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TELEPHONE 08 0 0 32 7 6 4 6  I WEBSITE WWW. FEDFARM. ORG. NZ   

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
To:   Marlborough District Council     
 
Submission on: Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan Change No. 62: New 

Dairy Farms, and  
 
 Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan: Proposed Plan 

Change No. 27: New Dairy Farms     
 
From:   Marlborough Province of Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
    
 
Date:   24 May 2012    
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Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
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Federated Farmers would like to be heard in support of this submission 
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SUBMISSION TO MARLBOROUGH DISTRICT COUNCIL ON  
WAIRAU/AWATERE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN - PLAN CHANGE 62   

AND 
MARLBOROUGH SOUNDS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN - PLAN CHANGE 27  

 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION – About the submitter  
 

1.1. Federated Farmers appreciates the opportunity to submit on Proposed Plan Change 
62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 
27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan (the Plan Changes). 
 

1.2. Federated Farmers has 238 individual farmer members in Marlborough, which 
represents a substantial portion of the farming community.  

 
2. SUBMISSIONS  

 
Federated Farmers opposes Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere 
Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough 
Sounds Resource Management Plan in their entirety. 
 
Decisions Sought 
 

2.1. Withdraw Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource 
Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds 
Resource Management Plan. 
 

2.2. If the plan is not withdrawn amend Proposed Plan Change 62 to the 
Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to 
the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan, as sought in the 
remainder of our submission. 

 
2.3. Make any consequential amendments to give effect to our decisions sought.  
 

Reasons for submission  
 

2.4. While the Plan Changes enable existing dairy farms, or those that expand without 
the addition of a milking shed to continue operation without a resource consent, 
future dairy conversions, including some now in preparation will require resource 
consent as a discretionary activity.  
 

2.5. Contrary to the analysis of the issue and section 32 assessment that accompanies 
the proposed plan change (the Planning Report), the Marlborough Province of 
Federated Farmers does not see that there is an issue with new dairy conversions in 
Marlborough that justifies the Plan Changes. There are very few dairy conversions 
underway, and the total number of dairy farms has in fact decreased from over the 
past few years. Most farm land in Marlborough is too hilly for dairying, is in vineyards, 
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or lacks suitable quantities of available water for irrigation essential to dairy farming 
in the Marlborough climate.  

 
2.6. The environmental performance of dairy farms has improved substantially in recent 

years. All dairy farms are subject to strict standards of environmental performance as 
a condition of supply via the Sustainable Dairying:  Water Accord.  

 
2.7. Federated Farmers are concerned that the Plan Changes will reduce options for 

farmers who hold land that may be suitable for future dairy conversion. Our 
experience in Southland has shown that discretionary activity status for new dairy 
farms is a significant constraint on future growth due to the uncertainty of a positive 
outcome, through the consent process and inability to secure credit to undertake 
farm purchase.  

 
2.8. Federated Farmers are concerned about the singling out of one particular land use, 

implications for the future of dairying in Marlborough, and in neighbouring regions 
where the Federation is attempting to work with Councils to promote sustainable but 
flexible land use. 

 
3. ANALYSIS OF THE ISSUE  

 
Federated Farmers opposes Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere 
Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough 
Sounds Resource Management Plan because the analysis of the issues is deficient in 
content.  

 
Decision Sought 
 

3.1.   Recognise that the understanding of issues underpinning Proposed Plan 
Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Proposed 
Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan, are 
deficient in critical areas and that the objectives, policies, and rules that flow 
from them are equally deficient.  

 
3.2.  Do not progress Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource 

Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds 
Resource Management Plan unless the deficiencies in understanding of issues 
identified in our submission are suitably amended and the objectives, policies, 
and rules that flow from them amended in turn.  

 
Reasons for submission  

 
3.3. Federated Farmers sees that there are two critical steps to preparing any proposed 

plan: describing an issue and developing a planning solution to that issue. Federated 
Farmers sees that the description of the issue on pages 1-3 of the Planning Report 
fails to achieve a sufficiently complete and balanced understanding to develop a 
coherent planning solution that gives effect to Part II of the Resource Management 
Act (1991).  
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3.4. Much of the information included in the Planning Report is national level information 

that is only of passing relevance to the situation in Marlborough. The fact that 
dairying has expanded significantly elsewhere in New Zealand does not take away 
from the fact that the industry has not grown and in fact appears to have contracted, 
from 85 to 60 farms, in Marlborough over the same period1. Climatic factors have 
meant that viticulture has out-competed dairying as a higher value land use – a 
situation that is unlikely to change in future as cost barriers to converting bare land to 
dairying are now much higher than even a few years ago.  

 
3.5. The analysis and investigation of the economic benefits of dairying are particularly 

lacking. Outside of Marlborough, where aquaculture and viticulture have been more 
significant drivers of economic growth, the expansion of dairying has been 
associated with growth of wealth and opportunity in rural areas and rural centres 
(which includes all of the South Island), not seen in a generation. An expansion of 
dairying in Marlborough would bring with it enormous economic and social benefits 
that have not been adequately recognised. For the Southland dairy model farm, a 
579 cow farm, showed farm working expenses for the 2010/2011 year of $746,935, 
or $1290 per cow.2 Most of these expenses are sourced locally and relate to labour, 
contractor and professional fees, bought in feed, and other local services. 

 
3.6. The planning report omits to note that virtually any human activity will have ancillary 

effects that are ‘difficult to control’. It is understood that intensive agriculture, which 
may include dairying has some adverse effects that are impossible to avoid, but so 
too does any other activity undertaken by people.  

 
3.7. The examples cited of the costly remediation of Lake Rotorua, Lake Taupo, and Te 

Waihora, are not applicable because there are no large lake catchments with 
particular sensitivities that are analogous to the Marlborough District. Fears arising 
from the experience with these catchments, that ‘failure to act’ will result in massive 
remediation costs for the Council are therefore groundless.  

 
3.8. The planning report omits to mention that the Sustainable Dairying Accord and other 

activities undertaken by industry will achieve much of what will be sought by the Plan 
Changes. Action by industry can be expected to achieve significant environmental 
improvements, and yet this is not taken into account in the evaluation of the issue. 
Compulsory measures that will be required on all dairy farms include:  

 measures to exclude stock from rivers, lakes and wetlands; 
 irrigation of effluent according to best practice; 
 the use of nutrient management plans. 

                                                 
1 Livestock Improvement Corporation and DairyNZ. 2012. New Zealand Dairy Statistics 2011 – 12 
 
2 There is no model available for Marlborough, but we think these figures are representative. Model farms are 
compiled from figures averaged across a number of ‘monitor farms’ in the region. The source for these figures is 
Farm Monitoring Report 2011 – Pastoral Monitoring: Southland Dairy. [Online] http://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-
resources/publications?title=farm%20monitoring%20report 
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These measures are proven to be efficient and effective in improving the 
environmental performance of dairy farms.   
 

3.9. Federated Farmers is particularly concerned about the targeting of a particular 
industry, even though there is no evidence that this industry will underpin the next 
land based resource boom in Marlborough. The Council, like us all, is in no position 
to know what the next ‘boom’ activity will be. Previous agricultural land use booms, 
for example the wool boom, establishment and expansion of agriculture, aquaculture 
boom, and (latterly outside of Marlborough) the dairy boom, all came unexpected 
except by a few and have not been repeated once they occurred.  

 
3.10. Federated Farmers has heard it mentioned several times in conversation with 

Council staff and Councillors that the Plan Changes arise in part from concerns 
about the behaviour of one person. Federated Farmers is concerned that this is not 
mentioned as a reason for the planning report, even though it substantially 
contributes to the political context and apparent community concern driving the Plan 
Changes. If the extreme behaviour of an individual is part of the issue or reason why 
a plan change is undertaken, then it should be explained in the planning report so 
that it the merits of it can be evaluated by submitters, and other options such as 
negotiated agreements or application of the enforcement provisions of the Resource 
Management Act considered in the section 32 assessment. 
  

 
4. SECTION 32 INFORMATION 
 
Federated Farmers opposes Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere 
Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough 
Sounds Resource Management Plan because the section 32 assessment omits critical 
information and makes incorrect conclusions about costs, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the various options considered.  
 
Decision Sought 
 

4.1. Recognise that the section 32 information underpinning Proposed Plan Change 
62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan 
Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan, is 
deficient in critical areas and that the objectives, policies, and rules developed 
on the basis of this information are equally deficient.  

 
4.2.  Withdraw Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource 

Management Plan and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds 
Resource Management Plan and only re-notify it if the deficiencies in the 
section 32 information are suitably amended and decisions of the Council 
undertaken in light of the more complete evaluation that results.  

 
Reasons for submission  
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4.3. Federated Farmers is concerned that the Section 32 assessment presented on 
pages 6 to 11 omits key information on costs/benefits and efficiency/effectiveness of 
the various options presented. In particular the section 32 report makes incorrect 
assertions about the effectiveness of voluntary programmes and fails to recognise 
the wider cost implications of the regulatory approach.  
 

4.4. Federated Farmers is concerned that the Section 32 assessment incorrectly 
determines that  Option 2 (non regulatory) lacks effectiveness because: 

Evidence suggests that, while these voluntary programmes such as the Dairying 
and Clean Streams Accord are laudable, and there is some buy in from 
participants, they do not fully address the issue as it does not capture all 
participants, nor deliver a consistent result.  

Leaving aside the evidence to support this statement (which we cannot respond to 
because it has not been made available to us), new industry initiatives are a 
compulsory condition of supply that will capture all participants, and are likely more 
consistent  than a resource consent as a discretionary activity, which can include 
conditions to respond to any adverse environmental effect and which provide no 
assurance at all of a ‘consistent’ result.  

 
4.5. Option 4 (regulating land use) lacks recognition of key costs of the Plan Changes, 

including: 
 Ability to source capital  
 Viability of irrigation schemes  
 Stewardship  

 
3.3 The recent experience of Federated Farmers in Southland has shown that 

discretionary activity status for new dairy farms is a significant constraint on future 
growth due to uncertainty of a positive outcome and inability to secure credit to 
undertake farm purchase. Prior to the notification of Plan Change 13 to the Water 
Plan for Southland, 60 – 70 new dairy conversions per year had taken place for 
several years. Since the notification of Plan Change 13, over 15 months ago, 2 dairy 
conversions have taken place in Southland, with inability to secure credit to fund 
property purchase identified as a key barrier.   

 
4.6. Federated Farmers are also concerned about the viability of future water storage 

schemes in Marlborough. The piecemeal and reactive approach to resource 
management that has been taken, outside the framework provided by the New 
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement on Fresh Water, will in our view generate 
additional uncertainty and business risk for these very beneficial, but expensive 
schemes. 

 
4.7. Federated Farmers disputes the Section 32 assessment of Option 4 (regulating land 

use) which notes that requirements to exclude stock, measure/estimate nutrient loss, 
and undertake good practice effluent management ‘may become mandatory’. It has 
already been explained to the Council and to staff that these requirements are 
mandatory for new farms, with timelines to implementation now imposed by existing 
farms. The section 32 assessment also makes the argument that because measures 
required by regulation are already required by audited self management, that it will 
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be less costly to require them through this plan change. What the section 32 report 
does not recognise is that the Plan Changes (i.e. Option 4) directly undermine the 
ethic of stewardship that is reflected in farmer acceptance of The Sustainable 
Dairying Accord because it will result in it becoming much harder for famer, industry, 
and community organisations to promote or uphold this kind of initiative in future. 
The section 32 assessment omits the negative effect on the ethic of stewardship 
arising from Option 4 which means that it has not been recognised, in turn creating a 
breach of RMA section 7(AA). 

 
4.8. Finally Federated Farmers is very concerned that section the Section 32 assessment 

(8. Risk of Uncertainty or Insufficient Information) extrapolates from the rejection of 
delaying until the ‘science is better known’ in Andrew Day and others v Manawatu 
Regional Council (NZEnvC 182 (2012, to the assertion that Intensification of land 
use, particularly where high nutrient values are involved, presents a major risk to 
water quality particularly if dairy conversions continue to grow. Federated Farmers 
sees that this statement has no basis because there is no evidence that continued 
dairy conversions ‘present a major risk to water quality’, and as we have already 
outlined no issue with dairy conversions in Marlborough.  
 

5. OBJECTIVES AND POLICY 
Federated Farmers oppose the additional clause 12.2.2.3.7 (b) to Objective 1.2.2.2.3. 
 
Decision sought 
 

4.3 Delete additional text to Objective 12.2.2.3 
4.4 If Objective 12.2.2.3 is adopted, 12.2.2.3.7 (b) from the additional text to 

Objective 12.2.2.3:  
12.2.2.3.7 (b) Provision of an appropriate, non-grazed buffer along the 
margins of any water body, including any river, lake, or wetland, and 
any drain, to intercept the runoff of contaminants from grazed pasture.   

 
Reasons for submission  
 

5.1. The Plan Changes include a new insertion to Objective 12.2.2.3 to require that ‘risks’ 
of a new dairy farm are identified and managed and include ‘provision of non-grazed 
buffers’ from any water body.  
 

5.2. Federated Farmers sees that in terms of water quality the efficacy of riparian 
setbacks is variable, and does not on its own reliably improve water quality, as 
demonstrated by Case Studies undertaken in agricultural catchments in the North 
Island3.  

 

                                                 
3 Parkyn, S.M.; Davies‐Colley, R.; Halliday, N.J.; Costley, K.J.; Croker, G.F. (2003) Planted Riparian Buffer Zones in 
New Zealand: Do They Live Up to Expectations? Restoration Ecology 11: 436–447. 
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This figure shows the effectiveness of riparian fencing and planting schemes in North 
Island that had been established between 2 to 24 years, based on comparison with 
un-protected control reaches upstream or nearby. This study found that: 

Significant changes in macroinvertebrate communities toward “clean water” or 
native forest communities did not occur at most of the study sites. Improvement 
in invertebrate communities appeared to be most strongly linked to decreases in 
water temperature, suggesting that restoration of in-stream communities would 
only be achieved after canopy closure, with long buffer lengths, and protection of 
headwater tributaries4.  

 
4.5 Improvements achieved by excluding stock from riparian margins are limited by the 

topography and climate. A literature review undertaken by the Ministry of Agriculture 
and Forestry(Now Ministry of Primary Industries) found that: 

The effectiveness of grass buffer strips as filters for nutrients and sediment is less 
in steep hilly terrain than rolling land, as overland flow is concentrated in 
channelised natural drainage-ways giving rise to high flow velocities. As a result 
buffer effectiveness is minimal, or at best, patchy along the stream length. 5  

 
5 ADDITION TO RULE 30.4.1 

 
Federated Farmers opposes the addition to Rule 30.4.1 which makes new dairy 
farming a discretionary activity rule.  
 
Decision sought 
 

                                                 
4 Parkyn et al (2003) ibid 
5 Parkyn S (2004) Review of Riparian Buffer Zone. Effectiveness. MAF Technical Paper No: 2004/05.  
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5.1 If Proposed Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan 

and Proposed Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management 
Plan is adopted, administer new dairy conversions through a permitted activity 
rule subject to conditions such as approval under the Sustainable Dairying 
Accord, or specific requirements of this document.  
 

Reasons for submission  
 

5.2 For reasons already explained in our submissions on the description of the issue and 
section 32 assessment in the planning report, a requirement for a resource consent as a 
discretionary activity, and the uncertainty that this creates, will likely create significant 
obstruction to purchase of farms for conversion to dairying, and may create uncertainty of 
investment for future irrigation schemes. 
  

5.3 As we also identify in our submission, consented activity status will either replicate the 
requirements of the Sustainable Dairying Accord, or else include requirements that are 
unworkable or achieve little environmental improvement.  

 
5.4 It is therefore appropriate that of the Plan Changes are adopted, that the activity of new 

dairy farming be administered through a permitted activity which is automatically granted 
and can reference the Sustainable Dairying Accord requirements which will already be in 
place.   
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6 ABOUT FEDERATED FARMERS 
 
6.1 Marlborough Federated Farmers welcomes the opportunity to submit on Proposed Plan 

Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Proposed Plan 
Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan (the Plan Changes). 

 
6.2 Federated Farmers of New Zealand is a primary sector organisation that represents 

farming and other rural businesses.  Federated Farmers has a long and proud history of 
representing the needs and interests of New Zealand farmers. 

 
6.3 The Federation aims to add value to its members’ farming business.  Our key strategic 

outcomes include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and social 
environment within which: 

6.3.1 Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial 
environment; 

6.3.2 Our members' families and their staff have access to services essential to the 
needs of the rural community; and 

6.3.3 Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices. 

7.4 This submission was developed in consultation with the members of Federated 
Farmers. It is important that this submission is not viewed as a single submission, 
but as a collective one, that represents the opinions and views of our members. 

7.5 Federated Farmers acknowledges submissions from individual members of 
Federated Farmers. 

 
Gary Barnett 
Provincial President 
Marlborough Province 
Federated Farmers of New Zealand  
 














































