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SUMMARY

1. Toimplement proposed rule changes to the Long Term Plan and give

3.

notice to their immediate effect is both unreasonable and impractical

. Farmers have a vested interest in protecting the land and waterways

and thus are already making efforts to mitigate any subsequent
damage '

To bind our industry to such rules will be in both breech of the Bill of
Rights Act 1981 and the Privacy Act 1993




1. Thank you for the opportunity to present my submissions today.

2. My name is Stuart Eyre and 1 am a fourth generation farmer of a
550hectre sheep and beef farm in Pepepe Valley, northwest of
Hamilton. The farm was purchased from the Government on the 15t

August 1890

3. Ifarm alongside my wife Carolyn and we have three children. We
wish for our farm to remain in the family for generations to come and
as such have made efforts to protect the land and provide for an |

environmentally sustainable farming operation

4. 80% of our waterways are fenced and our stands of native bush have
been conserved and fenced (Appendix 1). Over the past 10 years we
have identified at risk areas and thus made concerted efforts to
restore through polar planting (Appendix 2). Five years ago we
created a wetland area complete with riparian planting to mitigate run
off, enhance wildlife and protect ecosystems (Appendix 3). Currently -
we evidence many healthy freshwater crayfish and eel in our

waterways




SUBMISSION ONE;

1.

Schedule 1 gives effect to mandatory submission of Farm

Environment Plans

We believe the regulations that bind farmers to Farm Environment
Plans are constrictive and not necessarily reflective of the true

farming practice

An Farm Environment Plan that does not give a true reflection of
farming practice will have a direct impact of profitability and
sustainability

In our situation a snapshot of fertilizer application over the
specified period is not an accurate account of our long term
farming operations. Over a period of years our capital expenditure
was reduced due to the competing objéctive of having to pay
boarding fees for our children. Living in a rural area disadvantages
children academically when competition and quality teaching is
may not be available. When this situation may occur, families are

forced to endure expensive school fees out of region thus

- impacting on their farming income. As such, those years when

boarding fees were payable, fertilizer application was reduced.

We would be unfairly disadvantaged to have to use the rolling
average as specified on the Plan over this set period of time. This

will have a direct impact on our profitability and sustainability in -

years to come

We believe as such, a true snapshot over at least a ten year period

ought be used for the purpose of the Farm Environment Plans




SUBMISSION TWO

1. Ido not believe there ought be one rule for some and a different rule

for others

2. lI'would like Tangata Whenua and farmers to work together with the

objective of restoration for the good of all




SUBMISSION THREE
1. Policy 3 gives effect to drastic reduction in stock numbers

2. 1believe that the stock exclusion policy as proposed by Beef and Lamb
and Federated Farmers be adopted. 1 believe their proposals are both
sustainable and achievable without directly impacting on the profitability

of a farming enterprise

3. Farmers have a vested interest in retaining the health and welfare of their

land. We wish to preserve the land for future generations to come

4. Any operational activity that results in the degradation of the waterways
and land directly impacts on our bottom line. As such, every effort is
made to reduce our environmental footprint through such endeavors of

riparian planting, fencing of waterways, creation of wetland areas

5. Our current farming enterprise operates with both an environmental
awareness with sustainable practices and within the boundaries and

- constraints of current legislation

6. To impose further restrictions on farmers is both unfair and unnecessary.
We do not wish to be-micro managed and thus the legislative changes are

both unnecessary and impractical




SUBMISSION FOUR

1.

Policy 14 provides for the coliection of data and information for the

purpose of lake restoration

I believe under the prdposed Policy, farmers will be unfairly targeted and
believe that Policy 14 ought be more specific in respect of where data is

Co]lected

The 2016 client prepared report on the “Comparative fish abundance in
the shallow Waikato Lakes, Whangape and Hakanoa” by Hick, Bell, Powrie
and Caldwell (Appendix 4) found ecosystem degredation in Lake
Whangape began in the 1980’s following sediment discharges from the

coal mines

In addition, Waikato District Council identified landfill gases.to be present
in properties directly adjacent to the SH1 Ngaruawahia Closed Landfill.
Full compensation was made to numerous properties to compensate for
the presence of these gases (Appendix 5). This has never been publicly
disclosed. These properties directly back onto Waikato River. They sit on
a sand base as what was removed to establish the dump. The fact that
these gases and leachate have travelled under SH1 would also allude to

the distinct possibility they would also discharge into the Waikato River

Kinleith mill discharges into the Waikato River. Wairakei Power Station
discharges arsenic into the river at levels, which now exceed drinking
water standards. Waikato Regional Council website reports a higher level

of water treatment is required to bring this water up to drinking standard

The above are exampies of commercial enterprise that are no being held

to account for the part in river and lake degradation




7. Iwish to see provision for mandatory testing in and around commercial

sites were contamination is most likely to occur
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we as farmers are good at what we do and sustainable practice is
what we have done for generations. Presently we feel attacked and targeted
from a host of directions. We are happy to work with the Waikato Regional

Council but to date the feeling is one of “us and them”.
For any of this to work, it needs to be workable. I hope your panel has the ability
and authority to ensure our livelihoods are not compromised nor destroyed for

future generations.

Thank you for your time




























