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Name of submitter: Waimakariri Irrigation Limited (WIL)
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This is a submission on plan change 7 (PC7) to the operative Canterbury Land &
Water Regional Plan (LWRP).

2

WIL could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

3

This is submission is divided into three parts:
3.1

Part A – provides an overview of WIL and its existing focus on good
management practice and environmental sustainability;

3.2

Part B – provides a specific discussion on matters in PC7 that are of
particular interest to WIL (including an outline of some of its sought
amendments to PC7); and

3.3

Part C – sets out the detailed relief sought by WIL.

4

It is emphasised that all of Parts A, B and C need to be read together. WIL seeks
the relief set out in all three parts (including such other additional, alternative or
consequential relief as may be necessary to give effect to the changes sought).

5

WIL wishes to be heard in support of the submission.

Signed for and on behalf of Waimakariri Irrigation Limited by its solicitors and authorised
agents Chapman Tripp

______________________________
Ben Williams
Partner
12 September 2019
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PART A
Overall summary of submission
WIL is supportive of the community water quality outcomes identified in PC7 and
is committed to working with Environment Canterbury, key stakeholders and the
wider community to achieve the outcomes sought.
WIL’s core comments in relation to Section 8 are:
•

that there is too much uncertainty in the existing monitoring and
modelling to justify the longer-term reductions set out in Table 8-9. WIL
is committed to undertaking further comprehensive monitoring to better
inform future decision making but the need for long-term reductions
should form part of future plan review processes (rather than being
directly anticipated now);

•

the extent of long-term reductions as currently set out is likely to destroy
farm viability and/or require fundamental farm system change in parts of
the Nitrate Priority Area. WIL is concerned that many farmers will simply
not be in a position to help WIL and the wider community to achieve the
outcomes sought; and

•

WIL is very supportive of the provisions relating to managed aquifer
recharge and targeted stream augmentation but is concerned that there is
currently no direct link between these and the reduction regime. In short,
the incentive for farmers (and WIL) to invest is not clear.

WIL has a number of suggested amendments as part of an alternative ‘solutions
package’ to the Section 8 provisions.
If these are accepted, then it is WIL’s view that the community water quality
outcomes will be delivered sooner and with a greater level of certainty over that
currently set out in proposed Section 8.
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Overview of WIL and its interests in PC7
Waimakariri Irrigation Limited (WIL) is a shareholder-owned co-operative company
with consent to take water at the rate of 11.041 cubic metres per second from the
Waimakariri River.
Water is drawn at Browns Rock for distribution through 1,100 kilometres of open
race channels to supply around 200 shareholders. The Scheme supplies farms
covering approximately 30,000 hectares (ha) within an overall command area of
78,000 ha located between the Waimakariri and the Ashley Rivers and between
Oxford and Rangiora townships (see Figure 1).

3

4

3

The WIL Scheme infrastructure is also used to convey stock water to both
shareholders and non-shareholders who are part of the Waimakariri District Council
stock water scheme.

4

WIL has been pro-active in developing a high standard in performance and
environmental compliance. This (for example) includes three key initiatives to assist
with environmental sustainability:

4.1

4.2

4.3

Resource consent CRC184861
WIL has held a resource consent to discharge nutrients from the farming
activities occurring within the WIL Scheme since 10 February 2016 (the
earlier version of the consent was CRC142754). This resource consent has
placed limitations on nutrient loss within the WIL Scheme area and has
imposed on WIL obligations to establish an Environmental Management
Strategy and Audited Self-Management;
Nutrient Management Policy
In addition to the Environmental Management Strategy and Audited SelfManagement, WIL has developed a specific Nutrient Management Policy
(along with supporting policies) to ensure a high level of environmental
compliance and formalisation of a Scheme-wide requirement to achieve “good
management practices”.
Biodiversity and planting
WIL has developed a biodiversity and planting programme. Development of
this programme has included working closely with shareholders to identify not
only riparian and wetland areas but also areas that might have some
sensitives due to (for example) poor drainage or biodiversity values. WIL is
working with shareholders to fence off and plant out such areas and is also
supporting shareholders who have developed their own programmes.

5

Even without PC7, these activities will inter alia ensure “good management
practices” and wider environmental improvement are achieved by 1 September 2020
(noting that for WIL, those “good management practices” are those that have been
developed through its Farm Environment Plans and robust audit procedures with
reference to the Industry Agreed Good Management Practices Booklet (18
September 2015)).
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At a general level, WIL is supportive of the community water quality outcomes that
have been identified through the earlier PC7 Zone Committee process. There is also
acknowledgement that ‘change’ is required in parts of the Zone and given their
experience and commitment to date, WIL shareholders are well positioned to work
towards making that change.
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WIL is, however, also concerned to ensure that ‘change’ (and reductions) occur in a
sustainable manner. The suite of interventions (including managed aquifer
recharge, targeted stream augmentation and even wider improvements in future
farm practice) will only occur if shareholders (and WIL) are in a position to invest in
such environmental initiatives.

5

8

In particular, an effective ‘solutions programme’ and the achievement of desired
community water quality outcomes will only occur to the extent that farming is able
to continue to occur in a sustainable manner.

9

For WIL, protecting the ability to manage nutrient losses and contribute to
catchment interventions on an aggregated basis across the WIL Scheme is also an
integral part of putting WIL (and the wider community) in the best position they can
be to achieve the outcomes sought.
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Of further note, WIL has also recently had an indication from the Environment Court
that consents will be forthcoming for its Wrights Road Storage Ponds. Construction
of the ponds will enable WIL to provide significant volumes of water to managed
aquifer recharge and targeted stream augmentation (to the extent that WIL is
confident that desired catchment outcomes can still be achieved without the
extremely restrictive long-term reductions foreshadowed in Table 8-9). Construction
will only occur if all shareholders contribute – and such contribution will only be able
to occur/be financed should they have confidence in the ongoing sustainability of
their farming operations.
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In simple terms, WIL is concerned to ensure that the appropriate balance is struck
between enabling wider catchment initiatives, providing for achievable reductions
over time and the need to continue to enable farming to ensure those wider
initiatives can occur.
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It is also important that the use of effective farm environment plans and audit
procedures continue to be promoted and that farmers remain incentivised to adopt
new technologies and improve wider farming practices over time. As noted above,
this has already been a significant focus of WIL. Section 8 is currently very ‘nitrates
focused’ but it is WIL’s view that even implementation of robust farm environment
plans and audit procedures alone will deliver improved environmental outcomes.
Nitrates should not be the core (and seemingly only) regulatory focus.

13

WIL has a significant role to play in implementing PC7 (in relation to managing
losses on shareholder properties and enabling, in particular, managed aquifer
recharge and targeted stream augmentation). WIL is very committed to following
that role through.
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PART B

14

15

16

Overview of key concerns and interests in PC7, Section 8
WIL has six key concerns with the provisions included in PC7; these are focused on
Section 8 and include:
14.1

the uncertainties around the starting point for reductions;

14.2

the failure of PC7 Section 8 to correctly recognise the high level of uncertainty
associated with the modelling that is being relied on by the Council;

14.3

the utility and appropriateness of having Table 8-9 prescribe entirely
unachievable reductions for ‘farming’ activities and the ability to identify the
boundary of the Nitrate Priority Area/Sub-area’s now;

14.4

the need to ensure WIL has the certainty of being able to manage losses on
an aggregated basis;

14.5

a concern that the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management
2014 (NPSFW) has been applied ‘in a vacuum’ without reference to the wider
requirements of sustainable management; and

14.6

a concern that the section 32 analysis is inadequate and does not consider the
actual social, cultural and economic cost of the proposed provisions.

There are also two key areas where WIL is supportive of what is proposed:
15.1

the provision made for ongoing monitoring (and the use of the data to inform
future plan reviews); and

15.2

the enablement of managed aquifer recharge and targeted stream
augmentation.

Each is discussed below (emphasising that these need to be read in conjunction with
the relief and further comments provided in Parts A and C of this submission):

16.1

1) The starting point for reductions
As noted, Table 8-9 is based on a ‘starting point’ for reductions that is the
Baseline GMP Loss Rate for the relevant farming activity (requiring
information on the 2009-2013 nitrogen baseline).

16.2

WIL does not hold this information for a large number of properties within the
WIL Scheme area and in many instances it would be impossible to locate or
‘guess’ what the relevant Baseline GMP Loss Rate inputs should be. WIL is
also concerned that the Farm Portal is not sufficiently robust in respect of a
number of farm systems (with particular concerns being focused but not
limited to the irrigation and fertiliser proxies).

16.3

Accordingly, the starting point for WIL must by necessity be based on the
baseline of its existing consent (being files derived from the technical work
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undertaken by MacFarlane Rural Business (MRB)). The MRB methodology
looks to assess nutrient losses on the basis of representative land type and
other certain key input data such as soils and climate. WIL proposes that
these inputs be run through the Farm Portal to provide general consistency
with what is otherwise envisaged by PC7, Section 8.
16.4

As noted in Part A, WIL has pre-empted the need for farming land use
controls and has in place policies that define and manage land use change a
requirement for Farm Environment Plans (since the grant of its nutrient
discharge consent in February 2016). In almost all cases WIL shareholders
are exhibiting a high level of “good management practices” and many of them
have already made significant financial investments through, for example,
improvements in irrigation infrastructure to ensure WIL’s high standards for
environmental performance are met.

16.5

WIL is very concerned to ensure that the ‘starting point’ in relation to the WIL
Scheme is consistent with the MRB methodology as has been used in the
assessment of the WIL Scheme load to date. This also includes ensuring that
the reductions in Table 8-9 take into account the efforts that have already
been undertaken by WIL shareholders.

16.6

Requiring further reductions to even reach the starting point will impact on
the achievability of the proposed further reduction requirements.

16.7

2) The modelling is unclear
WIL understands that the outcomes of the catchment model indicate that
future water quality will be acceptable in some areas and is likely to decline in
others, and that the ‘median’ position has been taken in respect of all
modelled water quality results.

16.8

The median scenario is not any more or less supported by evidence than the
other modelled scenarios, and WIL is concerned that taking the ‘middle line’
position does not account for what is most achievable or accurate. WIL
remains of the view that the only correct conclusion that can be drawn from
the modelling is that the future predictions of how (and whether) water
quality will change has a large degree of uncertainty.

16.9

The median outcomes of the model appear to have become the core ‘measure
of success’ (rather than clearly identifying the outcomes themselves). It is
WIL’s view that:
(a)

no reliance must be placed on the longer-term reduction requirements
set out in Table 8-9. Although short to medium term percentage
reductions are appropriate (i.e. out to 2030 (or in the alternative, 2030
and 2040)), there is a high level of uncertainty around longer term
reductions (including an inability to carry out effective section 32
analysis and potential natural justice implications on the basis of
determining outcomes now in the absence of any robust evidence to
support them) and it is WIL’s view that the inclusion of the longer-term
reduction requirements set out in Table 8-9 is not appropriate; and
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(b)

as noted; the wider PC7 Section 8 provisions do not clearly identify the
actual ‘measure of success’ (which will inevitably be linked to, for
example, achieving certain nitrate-nitrogen concentrations in the water
bodies in the catchment). The link between such actual ‘on-theground’ outcomes and the percentage reductions is at best weak.
Achieving desired outcomes will instead be reliant on a combination of:
(i)

realistically achievable (but still significant) changes in farming
systems;

(ii)

catchment interventions (such as waterway restoration and
enhancement, managed aquifer recharge and targeted stream
augmentation); and

(iii)

improved farming practices (as can be anticipated with
improvements in technology over time), including the capture of
those practices through the measurement tools used.

16.10 Given the above, it is WIL’s view that there is a high level of uncertainty over
both the level of reductions that might be required and how they might be
achieved in the long-term.
16.11 WIL accordingly asks that:
(a)

PC7 Section 8 be amended to clearly identify at a policy level the
outcomes being sought, but to defer longer-term reductions until such
time as existing water quality is better understood (through a
monitoring programme) and the model is ‘ground-truthed’. To this
extent what is sought is similar to (for example) the Hinds Plains
approach which has a ‘cornerstone’ policy and rules package that
identifies a target nitrate-nitrogen concentration and then notes this
will be achieved by both reductions in farming activities and catchment
interventions/future technologies. This would ensure the Section 8
approach is consistent with (for example) Policy 13.4.14 (set out below
for ease of reference):
13.4.14

(b)

By 2035, improve water quality in the Lower Hinds/Hekeao Plains
Area to achieve the target nitrate toxicity limits set out in Table 13(g)
for ‘Hill-fed Lower’ and ‘Spring-fed Plains’ surface waterbodies, and
an annual average groundwater nitrate-nitrogen concentration of 6.9
mg/L by:
a.

reducing the discharge of nitrogen from farming activities in
fulfilment of Policy 13.4.15; and

b.

implementing Managed Aquifer Recharge and Targeted
Stream Augmentation.

Table 8-9 be amended to require what are achievable (but still
significant) reductions in short to medium term percentage (i.e. out to
2030 (or in the alternative, 2030 and 2040)). This should also extend
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to ongoing monitoring of water quality for the purpose of refining
catchment outcomes and controls.
16.12 Any further specific reductions should only be considered at each plan review
at the time where the effectiveness of catchment interventions and new
technologies (along with actual water quality monitoring data) can be properly
considered. In the interim the identified actual on-the-ground outcomes
should be clearly identified as the actual outcome(s) being sought. To this
extent, WIL supports Policy 8.4.35.
16.13 As a final matter it is noted that although WIL does not hold its own
groundwater takes (with its take being directly from the Waimakariri River), it
is also concerned around the wider groundwater modelling that has been
undertaken and the extent to which it can reasonably support the proposed
changes in allocation. A number of WIL shareholders have their own
groundwater resource consents. Continuing to enable those where possible
ensures spare Scheme water can be directed to catchment interventions.
2) The achievability of reductions
16.14 The PC7 Section 8 provisions take a different approach to that which has been
undertaken in other sub-regional areas. In particular, it appears farming
activities are being ‘held accountable’ for the full extent of required catchment
reductions.
16.15 This can, for example, be compared to:
(a)

(b)

the Hinds Plains Area, where:
(i)

Policy 13.4.10 anticipates “reducing overall nitrogen losses by 45
percent in the Lower Hinds/Hekeao Plains Area”; but

(ii)

farming is recognised as only one of the changes required (with
Policy 13.4.13 requiring a reduction in nitrogen loss of not less
than “36% by 1 January 2035” (noting that level of reduction
was set having regard to both a scheme that was converting
from borderdyke to spray and what would ensure profitable
farming operations would continue – conversely WIL does not
have the benefit of ‘border-dyke to spray reductions’ and is very
concerned around the impact of the reductions destroying farm
profitability and viability),

and
(i)

the South Coastal Canterbury Area, where flexi and max caps
have been provided for farming activities but these caps are
predicated on augmentation of Wainono Lagoon also occurring.
Again farming activities have not been ‘held accountable’ for the
whole extent of required catchment reductions.
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16.16 In the nitrate priority area, the technical work already undertaken by WIL
suggests that the proposed approach and the level of long-term reductions
are simply not realistic or achievable.
16.17 This is further reinforced by both the large number of lifestyle blocks in the
wider zone (29,000 hectares or 12% of the land area as set out in the earlier
work of the Zone Committee) and significant tributaries going through two
major towns Rangiora and Kaiapoi with growing footprints. As proposed the
effects from these will continue to be relatively unmanaged through plan
change 7 – increasing the risk that catchment outcomes are not met (and
further highlighting the concerns of WIL around farming alone being the core
means of achieving reductions).
16.18 WIL is also concerned that even achieving "good management practices" (or
the Baseline GMP Loss Rate outside of the Scheme area) has or is likely to
require considerable individual farm investment on a number of properties.
16.19 Based on the technical work undertaken by WIL at the time of preparing this
submission:
(a)

a number of individual dairy farms will be able to achieve a 15%
reduction target by 2030 but equally a number potentially won’t (for
very genuine reasons) without significant impacts on profitability and a
significant risk that the individual farming operation becomes unviable.
On that basis, WIL seeks that Table 8-9 continue to include a first stage
reduction of 15% but this is strictly on the basis that WIL is able to
manage losses on an aggregated basis across the Nitrate Priority Area.
The extent of further reductions should form part of a future plan
review process when more information is known; and

(b)

there a significantly reduced options available to “All other” farming
operations to achieve reductions. An arable farming property will, for
example, struggle to make any reductions without fundamentally
changing its farming system. Equally a wintering support operation has
more limited options available to it to achieve reductions. For such
individual farming operations achieving even a 5% reduction may be
challenging. WIL does, however, consider it important that all farming
members of the community make a contribution and it therefore
supports the retention of a 5% reduction requirement for each of the
2030 and 2040 reduction requirements. Again, the need for further
reductions beyond that date should be considered once more
information is known.

16.20 In addition, WIL is concerned that requiring reductions of the magnitude set
out without any acknowledgement of the role of catchment interventions and
new technologies actually disincentives farmers and the wider community to
make investments in managed aquifer recharge or targeted stream
augmentation projects, as well as future technologies.
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16.21 Farmers simply will not invest if (as Table 8-9 suggests) they are likely to
require further reductions significantly beyond the point of farm viability.
Equally banks/financers are unlikely to advance funds for catchment
interventions and new technologies if the planning framework expressly
contemplates unachievable reductions.
16.22 Within the above, WIL is also further concerned that the proposed long-term
reductions will have a significant impact on land values and saleability,
restricting land-use options and access to debt funding secured against those
properties. These restrictions (even if potentially unmerited) will have flowon economic and social effects on the affected farming businesses, and the
wider community.1
4) WIL management of losses on an aggregated basis
16.23 PC7 (mainly Table 8-9) currently contemplates differing levels of reduction
within the Nitrate Priority Area but only post 2050.
16.24 At least two plan reviews would have occurred prior to that date.
16.25 WIL is concerned that all shareholders (and members of the farming
community) will need to contribute to the wider suite of interventions.
Foreshadowing that shareholders will be treated differently is a significant
impediment to managing losses on a collective basis and making a collective
contribution to wider catchment initiatives.
16.26 In the absence of any need to do so at this time, WIL seeks that Table 8-9
make no reference to different Sub-areas, and that the corresponding
planning maps are deleted.
5) The NPSFW has been applied in a vacuum
16.27 As noted; Table 8-9 appears to be entirely predicated on modelled and highly
uncertain catchment outcomes - ostensibly for the purposes of implementing
the NPSFW.
16.28 Although the NPSFW is an important and central consideration, it is also
widely recognised that the NPSFW does not ‘cover the field’ such that there is
a need to also consider social, cultural and economic considerations. This
has, for example, been expressly recognised in the Canterbury LWRP context
with the learned Hearing Panel finding in the Variation 1 (now plan change 1)
process that:2
NPSFM
[296] The NPSFM applies generally, including to the Selwyn Te Waihora catchment
the subject of Variation 1. In Chapter Two of this report we summarised the relevant
1

WIL has already observed decreases in rural land values in the Waimakariri district and low levels of
sales in the past two years, most likely tied to uncertainty from proposed environmental regulation,
changes to bank credit criteria and changes to the Overseas Investment Act regime.

2

Report and Recommendation of the Hearing Commissioners adopted by Council as its decision on 23
April 2015. (footnotes omitted).
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provisions of this instrument. Its policies contain directions in imperative language,
though they are mostly general rather than specific.
[297] We identify Policies A1, A2, A3b), B1, B2, B3, B4, B6, and C1 as applicable and
relevant to Variation 1.
[298] There was no submission that those provisions are invalid at law; nor that they
are uncertain; and we are not aware of any ground for findings that they are. We
have considered whether the NPSFM ‘covers the field’ of the LWRP and Variation 1.
Although it primarily relates to management of fresh water resources, it extends to
integrated management of fresh water and the use and development of land,
including the interactions between fresh water, land, associated ecosystems and the
coastal environment.

Even so, the NPSFM, while regulating the use of fresh water,

does not contain provisions on the use of fresh water resources in a way, or at a
rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic or
cultural wellbeing, and for their health and safety; nor does it directly address
matters identified in section 6 as matters of national importance, such as natural
character; outstanding natural features and landscapes; and areas of significant
indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna. So despite Ms
Begley’s opinion, we find that the NPSFM does not ‘cover the field’.

16.29 Similar findings were also made in plan change 2, where the hearing panel
there referred to its reasoning on plan change 1.
16.30 Given the position as set out, it is WIL’s view that PC7 needs to balance the
NPSFW framework against the wider considerations that reflect sustainable
management (rather than the achievement of water quantity and quality
outcomes at the potential cost of the total loss of farming within at least large
parts of the nitrogen priority area). At the moment it does not do that and
instead it simply contemplates that farming alone will carry the full cost
‘seemingly at whatever the cost’ to farming and the wider community.
6) Section 32 analysis
16.31 The section 32 report simply records (for example) that:3
The staged approach to nitrogen loss reductions is partly in response to the
economic cost associated with implementing mitigations to go below the GMP
Baseline Loss Rate. However, the economic costs of the proposed provisions after a
period of 20-30 years, may be such that some farming activities will no longer be
economic (Harris, 2019)

16.32 To this extent it is WIL’s view that the section 32 analysis has materially
understated the cost of (in particular) the reductions required by Table 8-9.
16.33 Farming makes a significant contribution to the wider Waimakariri District and
Canterbury Regional economies. Further, it is unclear whether further land
uses are actually available that would address the concerns set out – for
example, lifestyle blocks (being the most likely next most valuable land use)
3

At page [347]
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would continue to have nitrate loss, along with septic tanks and other
discharges.
7) Monitoring programme
16.34 WIL is supportive of (in particular) Policy 8.4.35 and sees monitoring as being
an important part of informing future plan reviews and ultimately delivering
desired water quality outcomes.
16.35 As set out elsewhere in this submission, it is WIL’s view that the catchment
modelling cannot be relied on to any material extent at this time (at least for
the purposes of informing long-term reductions).
16.36 WIL is committed to undertaking its own monitoring (and will also work
collaboratively with other interested parties and the Canterbury Regional
Council) to ensure that come the next plan review the community is in the
position to make much more informed decisions about future nutrient
management.
8) Enablement of MAR and TSA
16.37 As noted elsewhere, WIL does not consider Table 8-9 realistic or appropriate
in light of the high level of uncertainty around, in particular, the stated longterm reductions (i.e. especially beyond 2040).
16.38 Based on work undertaken by WIL, catchment interventions have the
potential to make a significant difference and WIL is committed to working
with the wider community to give effect to proposals for catchment
interventions.
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Part C
Specific changes sought

#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought

9.

Policy 8.4.19

Support (with amendment)

Amend Policy 8.4.19(b) to provide that:

WIL supports provision being made for targeted stream augmentation
and in some limited instances already holds consent (for example) for
the augmentation of the Eyre River.

b. adverse effects on Ngāi Tahu values, including those associated
with unnatural mixing of water, are avoided or mitigated as far as
practicable;

WIL acknowledges and supports the position and concerns of Ngai
Tahu in relation to the mixing of waters but is also concerned that the
phrase “avoided as far as practicable” is too narrow and uncertain.
Should augmentation occur then it is important that effects are also
mitigated.
10. Policy 8.4.20

11. Policy 8.4.22

Support (with amendment)

Amend Policy 8.4.20 to provide that:

WIL supports the intent of this policy but notes there may also be
circumstances where waterbodies are augmented for the purposes of
enhancing flow reliability for irrigation purposes. It needs to be made
clearer that water that is augmented for ecological purposes is
protected (rather all water per se).

Ecological bThe benefits from the discharge of water from targeted
stream augmentation into a surface water body for ecological
purposes are protected by avoiding, in all circumstances,
abstraction of that discharged water.

Support

Adopt without amendment

The WIL open-race network is of significant environmental benefit to
the water quality in groundwater and lowland water flows. It is,
however, emphasised that from time to time (and as a part of ordinary
scheme operations) upgrades and changes are made to scheme
15

#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought

infrastructure. These will generally be neutral or have only a minor
impact on the overall water balance of the Scheme.
In the future WIL may construct its Wrights Road storage facility. That
will impact on flows within the Scheme (but as set out in Part A of this
submission will most likely be of wider environmental benefit for the
catchment).
12. Policy 8.4.23

Oppose

Delete

In the future WIL anticipates spare irrigation water being diverted to
environmental purposes. In some instances it is possible that
environmental flows can only be provided if WIL shareholders
maintain (for example) existing deep groundwater supplies rather than
having additional surface water taken from the Scheme (i.e. at the
cost of such water not being available for targeted stream
augmentation or managed aquifer recharge).
13. Policy 8.4.24

Oppose

Delete

It is WIL’s view that Schedule 10 already adequately addresses
efficiency in resource allocation.
14. New Policy

Support

New Policy:

Within the general framework provided by Policies 8.4.25 to 8.4.29,
WIL is concerned that there is insufficient focus on the actual
outcomes being sought. Consistent with Part B of this submission the
approach of PC7 Section 8 appears to be to effectively treated the

8.4.25A
Improve water quality in the Waimakariri Nitrate Priority Area to achieve the
target nitrate toxicity levels set out in Table 8-5 for Hill-fed Lower and Springfed Plains surface water bodies, and an annual average groundwater nitratenitrogen concentration of 6.9 mg/L by:
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#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought

modelled reductions as the ‘measure of success’ and the outcome
being sought.

(a)

reducing the discharge of nitrogen from farming activities in fulfilment
of Table 8-9 [As amended elsewhere in this submission]]; and

(b)

implementing Managed Aquifer Recharge and Targeted Stream
Augmentation; and

(c)

undertaking monitoring and review in fulfilment of Policy 8.4.35

It is WIL’s position that this is not correct and it actually discourages
(for example) investment in catchment interventions and new
technologies.

15. Policy 8.4.25

Part support; part oppose

Adopt without amendment (subject to Table 8-9 being amended as
set out elsewhere in this submission).

WIL is seeking that Table 8-9 be amended to only contemplate
reductions until 2040.
WIL is supportive of the proviso in Policy 8.4.25 such that no further
reductions will be required when the individual property reduction is
less than 3kg of nitrogen per hectare for dairy and 1 kg for other
farming activities. WIL is, however, concerned to ensure that once the
proviso is met for one ten yearly reduction requirement it is not
treated cumulatively and triggered again for subsequent reduction
requirements.
16. Policy 8.4.28B
and Policy
8.4.28C.

Support in part/oppose in part

Delete Policy 8.4.28C

WIL is seeking that further provision be made in PC7 Section 8 for a
specific WIL Scheme load using the methodology set out in Part B of
this submission. Policy 8.4.28C effectively removes the certainty that
might be provided by an equivalent pathway or otherwise may impose
a further administrative burden on the Scheme when the equivalent
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#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought

pathway otherwise provides an acceptable means of assessing loads
and reductions.
There should be no ‘bias’ towards using the Farm Portal.
17. Policy 8.4.29

Support with amendment
As noted elsewhere in this submission, WIL is not able to calculate a
Scheme load that is based on the Baseline GMP Loss Rate. WIL is
concerned that the references to an Equivalent Baseline GMP Loss Rate
are still too narrow and do not capture the already consented MRB
methodology employed by WIL.

18. Policy 8.4.35

Support

Include a separate WIL Scheme load to resolve the concerns
around load as set out in submission point 22.
Amend the references to Table 8-9 to refer to:
… Table 8-9 or Table 8-9A …

Adopt without amendment

Monitoring and review is a key aspect of ensuring long-term desired
catchment outcomes are met
19. Policies 8.4.36
and 8.4.37

Oppose

Delete.

There will be circumstances where longer consent durations may be
appropriate. In many cases investing in (for example) catchment
interventions will be dependent on having sufficient security in terms
of consents to support the investment.

In the alternative; amend to include the exceptions listed in
Section 4 of the LWRP for large scale infrastructure.

It is WIL’s view that the ‘default’s provided by Section 4 of the LWRP
(including the exceptions for large infrastructure) are appropriate.
20. Rules 8.5.18 to
8.5.20

Support

Adopt without amendment
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#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought

Targeted stream augmentation is a key part of achieving sought
catchment outcomes
21. Rule 8.5.30

Support with only consequential amendment

Adopt with the following consequential amendment to the
condition to the rule:

In particular, WIL supports the references to non-notification.
1. The staged reductions in nitrogen loss required by Table 8-9A will be met for

22. Table 8-9

If WIL’s alternative relief is accepted then the reference should be to
Table 8-9A.

any land within the Nitrate Priority Area.

Oppose

Delete the existing Table 8-9 and replace with:

As set out in Part B of this submission, WIL has significant concerns
with Table 8-9. WIL seeks that it be deleted and replaced with a
medium term set of reductions that are justifiable on the basis of
known technologies and farm systems evidence.

Total cumulative reduction in nitrogen
loss and dates by which these are to be
achieved.
Farming type

Within this it is noted that WIL still has concerns over the accuracy of
the modelling and the extent to which it can reliably inform even the
2030 and (more so) the 2040 reductions. However, WIL acknowledges
the need to have farmers working towards reductions generally within
the life of the current proposed and next sub-regional sections.

Nitrate Priority

By 1 January 2030

By 1 January 2040

Dairy

15%

30%

All other

5%

10%

Area
(see planning
maps)

The reference to “[c]umulative reductions is also unclear and whether,
for example, a farmer may have no requirement to make a reduction
in one stage (by virtue of meeting the exception provided for in Note
3; but then may have to make further reductions in a future stage by
cumulative reaching either 1 kg or 3 kg of nitrogen per year (as might
apply), despite having low losses.
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#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought

‘[X]’ (as set out in proposed Table 8-9A) = the proportion of the load
in the Nitrate Priority Area that is attributable to WIL shareholders/
farmers, expressed in tonnes/N/year.

And new Table 8-9A:
Table 8-9A: Load for the Waimakariri Irrigation Limited Irrigation Scheme

At the time of preparing this submission Canterbury Regional Council
officers have not been able to advise WIL on the total catchment load
(as determined by the model) or what the assumed starting point for
reductions was.

Baseline load

Total cumulative reduction in nitrogen
loss and dates by which these are to be
achieved.

1 September 2020

By 1 January 2030

By 1 January 2040

[X]

[X] - 15%

[X] – 30%

Nitrate Priority
Area
(see planning
maps)

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. The starting point for the Waimakariri Irrigation
Limited Irrigation Scheme is as set out in Table 8-9A.
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 only 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. Where a farming activity is not
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#

Provision

Comment (including support/oppose)

Relief sought
required to make reductions in a stage, it shall have no further requirement to make
reductions in future stages.

23. Planning maps

Oppose in part

Delete Sub-areas from the planning maps

WIL is concerned that the proposed Sub-areas within the Waimakariri
Nitrate Priority Area serve no utility until at least 2050 and their
presence may well reduce the ability of the community to achieve the
catchment outcomes sought.

21

