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SUBMISSION POINTS: General comments

Foupport the overall intent of the Plun Change, whidl: requires chenges to be mmade as to how land is managed, to ensure water quality is improved within
the Waikato and Waipa catchments.

I support the submission that has been lodged by Federated Farmers. | am particularly concerned about the following aspects of Plan Change 1:

« The significant negative effect on rural communities

= The cost and practicality of the rules particularly the over ambitious rules to register all properties over 2ha by March 2019.

+ The effect that the Nitrogen Reference Point will have on businesses and economic wellbeing.

s The Farm Environment plan rcquirements leading to unnecessary and costly regulation of inputs, outputs, normal farming activity and business
information

» The costs and practicality of the rules and requirements for stock exclusion, the Nitrogen Reference Point and the Farm Environment Plan.

« The timefrarmes for complying with the Nitrogen Reference Point rules which are too short and unachievable

« The Nitrogen Reference Point being final, and non negotiable

« The plan significantly exceeding the 10 year targets in many attributes and areas, and the effect this will have on both farming activity and rural
communities.

» The 10 year targels don't allow for historical actions that have occurred since the water monitoring was done, so overstating the compliance required

» The lack of science and monitoring at the sub catchments level

» The exclusion of major point source contaminators from the initial period

« The lack of science within the OVERSEER model, and the lack of research to collaborate with the modelling

[ wish to be heard at the Hearing.

| set out my concerns more specifically in the table below.



SUBMISSION POINTS: Specific comments

'FPPQC Reference Supnart ar l Necision sought Give Reasons
t
No (e.g. Policy, or Rule Oppose Say what chranges to Plan Change 1 you
number) would like

14 Weter Quality and TSuppori witit | Paragraph 2 Current Water Quality needs | ¥ 1l is the current water quality results and when were
National Policy ammendment | to be defined they done? If in 2010-2014 then by the time these plans
statement arc introduced then the target would have shifted due to

historical actions- refer page 15 paragraph 3

15 Background and

Explanation: Support the Paragraph 1: clear definition of the

vision subject | standards of the water quality that allows
Full achievement of the | to more food to be taken from, and swimmable that

The 80-year period for water quality is identified as
unachicvable and uneconomic due to the lack of present

vision and strategy will achievable is in relation to start point data. day tCChl’lOIOgy.
be intergenerational and realistic
targets

Paragraph 2: The 10-year period to achieve
the 10% of the required change needs to be | Due to both technological, social, and economic
reduced to be attainable and realistic constraints, the response cannot expect to be linear;
therefore, the achievement of 10% of the 80year
objective in a ten-year period is very overstated. If the
current water quality {igures relate to monitoring levels
in 2010-2014 then the actual current water quality
figures are likely to be higher, due to historical
contaminants, at the start of the implementation. This
along with the fact that not all of the contaminants
going into the river are included in the ten-year period
puts more pressure on the sectors which are included,
and therefore substantially raises the amount of
reduction of these sectors.. So, you are trying to use a
partial sector of the discharges to impact the change on
the total reduction target. This being municipal and
industrial levels not being assessed within this period.
For example, if agriculture is responsible for 33% of
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Reference

{0 Teliey o hole

Revie \‘wiu‘o'
fowards achicving  the
vision and strategy

progreas

Suppotrt or
Oppose

Suppoit subject
to amendnienti

Decision sought

St oages te Plan Change 1 you
would like

Paragraph 4 amend wording of NRP point;
“ a property scale nitrogen reference point
to be established by modelling current
nutrient losses from each property, (to

delete) with-ro-property-being-allowed-to
cxceed its reference-pointin-the-future-(and
replace with) with future NRP to be
recalculated as new scientific evidence and
new technology becomes available.

Give Reasons

pollutants into rivers, and an overall reduction of 10 %
is expected in the first ten-year period, then this would
require a 30% reduction in pollutants within the
agriculture sector in order to result in a 10% reduction
without reducing other pollutants inputs. (figures used
as examples and are not factual)

Due to ongoing technological advances and more
reliable science, the NRP cannot be assumed to always
be at the point asscssed under current modelling.

There 1s a definite lack of science behind the
OVERSEER model, and all models are only as good as
the initial data that was used to develop them. There
was no soil science done in NZ to determine the losses
from farming systems into the waterways, and certainly
never from systems that are under current practice
today with increased supplementation, and production
both from animals and pastures.

In my experience when we have monitored fertiliser
lines, under higher stocking rates, production and feed
inputs, the fertility of those same lines has decreased-
not increased as predicted by OVERSEER.

All discharges inside the Waikato catchment should be
a part of the change, with not just targets on farmers.
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Reference
O SN UNE
number)

Section 3.11.2
objectives: Objective
3

Support ar
Oppose

Decision sought

-~

P N R LYY < 3
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Thenge 1 vou
would like

CDorogioph O monicipel end industria! point

dischatges, will be required to review their
dicchorges  Thie will hoppen as-the-current
ronsentterms-expire (replace with) this will
happen alongside the plan change with all
current consents being up for review

Amend the first paragraph to delete “onfarm

actions” and replace with “land based and

recreational actions”

‘and point sources discharges reviewed-as
xisting - rescurce-—contents—come—up—for

renewall replace with ‘“existing resource

consents to be reviewed.

Give Reasons

These municipal and industrial consents need to be
reviewed and changes to be made to comply with the
proposed plan, without waiting for the term to expire.
Farmers are having their consents revaluated well
before the expiration date. Municipal and industrial
discharge along the catchment area would have a
substantial effect on the water quality. E.g. storm water
discharge. (petrol, fuel, rubber, detergents)

This allows for all contributors to the contaminant of
water quality to be required to take action.

Municipal and industrial discharge should be reduced
by the same percentage of contamination as agriculture.
This puts the responsibility on all sectors to reduce
contamination at the same rate.

Support
subject to
amendments

“sufficient to achieve ten percent of the
required ehange” replace with “to achieve
sufficient change *

“‘Gurrent-waterquality” changed to “water
quality in 2010-2014"

The response is not linear, therefore the change at the
start would be expected to be less due to historic
actions, therefore the 10 % target is unrealistic. The 80-
year target has already been stated as being unrealistic
As already stated if the water quality at the start of
implementation is already lower than the current water
quality then it will be total impossible to achieve the 10
year target of a 80 year objective, which has already
been stated to be unachievable.

The water quality needs to be defined
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3.11.6 Objeci
Explanatory note to

3.11-1

Table 3.11-1

Necision sought

MY I A R Y S

would like

Plzi. Thange 1 vou

Add in afier “water quality attribute targets”
add it "for each monitornig site histed in
table 3.11-1.

Give Reasons

The sites in table 3.11 1 are monitoting sites only, and
are not indicative of sub catchment water quality duce to
the sites not being at the end of the sub catchments. The
objective 3 states water quality for each sub catchment

The achievement of the attribute targets In
tabie 3.11-1 will be determined through
analysis of 5-yearly monitoring data

The variability of water quality (such as due
to seasonal and climatic events, add in or
natural events) and the variable response
times....

These sites are monitoring sites only and not indicative
of sub catchments, thercfore data interpretation could
be skewed.

There are also other factors which could influence
water quality, particularly sediment levels, which can
occur due to natural disasters. Therc is no explanation
how these natural disasters may affect the level of
scdiment increases, and how this would implicate
targets not being achieved. For example, if an
carthquake happens, and sediment [(rom landslides
enter waterways, does this mean that farmers then need
to decrease their discharge further to reach the required
targets set.

As sub catchment water quality targets are not in the
plan change, there is no assistance for land owners to
show a correlation between land action and water
effect. This is particularly due to time lags in measured
water quality.
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Add i current water guality (2010-2014)

Reasons for adopting
objective 3

3.11.3 Policies
Policy 1

Give Reasons

To show comparison {from curent to future water
quality levels to allow farmers (o gain an understanding
of the level of change needed.

Change geals to targets,

Change full-achievement to realistic

Add in afler “vision and strategy”, 1%t
paragraph, “as noted in the explanation to
table 3.11-1 on page 56, water quality
targets are not intended to be used directly
as receiving water compliance

Because it states targets in the explanatory notes in
3.11-6 on page 56.

The Plan  already states that 80-year target in
unachievable

These monitoring sites are not sub catchments so
cannot be used in a direct manner.

Change policy 1 to include diffuse and point

amendnients values
Support with
amendments
achievement
limits/standards
Support with
amendments

of source discharges

b) add in “through a managed approach”
¢) add in “sheep”

add in point d): requiring point of source
activities with moderate high levels of
contaminant to reduce to their discharges to
water bodies through a managed approach

All the policies are directed at farmers, where the whole
sector needs to be included.

The definition at the moment is too broad
There is no clear reason why sheep are excluded

Even playing field across all sectors.
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requiring stock exclusion to be completed
with three years following the dates hy which
¢ form enviranment plan must be provided to
the  council, (add in) and where water
reticulation_is already supplied over_the
whole farm, other farms (e.g. hill_country
sheep and beef) to be assessed on an
economic and environmental basis.

Removed “or-in—any—case-no-later-than—1%
Jaly 2026

Remove (@) completely

Give Reasons

Water consents are alicady over allocated throughout
the  Waikatn/Waipa  cetchments,  therefore  the
constraints of farms that do not have water reticulation
are negatively impacted by this policy. Fencing all
waterways in hill country is economically unfeasible
within these time frames.

Also dams on dry stock farms would require fencing so
if cant get water reticulation how would stock get
access to water. This will reduce the productive area of
the farms and can decrease both the farm value and
make it uneconomic to farm. This will have a chain
effect across the communities.

Consent terms cxceeding 25 years could restrict
potential advances in contamination reduction through
improved technology and science. Policy needs to be
even across all sectors, which means that point sources
should not have different time frames for consents in
regards to contamination.

L




. N Most of these properties aren’t farmed and there is
The L and orees less than, ot equal to 4 tha ’ o prop - a o , © |

L oubsiontinl cost mvolved botl fo the land owner and to
| the cormaE o very Iittle gom

| Rul 11,81 Lineli OPrNcE
L and jow intensity should be excluded
cnling Aclivities

0

if e stodangate is GGU/ha then G sheep = 1 sleer so
if catlle are to be excluded from waterways why
wouldn't sheep be excluded, as 6 sheep in the
walenw.ys would have the same efiect as 1 cattle
beast

? chould include sheep

5. the stocking rate is less than 6SU/ha The stocking rate is ridiculously low at 6SU/ha. There
would be considerable feed grown and not used if
properties of this size were only stocked at this rate,
and if on non flat contour that would not be able to be
mown then there would be considerable fire risks.
Under this definition most small properties would need
to have resource consent, FMP and NRP.

Drystock farming definition does not include horses.
Grazing slock rates have never been as low as 6SU/ha
even when ballot blocks were allocated in the mid
1950’s.

The stock unit definitions are too high in particular to
horses in comparison to dairy cattle.

I graze my horses and feed them 8kgDM/head to
animals over 450-500kg, and 10kgDM/head to 600kg
animals. This is the same feeding rates as to a dry dairy
cow. The lactating mares get 14kgDM/head which is
the same as a dairy cow in mid lactation so how can a
large hack be 12 SU whereas a dairy cow is 10.4SU.
If a pony was run at 6SU then that excludes the
stocking rate on properties 4.1ha .

Most ponies would be foundered if fed to the definition
of 6SU/ha. This would cause major animal welfare
issues




[ The definition of this permitted activity Rule needs to
be Realistic.

Rule 3.19.6.7 OPPOsSE The delnition of stock units
The crockmo raie is idicaiously Tow «f 6SU/ha. There
woulu be consideiable feed grown and not used if
propetiics ui this size were only stocked at this rate,
g T on non flot contour thet would not be able to be
niown then thete would be considerable fire risks.
Under this definition most small properties would need
to have resource consent, FMP and NRP.

Drystock farming definition does not include horses.
Grazing stock rates have never been as low as 6SU/ha
even when ballot blocks were allocated in the mid
1950’s.

The stock unit definitions are too high in particular to
horses in comparison to dairy cattle.

| graze my horses and feed them 8kgDM/head to
animals over 450-500kg, and 10kgDM/head to 600kg
ennnale This is the same feeding rates as to a dry dairy
cow The laclating mares get 14kgDM/head which is
the seame as a dairy cow in mid lactation so how can a
large hack be 12 SU whereas a dairy cow is 10.4SU.
If a pony was run at 6SU then that excludes the
stocking rate on properties 4.1ha .

Most ponies would be foundered if fed to the definition
of 6SU/ha. This would cause major animal welfare
issues

Where do the OVERSEER default figures come from
and what science is used to determine these figures.
OVERSEER was never developed to model horses.
The definition of this permitted activity Rule needs to
be Realistic.

OPPOSE 3.b.i. The stocking rate is no greater than This limits how a property could be farmed. Rather than
the stocking rate at 22 October 2016 a stocking rate at a given date maybe a maximum
stocking rate should be identified.




3 ¢ and 4 e ii remove completely

4b. . Reimove 1Lkg miregenfhalyear and
replace with 75% percentile nitrogen
leaching value

1c.Remove and-grazed

e F lot of properties Sf 4.1 ha are not farmed so there |

would he [ rge wost 1o the owner of 3c and if water
Tt S S T T f«‘r* Jore then this mey
coracy © T use soTe o Lna pacpeetty therelfore
eaucing e vslue of Lh( propeity significantly

I agree with alUCI\ exclusion from waterways but
guestion 3m on each side.

you have Lo comiply with Schedule C which states the
new fences installed after October 22 2016 must be 1m
from the water body, then why is there an additional
exclusion of 3m bul this doesn’t apply to any other rule,
and there is no information why this additional
oxclusion is required for properties under this rule.

In schedule B the NRP is established. In all reference
to the NRP under a FEP the restriction is not to exceed
75% percentile nitrogen leaching value so where did
the figure of 15kgN/ha/yr come from.

If the definitions under cultivation excludes
recontouring then how can grazing be worse than
recontouring. Moving soil is going to cause more
sediment movement than grazing

What is the definition of a 15 degree slope- if a paddock
has variable contour does this include the average of
the contour.

If a property that requires a Farm Environment Plan
can graze slope greater than 15 degrees then why cant
a property that doesn’t require a FEP.

Cultivation setbacks at 5 metres would result in
margins that become unproductive and encourages an
environment or pests and diseases, detrimental weed
species and fire hazardous grasses in dry conditions.
Cultivation setbacks will hinder the production on farm
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Rule 3.11.5.3

Permitted Activity Rule
— Farming activities with
a Farm Environment
Plan under a Certified
Industry Scheme
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OPPOSE

| Necision sought
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Amend 3.11 5.3 as requested by Federated
 Farmers in their submission.

Give Reasons

ouc to o cice o aec elluwed to be cultivated close to
watelwasys, which therclore will require more area to be
culiiveted fo provide the same amount of feed. The
Crop fceo is un esse ntial economic component of the
system, providing both feed at times of deficit,
nulritional value which maintains production and
animal condition. This supports economic viability of
the system.

I am concerned that this is not practical because for
exaiviple cultivation of soils allows incorporation of
fertilisers such as me which will increase the pH of the
subsoil, and this allows ithe roots to penetrate further
down which will allow for better persistence of pasture
under adverse conditions such as drought, and this will
reduce the usage of imported feeds.

Cultivation will also remove compaction layers caused
from stocking rates at any level and this allows the soil
to bieathe through capiilary action which improves soil
health.

Cultivation setbacks at 5 metres would result in
margins that become unproductive and encourages an
environment or pests and diseases, detrimental weed
species and fire hazardous grasses in dry conditions.
Cultivation setbacks will hinder the production on farm
due to decreased area allowed to be cultivated close to
waterways, which therefore will require more area to be
cultivated to provide the same amount of feed. The
crop feed is an essential economic component of the
system, providing both feed at times of deficit,
nutritional value which maintains production and
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e D o hiton This cupports econoriic viability of
the system

Due to ongoing technological advances and more
1eliable science, the NRP cannot be assumed to always
be at the point ussessed under current modelling.

There s o definite lack of science behind the
OVERSER model, and all models are only as good as
the initial doto that was used to develop them. There
was no soil scicnce done in NZ to determine the losses
{from farming systems into the waterways, and certainly
never from systems that are under current practice
today with increased supplementation, and production
both from animals and pastures.

In my experience when we have monitored fertiliser
lines, under higher stocking rates, production and feed
inputs, the fertility of those same lines has decreased-
not increased as predicted by OVERSEER.
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Rule 3.11.5.4
Controlled Activity Rule
— Farming activities with
a Farm Environment
Plan not under a
Certified Industry
Scheme

OPPOSE

Amend 3.11.5.4 as requested by Federated
Farmers in their submission.

N restriction will reduce total DM yield which will reduce
productivity. N can be restricted on timing of application
so the responses are better and less likely to leach.
The loss in productivity will affect rural communities.
Due to ongoing technological advances and more
reliable science, the NRP cannot be assumed to always
be at the point assessed under current modelling.
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e s o dlinite ek of seience behind  the
OVI'ROTER model. and all models are only as good as
the mitia) dats that was used to develop them. There
wan no soil seience done in N7 to determine the losses
from farming systems into the waterways, and certainly
never from systems that are under current practice
today with increased supplementation, and production
both {from animals and pastures.

The nittogen trial work conducted at Ruakura showed
250kgN/ha had the same effect as the control on soil
water N levels.

In my eapericnee when we have monitored fertiliser
lines, under higher stocking rates, production and feed
inputs, the fertility of those same lines has decreased-
not increased as predicted by OVERSEER.

Schedule A:
Registration with
Waikato Regional
Council

Support with
ammendment

6a.iii Livestock crossing structures

The definition is for lawfully established structures.
However there are historical structures which have
been used for years.

Maybe should say new structures to be lawful
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Schedule B: Nitrogen
Reference point

OPPOSE

Amend Schedule B as requested by
Federated Farmers in their submission.

As we don’t know what the 75 nitrogen percentile is, or
where we sit in it, then we can only assume that
reducing nitrogen inputs on the farm is going to result
in less pasture growth. A 20% decrease in nitrogen
supplied, would result in a decrease of dry matter of
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carets ciowen per hectere This woulo result in a
sonnbon of siocling rate, as well as an asset loss.
Peen ntrogen applied on the farm will reduce not only
e plent quantity but the plant quality which would
reduce the total amount of pasture grown per hectare
Plants require nitrogen to grow, therefore reducing the
nitrogen applied on farm, will decrease the plant
persisience particularly going forward into drier
conditions.

Reduccd nitroyen loss restrictions will limit the amount
of paciure grown on the farm, therefore reducing the
cmonnt of milk solids or meat and wool produced,
which will reduce income received and reduce the
profitability This has a more severe impact when the
pay-cut drops The pasture grown can be offset by
hrought in fced but this would not only cost more, but
will also influence the NRP. Nitrogen losses can be
mitigated on farm by using products such as ProGibb
which gives a lesser response than nitrogen products
at a higher cost Or by using low protein products such
as maice silage which would cost considerably more
than the cost of growing additional grass. These
mitigation methods would considerably increase the
on-farm costs and reduce the overall farm viability.

Due to ongoing technological advances and more
reliable science, the NRP cannot be assumed to always
be at the point assessed under current modelling, and so
should not be taken as the highest value going forward
as new evidence becomes available through science.

There is a definite lack of science behind the
OVERSEER model, and all models are only as good as
the initial data that was used to develop them. There
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Schedule C: Stock
Exclusion
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5i and 5iii

Ces b oot et done i NZ7 to detanmine the losses
fron fovmiing sy stoins mto the waterway's, and certainly
never from systems that are under current practice
todey with inceaned supplementation, and production
both from animals and pastures.

In my expericnce when we have monitored fertiliser
lines, under higher stocking rates, production and feed
inputs, the fertility of those same lines has decreased-
not incicased as predicted by OVERSEER.

Shicep need to be included as 5 sheep in a water body is
the equivalent of a cattle beast.

Water reticulation must be available to dry stock so this
will require watcer consents which are already over
allocated according to the CSG page 14.

Recreational usc of rivers and lakes has always been
nsed for riding, and is of essence to the kiwi way of life,
and not just for iwi.

It is fair to exclude horses from waterways in their
grazing situation but waterways have been used for
training purposes to educate horses particularly for
eventing, pony club camps etc.

Docs this include water jumps on cross country
courses?




