include: 

Objective 3.5 “Land uses continue to develop and change in response to 
socio-economic and community demand.” 

Objective 3.6 “Water is recognised as essential to all life and is respected 
for its intrinsic values.” 

Objective 3.11 “Water is recognised as an enabler of the economic and social 
wellbeing of the region.” 

Objective 3.12 “When setting and managing within limits, regard is had to 
community outcomes for water quality and quantity.” 

Objective 3.24 “All activities operate at good environmental practice or 
better to optimise efficient resource use and protect the 
region’s fresh water resources from quality and quantity 
degradation.” 

7. WAIMAKARIRI SUB-REGION WATER QUALITY OUTCOMES, LIMITS AND 

TARGETS 

7.1. Consistent with the requirements of the NPSFM, PC7 splits the Waimakariri 

Sub-region into two FMUs, being the Ashley River/Rakahuri FMU and the 

Northern Waimakariri Tributaries FMU.  Freshwater outcomes are then 

identified for the FMUs by river type (Table 8a) and lake type (Table 8b).  To 

achieve these outcomes, water quality limits and targets for specific rivers and 

lakes are set in Tables 8-5 and 8-6.  Table 8-7 sets nitrate-nitrogen limits for 
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groundwater drinking water supplies and Table 8-8 sets water quality limits 

and targets for certain groundwater allocation zones.  I understand that the 

NGFT supports the water quality limits and targets within PC7, and I have not 

been asked to consider these further in my planning assessment.  Accordingly, 

for completeness, I have not assessed the appropriateness of the outcomes 

and limits against the requirements of the NPSFM. 

8. PC7 AND NGFT FRAMEWORKS FOR REDUCING NITROGEN LOSSES FROM 

FARMS 

8.1. To achieve the Waimakariri Sub-region’s freshwater quality outcomes, limits 

and targets, PC7 establishes a framework for managing activities that have the 

potential to adversely affect freshwater quality.  This framework recognises 

that the region-wide rules in the CLWRP are not sufficient to achieve the water 

quality outcomes that are specific to the Waimakariri Sub-region.  PC7 

therefore further restricts (relative to the region-wide rules in the CLWRP) the 

area of land used for farming activities as a permitted activity, the permitted 

area of land used for winter grazing, and the permitted increases in irrigated 

area.  It adds a requirement for all farms (above 5 hectares) to implement a 

Management Plan (for permitted activities) or Farm Environment Plan (for 

consented activities), and it introduces progressive reductions in nitrogen 

losses within a defined Nitrate Priority Area, amongst other mechanisms. 

8.2. With respect to reducing nitrogen losses in the Nitrate Priority Area, PC7 

adopts the following mechanisms: 

a) 5 Nitrate Priority Sub-areas (referred to as Sub-areas A to E in Table 8-9); 

b) Cumulative percentage reductions in nitrogen loss from the Baseline 

GMP Loss Rate for each Nitrate Priority Sub-area for the next 60 years 

(that is up to 1 January 2080); 

c) A formula for calculating a ‘floor’ to the reductions below which no 

further reductions are required; 
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d) Provisions for exceptions to achieving the Baseline GMP Loss Rate where 

the Baseline GMP Loss Rate has been lawfully exceeded and the Farm 

Environment Plan can show that the staged reductions in nitrogen loss 

can be achieved (amongst other criteria); 

e) Provisions for extensions in timeframes to meet the staged reductions in 

nitrogen loss, with decisions on such extensions considering factors such 

as reductions in nitrogen losses already achieved on the farm, the capital 

and operational costs of achieving the nitrogen loss rate reductions and 

the benefit of spreading costs over time, and catchment progress 

towards achieving the water quality limits; 

f) Provision for (as a discretionary activity) the use of an Equivalent Baseline 

GMP Loss Rate or Equivalent GMP Loss Rate where it can be shown that 

the farm portal is unable to generate such numbers or the number 

generated is shown to be erroneous. 

8.3. The NGFT, in its submissions and further submissions, supported the adoption 

of targets for reductions in nitrogen loss in the Nitrate Priority Area as a 

method to achieve the water quality outcomes and limits, along with broader 

methods such as managed aquifer recharge (MAR) and targeted stream 

augmentation (TSA).  At the same time, the NGFT sought the following 

amendments to PC7’s framework for reducing nitrogen losses in the Nitrogen 

Priority Area: 

a) Remove the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas in Table 8-9 (that is Sub-areas A to 

E inclusive):  The NGFT’s submission expressed concerns that the Sub-

areas will create a ‘them and us’ division amongst the farming 

community rather than encouraging the community as a whole to work 

together to achieve the water quality outcomes sought in the plan. 

b) Remove the targets in Table 8-9 for 1 January 2050 and beyond:  The 

NGFT’s submission expressed concerns that the 2050 and beyond targets 

were being set at least 30 years in advance of when they are to be applied 
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and therefore they are not robust in terms of understanding their 

relationship to the environmental outcomes sought in PC7 and the 

associated economic and social implications for the Waimakariri 

community; 

c) Insert a new policy for improved monitoring:  The new provisions sought 

by the NGFT would commit Canterbury Regional Council to work with 

farmers, primary sector groups and other stakeholders in the design and 

implementation of a water quality monitoring programme for the 

Waimakariri Sub-region.  The monitoring results would be used to inform 

future water quality outcomes and target setting. 

9. EVALUATION 

9.1. In my opinion, both the PC7 and the NGFT approaches to reducing nitrogen 

losses in the Nitrogen Priority Area give effect to the NPSFM and the CRPS in 

so far as they both adopt targets for reductions in nitrogen loss, amongst a 

suite of other methods, to meet the water quality limits and outcomes.  

However, in my opinion, there are also limitations to the nitrogen loss 

allocation approach in PC7 and, to a lesser degree the NGFT’s approach, that 

narrow the extent to which the NPSFM and CRPS are given effect to.  These 

limitations are discussed in the evaluation that follows. 

9.2. The key planning question that I have identified is, how should the nitrogen 

loss load, that can be made available without compromising the freshwater 

limits and outcomes, be best allocated amongst land use activities (both 

current and potential future activities)?  The Act, NPSFM, CRPS and CLWRP 

provide direction to the tests that must be applied when assessing the merits 

of such allocation mechanisms. 

9.3. Section 5(2) of the Act defines sustainable management as “…managing the 

use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, 

or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, 

economic, and cultural well-being and for their health and safety while…”.  I 
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understand this to mean that after meeting the requirements of s5(2)(a) to (c) 

(through the setting of the water quality limits) a ‘way’ and ‘rate’ for achieving 

the limits must be set in a manner that enables the broad social, economic and 

cultural needs to be met.  Further to this, s7(b) of the Act requires that 

particular regard be given to “the efficient use and development of natural and 

physical resources”, and I understand this to include economic and allocative 

efficiencies (amongst other forms of efficiencies). 

9.4. Further, while Objectives A1 to A3 of the NPSFM aim to safeguard and improve 

the quality of freshwater (and the limits set in PC7 are key to PC7 giving effect 

to these NPSFM objectives), Objective A4 requires that this be balanced by 

communities being enabled “to provide for their economic well-being, 

including productive economic opportunities, in sustainably managing 

freshwater quality, within limits”. 

9.5. Similarly, Objective 7.2.1 of the CRPS aims to ensure that fresh water is 

sustainably managed to “enable people and communities to provide for their 

economic and social well-being” provided (in brief) the life-supporting capacity 

of ecosystems and the mauri of fresh water is safe-guarded; natural character 

values of wetlands, lakes and rivers are preserved; and the foreseeable future 

needs of the community and stock water is provided for. 

9.6. The CLWRP also provides some direction to the allocation of nitrate reductions 

through Objective 3.5 which states “Land uses continue to develop and change 

in response to socio-economic and community demand”.  I understand this to 

mean that any reductions required should not lock any land into a single and 

potentially low value use.  Further to this, Objective 3.12 states that “When 

setting and managing within limits, regard is had to community outcomes for 

water quality and quantity” and I understand this to mean that community 

derived preferences (such as through the extensive consultation that has 

occurred through the development of the ZIPA) should be recognised and 

considered. 
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9.7. Based on the preceding directions, my evaluation of the PC7 and NGFT 

approaches to allocating reduction targets focuses on the relative 

effectiveness and efficiency of both allocation methods.  That is which method, 

within the constraints of the agreed water quality outcomes and limits, 

achieves the most in terms of economic and social wellbeing. 

Removing the nitrate priority sub areas 

9.8. The NGFT has sought to have the five Nitrate Priority Sub-areas in Table 8-9 

removed.  While the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas are mapped in PC7, there is no 

direct reference in PC7 to which Nitrate Priority Sub-area contributes to which 

specific water quality limit (within Tables 8a, 8b, and 8-5 to 8-8).  Without a 

clear linkage between the two, it is difficult to determine when further 

nitrogen loss reductions in a particular Nitrate Priority Sub-area are no longer 

needed and therefore do not need to be implemented.  While I understand 

that the provisions in the plan, in combination, have been identified as a 

‘formula’ for meeting the water quality limits, the formula relies on modelling 

and associated assumptions, and the reliability of the formula diminishes the 

further into the future that it applies.  Accordingly, it is possible that the water 

quality limits will be met prior to the nitrogen loss reductions targets (as listed 

in Table 8-9) being completed.  Should this occur, it would be economically and 

socially inefficient to require reductions in nitrogen loss beyond the point 

where the limits are met.  As notified, PC7 does not explicitly state when 

further reductions cease to be required (other than with respect to a nitrogen 

loss ‘floor’ which I discuss later in this evidence) and consequently the risk in 

PC7 of further reductions being required beyond the point where the limits 

have been met is substantial given that the target reductions extend to beyond 

2080. 

9.9. Further to this, the s42A report states that “the Nitrate Priority sub-areas are 

integral for meeting the water quality limits for each of the receptors (receiving 

waterbodies) both within the sub-region and outside the sub-region 
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boundaries”.20  At the same time, the s32 report states that “Downstream 

waterbodies, including Christchurch’s aquifers and the Waimakariri River 

mainstem, are not included as “receptors” because they are outside the 

Waimakariri sub-region and therefore Part C does not set limits for these 

waterbodies. However, the need to manage risks to those waterbodies from 

farming land uses in the Waimakariri sub-region was an influencing factor in 

establishing the boundaries of the NPA, and the number of stages for the 

modelled source areas for those waterbodies”.21  This implies that the 

reductions in nitrogen loss required by Table 8-9 not only aim to achieve the 

water quality outcomes and limits in Tables 8a, 8b, and 8-5 to 8-8, but also to 

achieve water quality outcomes and limits for the Christchurch aquifers and 

the Waimakariri River mainstem that have not yet been set.  This appears to 

confirm that there is no direct correlation between the nitrogen loss 

reductions in Table 8-9 and the outcomes in Tables 8a, 8b, and 8-5 to 8-8.  I 

consider such a planning approach to be problematic in that it sets a method 

to achieve something that has not yet been defined (that is the limits for the 

Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem).  This creates 

considerable uncertainty in the appropriateness of the scale of reductions and 

their associated timeframes in Table 8-9. 

9.10. The s42A report also states that “Removing the sub-areas from PC7 and 

allowing the management of nitrogen losses on an aggregated basis (either by 

an irrigation scheme or a Farming Enterprise) could result in greater reductions 

occurring in a concentrated part of the NPA, and lesser reductions occurring in 

other areas, meaning that the necessary progress is not made”.22  In my 

opinion, removal of the sub-areas does not necessarily lead to aggregated 

management of nitrogen.  I understand that removal of the Nitrate Priority 

Sub-areas would result in a single set of reduction targets that all farms within 

the Nitrate Priority Area must meet. 

 
20 s42A report, paragraph 8.130  
21 s32 report, page 340 
22 s42A report, paragraph 8.130 
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9.11. Until 2050, PC7’s percentage reductions in nitrogen loss are the same (albeit 

with a difference between dairy and other farm systems) for each of the 

Nitrate Priority Sub-areas.  By 2050, I anticipate that the outcomes and limits 

that are specific to the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River 

mainstem will have been identified.  In my opinion, separation of the Nitrate 

Priority Area into sub areas should only occur when the Sub-area nitrate loss 

reductions can be directly linked to the relevant water quality limit.  This 

linkage then allows clear monitoring of the impact of the required reductions 

on the achievement of the related water quality limits, adjustments to 

reduction requirements (if necessary) through future plan changes, and the 

further application of reductions to cease when the area-specific limits are 

met. 

9.12. The ZIPA recommends that the percentage reductions in nitrogen loss be 

repeated until either the water quality limits have been met, or the science 

shows that the limits can be met without the percentage reductions.23  

Paragraph 8.98 of the s42A report also refers to the nitrogen loss reductions 

occurring over time until the proposed water quality limits and targets (Tables 

8-5, to 8-8) are met.  This is not, however, reflected in Policy 8.4.25 or Table 8-

9.  This is possibly a consequence of the indirect relationship between the 

Nitrate Priority Sub-areas and the water quality outcomes and limits.  By not 

specifically stating that the percentage reductions in nitrogen loss cease when 

water quality limits have been met, the reductions continue to be required.  As 

previously stated, this is economically and socially inefficient (that is costs will 

likely be incurred beyond what is needed to meet the water quality outcomes). 

9.13. Based on the preceding assessment I consider that the regulatory 

requirements would be better met by either: 

a) directly linking the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas and their associated nitrate 

loss reductions to the specific water quality limits in PC7; or 

 
23 ZIPA, page 33 
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b) removing the Nitrate Priority Sub-areas and having a single set of 

percentage reductions in nitrogen loss that apply across the Nitrate 

Priority Area as a whole.   

9.14. At the same time as adopting either a) or b) above, I consider that the 

regulatory requirements would also be better met by: 

a) providing a clear statement that when the water quality limit is met 

further reductions in nitrogen loss in the corresponding Nitrate Priority 

Sub-area is no longer needed; and 

a) adjusting, if necessary, the nitrogen loss reductions (through a plan 

change) to reflect water quality limits for Christchurch’s aquifers and the 

Waimakariri River mainstem once they have been set. 

Removing the targets for 2050 and beyond 

9.15. With respect to the nitrogen loss reduction targets themselves, there are two 

distinct differences between the ZIPA and PC7.  These relate to the adoption 

of cumulative percentage reductions and a ‘sinking floor’ to the reductions 

within PC7. 

9.16. The ZIPA appears to recommend discrete percentage reductions to nitrogen 

loss24 (that is a percentage reduction from the nitrogen loss, in kgN/ha/yr, 

achieved in the previous 10 year reduction stage), while PC7 adopts cumulative 

percentage reductions (that is increasing percentage reductions for each stage, 

and always calculated based on the Baseline GMP N Loss).  The adoption of 

cumulative percentage reductions in PC7 is more onerous to farmers than 

adoption of discrete percentage reductions.  Table 1 of this evidence illustrates 

this by using a hypothetical dairy farm with a Baseline GMP Loss Rate of 50 

kgN/ha.yr. 

  

 
24 ZIPA, Figure 3.2 on page 31 and recommendation 3.5, 3.6 and 3.8 on page 33 
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Table 1 – Hypothetical Example of ZIPA Approach vs PC7 Approach 

 
Allowable N 

loss, 

kgN/ha/yr 

Reduction in 
N loss over 

preceding 10 
years, 

kgN/ha/yr 

ZIPA approach to nitrogen loss reductions 

Farm Baseline GMP N loss 50  

15% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2030 43 7 

15% reduction from 2030 nitrogen loss number by 2040 36 7 

15% reduction from 2040 nitrogen loss number by 2050 31 5 

15% reduction from 2050 nitrogen loss number by 2060 26 5 

15% reduction from 2060 nitrogen loss number by 2070 22 4 

15% reduction from 2070 nitrogen loss number by 2080 19* 3 

PC7 Table 8-9, Cumulative application of % reductions 

Farm Baseline GMP N loss 50  

15% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2030 43 7 

30% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2040 35 8 

45% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2050 28 7 

60% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2060 20 8 

75% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2070 13* 7 

90% reduction from Baseline GMP N loss by 2080 5* 8 

* Both the ZIPA and PC7 provide for a ‘floor’ below which N loss is not required to be 
reduced to.  This is discussed further in this evidence. 
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9.17. Through each stage of the nitrogen loss reduction programme, further 

reductions will likely become more challenging for farmers since the most cost-

effective reductions will likely be adopted first.  The ZIPA approach recognises 

this by adopting a fixed percentage reduction from the nitrogen loss number 

achieved in the preceding stage.  In contrast PC7 does not reflect these 

challenges and instead adopts essentially a fixed amount of reduction that is 

required in each 10-year stage.  Using the above table as a guide, the difference 

between the approaches is felt from approximately the 2040 target and 

beyond. 

9.18. The ZIPA also recommended a floor below which no further nitrogen loss 

reductions are required (so as to “avoid unreasonable impacts on low nitrate 

loss farming activities”)25 and recommended that Canterbury Regional Council 

investigate a floor of 20 kgN/ha/yr.26  In contrast, PC7 adopts a sinking floor. 

9.19. The sinking floor is established through Policy 8.4.25 and Footnote 3 of Table 

8-9, where these provisions require that the floor be ‘back-calculated’ on the 

following basis: “The percentage reductions required by Table 8-9 are only to 

be applied … where the required reduction for each stage is greater than 3 kg 

nitrogen per hectare for dairy, and 1kg per hectare for all other farming 

activities”.27 

9.20. The s32 report states “The deviation from the 20kg N/ha/year “floor” 

recommended in the ZIPA is primarily to address implementation issues 

associated with including fixed, absolute nitrate thresholds in a plan when a 

key tool for measuring compliance with that limit (i.e. OVERSEER®) is subject to 

regular updates and subsequent version changes.  OVERSEER® version changes 

may cause significant changes to the estimated losses from a farm, meaning 

that a 20 kgN/ha/year “floor” may no longer be fit for purpose”.28  It is not clear 

to me what is meant by this statement since all calculations of nitrogen loss 

 
25 ZIPA, recommendation 3.10 and page 30 
26 ZIPA, page 30 
27 PC7, footnote 3 of Table 8-9 
28 s32, page 340 
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are made through the use of Overseer.  If the concern is that future versions of 

Overseer may lead to the 20 kgN/ha/yr being set too high to allow the water 

quality outcomes to be achieved, the floor can be adjusted through future plan 

changes.  The time to adjust the floor would, in my opinion, be when all farms 

are nearing the floor and the water quality outcomes had not been met. 

9.21. By not explicitly setting the floor at 20 kgN/ha/yr, and instead introducing a 

‘back-calculation’ to calculate the floor, the plan has (intentionally or 

otherwise) created a sinking floor.  The sinking floor effect can be illustrated 

using the 2030 and 2040 targets within Table 8-9 as an example. 

• For the 2030 percentage reductions, the floor is 20 kgN/ha/yr - that is 

15% of 20 kgN/ha/yr is 3 kgN/ha/yr, and 5% of 20 kgN/ha/yr is 1 

kgN/ha/yr; and 

• For the 2040 percentage reductions, the floor is 10 kgN/ha/yr - that is 

30% of 10 is 3 kgN/ha/yr, and 10% of 10 kgN/ha/yr is 1 kgN/ha/yr. 

9.22. This means that at each stage (i.e. change in percentage reductions required) 

the floor is recalculated and lowers, and this occurs irrespective of any change 

in OVERSEER.  In my opinion, this is inconsistent with the recommendations in 

the ZIPA and does not achieve the intent of ‘protecting’ the viability of low 

emitting farms.  Further, in my opinion it is not consistent with Objective 3.5 

of the CLWRP which aims to ensure that “Land use continue to develop and 

change in response to socio-economic and community demand”.  As previously 

stated, I understand this objective to mean that the allocation of reductions 

should not result in land being locked into a single, and potentially low value, 

use. 

9.23. The s32 and s42A report do not comment on why PC7 differs from the 

recommendations of the ZIPA with respect to the cumulative versus discrete 

percentage reductions, the sinking floor, and the absence of a reference to the 

reductions ceasing when the outcomes are met.  Accordingly, it is possible that 
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the effect of Policy 8.4.25 and Table 8-9 in PC7 was not intended by Canterbury 

Regional Council. 

9.24. If the cumulative percentage reductions, the sinking floor, and the absence of 

a reference to the reductions ceasing when the outcomes are met, were to be 

retained, then I consider that the NGFT’s proposal to remove the Nitrate 

Priority Sub-areas and the targets for 2050 and beyond better meets the 

regulatory requirements than PC7.  I understand that the NGFT is not of the 

view that no further reductions will be necessary at 2050 and beyond, rather 

they are seeking that the reductions prior to 2050 remain in place until 

improved monitoring and understanding of fresh water bodies informs what 

reductions are likely to be required at 2050 and beyond.  This avoids the 

potentially unnecessary adoption of percentage reductions of between 45% 

and 90%, and the impacts that these figures may have in the short to medium 

term on long term investment decisions in the Waimakariri Sub-region.  It also 

recognises that the yet to be defined water quality limits for Christchurch 

aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem need to inform the reductions 

set in Table 8-9; and that the plan is required by the s79 of the Act to be 

reviewed at least every 10 years, meaning the merits (or otherwise) of the 

provisions of the plan will be reviewed, and there is opportunity for the 

provisions to be adjusted, at least twice before decisions on the 2050 targets 

are needed. 

9.25. I consider the nitrogen loss reduction regime recommended by the ZIPA better 

meets the regulatory requirements when compared with both PC7 and the 

NGFT’s relief sought.  The ZIPA sets ongoing discrete 15% reductions in 

nitrogen loss over successive 10-year periods until the outcomes and limits are 

met, and adopts a fixed floor below which further on farm reductions are not 

required.  Ongoing 15% reductions in nitrogen loss, per 10 year stage, will be 

challenging for famers to meet (as noted on page 305 of the s32 report), while 

being clear to farmers that ongoing reductions are needed until the limits and 

outcomes are met, or the farm becomes a low leacher (i.e. reaches the 

nitrogen loss floor).  Once water quality limits are set for the Christchurch 
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aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem, these can be referenced in the 

clause that determines when the reductions cease (this would likely require an 

additional plan change).  The ZIPA’s recommendations signal what is ahead 

while providing farmers and rural businesses time to adjust, and avoids 

adoption of reductions of 45% to 90% (regardless of whether the outcomes 

have been reached) and the potentially unnecessary economic and social 

consequences in the Waimakariri Sub-region.  It also encourages off farm 

solutions, such as MAR and TSA, as a means to achieve the limits and outcomes 

earlier. 

New policy for collaborative water quality monitoring programme 

9.26. The NGFT is seeking a commitment in PC7 that Canterbury Regional Council 

will work, in partnership, with farmers in the Waimakariri Sub-region to design 

and implement a stronger water quality monitoring programme than has been 

available to date.  Such a programme would assist with monitoring progress 

towards the achievement of the fresh water limits and outcomes and the 

setting of future targets.  This is consistent with Objective CB1 and Policy CB1 

of the NPSFM and, in my opinion (and based on my experience), the 

involvement of farmers in this process is likely to lead to greater uptake of 

actions to reduce discharges in the area. 

Amendments to provisions 

9.27. Annexure 3 to this evidence provides my recommended drafting solutions to 

the provisions of PC7 to remove the Nitrate Protection Sub-areas and the 

targets for 2050 and beyond, to adjust the floor to nitrogen loss reductions and 

to insert a policy addressing engagement with landowners in the setting and 

implementation of the fresh water quality monitoring plan. 

9.28. For completeness, my recommended drafting solutions do not adjust the 

cumulative percentage reductions in Table 8-9 to become discrete percentage 

reductions, and do not address a provision to cease the reductions in nitrogen 

loss when the water quality limits are met.  If the nitrogen loss reduction 
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targets for 2050 and beyond are removed, such further adjustments will, in my 

opinion, provide marginal benefit to the plan provisions. 

10. CONCLUSION 

10.1. I have been asked by the NGFT to evaluate those parts of their submissions 

that relate to the staged reductions in nitrogen loss from farming activities 

within the Nitrate Priority Area, against the relevant provisions of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 and relevant higher order planning documents.  

Accordingly, my evidence considers which of the PC7 and NGFT nitrogen loss 

allocation methods better achieves the regulatory requirements, within the 

constraints of the set water quality limits. 

10.2. In my opinion, when compared to the PC7 method, the NGFT’s proposal results 

in less uncertainty and lowers the potential for unnecessary costs to the 

community by, in combination: 

a) Removing specific Nitrate Priority Sub-areas that are not currently 

directly linked to the specific water quality limits in PC7, and have 

associated reductions set that are said to address not only the water 

quality limits set in PC7 but also the as yet undefined water quality limits 

for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem; and 

b) Retaining the set nitrogen loss reduction targets in PC7 for the next 30 

years and removing the targets for 2050 and beyond; and at the same 

time improving water quality monitoring and allowing time for the water 

quality limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River 

mainstem to be set.  The improved water quality monitoring and the new 

limits for the Christchurch aquifers and the Waimakariri River mainstem 

would then inform future plan changes and the setting of targets for 

2050 and beyond. 

10.3. Through my evaluation of the PC7 and NGFT’s nitrogen loss reduction 

methods, I have identified areas where PC7 strays from the recommendations 

in the ZIPA.  From the s32 and s42A reports, it is not clear to me whether the 
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differences were intentional or resulted as a consequence of the drafting of 

PC7.  In my opinion PC7 would be better advanced in terms of achieving the 

regulatory requirements by: 

a) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended fixed floor to reductions in nitrogen 

loss, and not a sinking floor, thereby avoiding unreasonable expectations 

on low nitrate loss farms; and 

b) Adopting the ZIPA’s recommended ongoing and discrete 10 yearly 15% 

reductions in Table 8-9 (based on the nitrogen loss number, in kgN/ha/yr, 

established by the preceding 10 year reduction target), thereby 

recognising that ongoing reductions in nitrogen losses will get harder for 

farms (both in terms of options and costs); and 

c) Amending Policy 8.4.25 and the footnote to Table 8-9 to clearly state that 

once the water quality limits are achieved, no further reductions are 

required. 

10.4. For completeness, if a) to c) of paragraph 10.3 above were adopted in PC7, 

along with linking Nitrate Priority Sub-areas to specific water quality limits, I 

consider this approach would better meet the regulatory requirements (when 

compared to PC7 as it is today and the NGFT’s relief) as this approach provides 

greater certainty to the community of the route to achieve the water quality 

limits, it removes the potential for reductions in nitrogen loss to be made 

unnecessarily, and it recognises that farmers need reasonable times to adjust 

their investments and practices to reach the necessary reductions in nitrogen 

loss.  

 

Susan Ruston 

17th of July 2020 
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ANNEXURE 1:  EXAMPLES OF RECENT PLANNING PROJECTS AND PROCESSES OF S 

RUSTON 

 

Expert planning evidence to Hearings Commissioners deciding consent application for 

NPD site in Cromwell (for NPD). 

Expert planning evidence to the Environment Court regarding appeals on the 

proposed Southland Water and Land Plan (for Ballance Agri-Nutrients, Ravensdown, 

HortNZ and Federated Farmers). 

Expert planning evidence to Hearings Commissioners deciding consent applications 

for Fulton Hogan’s Roydon Quarry (for Christchurch City Council). 

Planning services to King Country Energy Limited when submitting on Proposed 

Waikato Regional Plan Change 1 – Waikato and Waipa River Catchments. 

Planning services to Amuri Irrigation Limited with respect to consent applications for 

water takes and discharges. 

Planning services to Simons Pass Station Limited with respect to resource consent 

applications for water takes and discharges, discharges of contaminants and 

earthworks. 

Planning services to Trustpower Limited with respect to an application to change 

existing consent conditions for the discharge of water; and an application to take 

water for dewatering testing related to land slippage. 

Planning services to Graymont NZ with respect to applications for the take and use of 

water, and with respect to forestry related activities. 

Planning services to Pioneer Energy Limited with respect to an application to change 

existing consent conditions related to damming and diversion of water. 

Planning services to NZSki with respect to an application to change existing consent 

conditions related to the discharge of contaminants. 

Planning services to Gawler Downs with respect to resource consent applications for 

activities related to development of production forestry blocks. 



29 
 

MEX-859745-19-107-V1 

Planning services to Clutha District Council with respect to resource consent 

applications for the take of water and discharges of contaminants.  This included 

advising on planning matters and drafting of consent application documents. 

Planning services to Rangitata Diversion Race Management Limited regarding 

consenting matters. 

Planning services to Bay of Plenty Regional Council with respect to processing of 

resource consent applications. 

Planning services to Gisborne District Council with respect to processing of resource 

consent applications. 
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ANNEXURE 2:  PLANNING INSTRUMENTS THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED 

1. New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 

2. National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 

3. Resource Management (National Environment Standard for Sources of Human 

Drinking Water) Regulations 2007 

4. Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

5. Canterbury Water Management Strategy 

6. Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 

7. Iwi Management Plans 

a. Te Whakatau Kaupapa: Ngāi Tahu Resource Management Strategy for 

Canterbury Region (1990) 

b. Te Rununga o Ngai Tahu Freshwater Policy (1999) 

c. Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (February 2013) 

8. North Canterbury Fish and Game Management Plan (2001-2021) 
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ANNEXURE 3:  RECOMMENDED DRAFTING SOLUTIONS 

In the following drafting solutions, I have used the s42A Report Appendix E 

recommendations where the officers’ recommended changes are shown in red; and 

my recommendations are shown in blue. 

8.1A Waimakariri Sub-region Definitions 

Nitrate Priority Sub-area  means, within the Nitrate Priority Area, any area identified as Sub-
areas A, B, C, D or E on the Planning Maps.  

 

Nutrient Management 

8.4.25  Nitrate-nitrogen limits for the Waimakariri Sub-region are achieved, and risks of 
degraded water quality in potential future impacts on the nitrate-nitrogen 
concentrations of waterbodies outside the Waimakariri Sub-region are managed by:  

a. further restricting, relative to the region-wide rules, the area of land used for 
a farming activity as a permitted activity, and the area of winter grazing that 
may occur as a permitted activity; and  

b. requiring, within the Nitrate Priority Area, further reductions in nitrogen loss 
from farming activities (including farming activities managed by an irrigation 
scheme or principal water supplier) in accordance with Table 8-9, provided 
that no reductions in nitrogen loss are required below 20 kg of nitrogen per 
hectare per year any further stage of reduction required is greater than 3 kg 
of nitrogen per hectare per year for dairy, or 1 kg of nitrogen per hectare per 
year for all other farming activities 

 

Nutrient Management 

8.5.23 Where any property or Farming Enterprise includes land within more than one the 
Nitrate Priority Area Sub-area, the required reduction in nitrogen loss for each sub-
area is applied only to that part of the property that is within the sub-area the 
Nitrate Priority Area. 

 

Current Information Monitoring and Review 

New Policy (to be inserted before notified Policy 8.4.35) 

Canterbury Regional Council will develop and implement a monitoring programme, 
in partnership with landowners and businesses in the Waimakariri Sub-region, and 
with the Waimakariri District Council, to measure progress towards achievement of 
the fresh water limits and outcomes. 
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Table 8-9: Nitrate Priority Area Staged Reductions in Nitrogen Loss for Farming Activities, Farming Enterprises and Irrigation Schemes 
 

Nitrate Priority  

Sub-area  

(see Planning 
Maps)  

Farming Type 

Cumulative percentage reductions in nitrogen loss and dates by which these are to be achieved 

By 1 January 2030 By 1 January 2040  By 1 January 2050  By 1 January 2060  By 1 January 2070  By 1 January 2080  

Sub-area A 
Dairy 15% 30%     

All other 5% 10%     

Sub-area B 
Dairy 15% 30% 45%    

All other 5% 10% 15%    

Sub-area C 
Dairy 15% 30% 45% 60%   

All other 5% 10% 15% 20%   

Sub-area D 
Dairy 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%  

All other 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%  

Sub-area E 
Dairy 15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 90% 

All other 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 

1. The starting point for applying each percentage reduction in nitrogen loss in Table 8-9 is generally the Baseline GMP Loss Rate except as otherwise provided for in Policy 
8.4.26 for individual farming activities and farming enterprises, and in Policy 8.4.29 for irrigation schemes  
2. For the purposes of applying the nitrogen reductions in Table 8-9, 'Dairy' farming does not include 'Dairy Support' activities. 'Dairy Support' is classified under 'All other' 
farming activities.  
3 The percentage reductions required by Table 8-9 are only to be applied to farming activities that require resource consent for farming land use and where the required 
reduction for each stage is greater than 3 kg nitrogen per hectare for dairy, and 1 kg per hectare for all other farming activities the nitrogen loss is 20 kg of nitrogen per 
hectare per year or greater. 


