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Trade competition and adverse effects
@blltthepropos€dpl8nhas8di.B.[impa61onmyabllltytofum.rch8ngossoughtinthe
olan arc dooled thev may imDad on others but I am not ln direcl trado compeiition with them,

I wish to speak at the hearins in support of mv submissions.
I would consider a oresentino a ioint case with others.

/ilr {t/'z



SubmEsion on rcl - JR
lntrcduction:
W husband and I have famed our curent propedy for over 35 yeals. Our propety is located in the upper reach€s of tho Mangakino catcfim€nt in PC1 . The
property was a Land S€filemont Ballot turm sold to us by th6 Crfi,n. At the lime *ock water was natural $reams wilh limitod borB wEter for the r€sidenc€ and

adjoining paddocks. Over th6 ysars we odended the wator suppty and gravity led fron a dream to approximatoly 30% of th6 prcperly. We also odondod lho

rlparian sress r€tired fiom gradng,

We aimed to impfove lhe environmeni in our prop€rty and manage the known advGrse efleds. We hsvo mainlalned over 40 culve s and hidges, cared for
ripaian areas including wsed spraying, planting occ.sourced plants and msidaining stock-proof fonc6s. We had a policy of cropping just undet 3% of tie
fam annually, using Fedmaft poducis spEad by a Spreadmark oporator ln 20i3 we indalled a n6w water supply sy*em lo the whole turm,

Oufs was a dryslock, sheep and be€f, businoss unlil2015 wh6n wo lsa98d the farm to a dalry/drystock bu3iness. By the end of the 201412015 year we

destocked tho p[ope y completely and in the 2015/20'16 season olr leas€e commenced building up slock numb€rs again.lt is obvious that neither yesr has a

typical carying mt€ for lhe purposes of settlng the NRP onder PC1 .

My e)e€rtise is in plannlng, rBcord kcefing, pradical fanning and social issues.

I .m disappointod with th€ outcome of the CSG'S wg* to dov€lop this plan change. A report on the cost to the community of PCI was S7b yet them is no

attempt to minimise the lmpact dher thao the slaged approach to regisiedng lhe FEP ard riparian fencing. I exp€ded to s€6 plans to develop altemsti\r€

emplo!,m6r[ or land use options. I expec.ted to s66 a budgol that covers both ih6 WRC and the community economic costs/benefts, During the Gommunity

wortshops som6 membeE of the CSG lndicsted that grandpareniing wEs not on lhe tau6, yet iiis is what we have got with ltrs attendant massive papenrcrk

that giws the \rVRC conttol of Bgion's farms.

Tho odcome of capp6d, grandparented reguldhns wili no tEding or ofi setting h fam amalgsmatlon and soclsl disruptior. New disruptions will com6 with

new regulstions in ten yesrs'tim6. Ur{ilth6 planned 'land suitsblllty' cat€go.isation is known our farm s,ill be on hold b€cause lt ls padi@lady suited to dairy

or crcpplng but PCI holds it in the curent sdivilies; by lhen ownership may bo wlth esiste exocutors.

ln my opinion, the pmposed Plan Change fai,s in the Regional Policy Statement Ooals becaus€ the regulalions ale imp€daue. lvly submission aims to rcduco

costs and rctain privat6 control of private business, bssed on the plan ss written. Many rules should be guidelinos. The IRD sta.dads should bG applied to

records and infomation collecled by WRC.



Cl provision Support/oppose/amend Reason for my submission Decision I would like made; add underlined
ffi

3.11.1.1 and 3.11.1.2
Mana Atua and
Mana Tangata
Pages 22 - 26

Amend Most of the intrinsic history values should be in
the Mana Tangata section.
The Geothermal use values should be in Mana
Atua.
Mana Atua should include reference to ground
water and swamps that supply rivers

Re evaluate the Mana Atua and Mana Tangata to reflect
the categories and our multi-cultural values

Objedive 3.11.2.1
and Table 3.11-1
Pages 27 and57 -
67

Support in principle
Amend

The long-term values should relate to the
Freshwater Management Units (FMUs), not the
sub catchments listed in Table 3.11-1.
The goals in Table 3.11-1 should be set to
ensure social, economic and cuftural wellbeing
(Obiective 2) is achieved.

Amend Objective 3.11.2.1 to:
...water quality attribute targets i+Table 3'1:l 1 for FMUs
ffable 3.11-lc0

Objedlve 3.11.2.2
Page27

Amend Social, economic and cultural wellbeing needs to
be maintained and enhanced during the
transition as well as in the long term.

Amend Objective 2 to:
Obiective 2:Social, economic and cultural wellbeing is
maintained in the long term and short term /Te
Whiinga 2...ngdtauroa me ngi tauiti.
...which enables the people and communities to continue
to provide for and enhance their social, economic and
cultural wellbeino.

Objedive 3.11.2.4b
Page27

Oppose in part Oppose the intention to change the future
property I evel allocation management approach.

b. recognising that further contaminant reductions will be
required by subsequent regional plans endsignallin6l

hat will be
needed to meet Obiective 1.

Objedive 3.11.2.x Amend There is no recognition of actions already taken Add a new objective to recognise actions taken.

Objedive 3.11.2x Amend There is no protedion for non-Mdori values such
as familv farms, vistas for tourism.

Add a new objective to proted non-Mlorivalues or amend
Obiective 5 to cover these asoects.

Policy 3.11.3.2
Page 30

Oppose This policy is unworkable because, as the s32
analysis points out, it is not possible to measure
the phosphorous, sediment and microbial
pathogens satisfactorily at the property level.
Outputs from Overseer@ also vary between
versions in a non-linear way.

Revisit the policy and develop a workable system.



Policy 3.11.3.2b
Page 30

Oppose Outputs from Overseer@ vary between versions
in a non-linear way. This means that the NRP will
only be relevant at the time of the calculation.
To use the NRP to calculate the 7S-percentile
figure WRC should carry out a random survey.

Delete Policy 3.11.3.2b and insert:
il a Nitrogen Referenqe Point forthe propertv of entemrise
to be kept bv the land owner (or their representative).
iil WRC to carry out a random survev of no more than ten
percent of dairv orooerties in each FMU in order to
establish the 7S-oercentile fioure for that FMU

Policy 3.11.3.2e
Page 30

Oppose The requirement to exclude stock within three
years of submitting a FEP will create a boom and
bust market for fencing contractors. This
contradicts Objective 4 community resilience.
This should be oart of a best practice quideline.

Delete Policy 3.11.3.2e and replace with
WRC to develop best oractice ouidelines for reducino
diffuse disqharoes from farminq activities.

Policy 3.11.3.4
Page 31

Oppose This policy could be changed to measure actions
already taken to lower discharges and reward
those actions.
This has flexibilily targeting a wider range of
activities than the current policy and, if well
managed, can support the post 2026 plan

chanqe land suitability system.

Delete Policy 3.11.3.4 and replace with
WRC to identifv existino activities that lower discharqes
and develop a rewad svstem for discharqes that have
long-term results.

Policy 3.11.3.5
Page 31

Support in part I support a staged approach to achieving water
quality attribute largets, but for the FMUs not
sub-catchments.

,..water quality attribute targets 5sf €u+-in+€bl€-+{-+ for
FMUs will need to be staged over 80 years.

Policy 3.113.4
Paoe 32

Oppose As it is not possible to measure diffuse
discharoes this oolicv cannot be effective

Delete Policy 6

Policy 9.11.3.7
Page 32

Support in part This policy plans to bring in a new different
management and measurement system for the
management of diffuse discharges.
The disruption caused by the new system means
that Policies 1 to 4 and 6 are redundant.

Delete Policies 1 to 4 and 6 and replace with new policies
that promote best practice guidelines.

Policy 3.11.3.9
Page 33

Amend This action needs to happen before the
development of the property or enterprise FEP.
There is no point in spending time and money on
a plan that instantly becomes irrelevant.

Amend Policy 3.11.3.9 to:
Take a prioritised and integrated approach to sub-
catchment water quality managernent by undertaking sub-
catchment planning to be completed ?t least four years
priorto the date the FEP is due in accordance with sutr
catchment priorities. an*Use this planning to support
actions.,.



Policy 3.1 1.3.16
Page 35

Support in principle, I support the intent of this policy, however, the
volume of land use change needs to be
quantified, probably based on the reference point
estimate.
Another policy should be introduced to cover
non-Mdori land that is underutilised. Again, this
should be quantified.
Referto Rules 3.10.5.4 and 3.10.5.5 of the
Reoional Plan for an example of this.

Amend Policy 3.11 .3.16 to quantify the volume of land use
change permitted in the first ten years.
Develop another policy to address underutilised non-M0ori
land.

lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.1
Paoe 36

Support with
amendment.

Missing in the list of stakeholders are the land
owners and managers.

Add land owners and managers to the list of stakeholders.

lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.3
Page 36

Oppose This method promotes changes lo the
commercial structure of agriculture; eg
corporatisation at the expense of family farming.
Developing and monitoring the Farm
Environment Plans (FEP) is costly and time
consuming. The FEP should be developed,
maintained and retained by the landowner. This
would be available for inspection for audit
purposes.
The parameters and minimum requirements
should be in a set of guidelines.
Professional organisations are the ones to
operate the certification system. They have the
rioht to adiudicate on issues or malpractice.

Change the first paragraph to:
WRC will prepare parameters and requirements fer the

eertif,ed persen as Ber the requirements eutlined in

retain at alltimes a FEP in accordance with WRC
ouidelines. The FEP will assess the risk of diffuse
discharges of nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and
microbial pathogens and specify actions to reduce those
risks ... .

lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.5
Page 37

Amend This needs to happen before properties or
enterprises do their FEP, otherwise the FEP
becomes irelevant.
Research should be canied out to address weed
and pest control in wetlands and riparian areas.
This should precede the development of sub-
catchment scale plans.
Watennrav fencinq should be in WRC guidelines.

Change the first paragraph to:
Four vears prior to the FEP prioritv date WRC will work
with..,
Develop a new implementation method to address all
research matters relating to PC1.
Delete lmplementation Method 3.11.4.3e and move
fencing waterways requirements to \A/RC guidelines.



Implementation
Method 3.1'1.4.6
Page 37

Support with
amendment

There is no guarantee that WRC will fund
implementation.
WRC should be sourcing outside funding when
appropriate.

Change lmplementation Method 3.1 1.4,6b to:
b. Seek+e Secure funding ...
Add lmplementation Method 3.11.4.6c Seek to secure
fundino for the implementation of Chaoter 3.11 throuoh
third oartv sources.

lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.7 and
lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.8
Pages 37 and 38

Support in principal
Amend.

WRC should be using or advocating for a
national framewok rather than developing
another framework

Add to lmplementation Method 3.11.4.7:
advocate for a national framework for allocation of diffuse
discharoe rates at a oropertv level.

Add to lmplementation Method 3.11.4.8:
WRC will review Chapter 3.11
WRC will:

a. Develop discharge allocation frameworks based
on a nationalframework for individual properties
and entemrises...

lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.10
Page38

Oppose The intent of this method is supported but the
diffuse discharges accounting system should
remain with the land owner and business
manager ratherthan wRc. sec{ion 'd'should
make this clear.

Delete lmplementation Method 3.11.4.10d and insert
d. Enterprise and propertv scale information and
accountino for diffuse discharoes remain the resoonsibilitv
of the enterorise or prooertv owner. WRC will monitor and
reoort on a random samole of no more than 10olo of
orooerties. lnformation available publiclv will be colledive
and not orooertv soecific.

lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.11
Page 38

Support in principle
Amend

Section'b' should be covered in lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.8. There is no value in developing
measurement methods for the remainder of the
first ten years and then changing to another
method.
The FEP, their planned actions, the NRP and
data pertaining to these documents should be
retained by the property or enterprise owner. For
monitoring purposes WRC should be able to
access basic facts from lhe documents. For audit
purposes WRC should have access to more
detail.
Monitoring would be on a random basis. Risk
would be the basis for auditing, although there
will be a need to incorporate a random selection
also.

Delete section 'b' or move it to lmplementation Method
3.11.4.8.
Change section 'd'to
d. Collate data on the number of land use resource
consents issued under this chapter. RCretUthe'tqtal
reductions made in the discharqe of contaminants
estimated from monitorino made on a random basis.
Auditinq will be on a risk basis and limited to a maxim
of 5% of orooerties annuallv.



lmplementation
Method 3.11.4.12
Page 38

Support and amend Research is needed particularly for drystock
systems. WRC should be instigating this
research not merely supporting it.
Please add research into methods to control
weeds and pests in riparian areas.
WRC should have a dedicated research fund
with an established list of topic priorities.

Change section 'b'to
b. Research and support research methods...

Add:
c. Research and supoort research methods to

controlweeds and oests in riparian areas.
d. WRC will establish a dedicated research fund.

establish research topic priorities. and promote

fundino partnerships for research into reducino
diffuse discharqes and controllino weeds and
oests in retired areas.

Permitted Activity
Rule 3.11.5.2
Page 40

Amend There is very little value in providing the details in

Schedule A for a Permitted Activity when the
information is already contained in WRC records;
stock units and livestock crossing points being
the only information not available in WRC
records.
The fencing and cultivation requirements should
be a guideline.
A FEP would be betterthan the NRP. lt should
be maintained by the property or enterprise
owner. Schedule B is for a consented property; a
permitted activity should have less onerous
requirements and a basic FEP would do that.

Delete conditions 1 , 2,3e, 4b, 4c,4d and 4e.
Change condition 4a to;

a. A FEP is keot bv the prooerty or enterprise owner
and available for inspection by WRC on request.
ln eenfermanee with Sehedule B; and

Permitted Activity
Rule 3.11.5.3
Page 41

Support in principle,
Amend

It would be far more practical for the Certified
lndustry body to approve the FEP than a Farm
Environment Planner. The Certified lndustry
body should be responsible for the managing
amendments to the FEP.
The Certifled lndustry body controls and is
responsible for the process and should provide
monitoring summaries to WRC, otherwise there
is too much duplication of paper work.

Change condition 5 to
5. A FEP which has been prepared in accordance with
Schedule lguidelines and has been approved by a

he Certified lndustry

Ely, is pr€vid€d te the WR€ develooed in accordance
with the orioritv as follows:...
Change condition 8 to:
8. The Certified lnduslrv bodv will provide monitorino
uodates on the oroup's total FEP.



Controlled Activity
Rule 3.11.5.4
Page 42

Amend The NRP should be established and kept by the
enterprise or property owner. A random survey is
sufficient forWRC purposes to develop the 'land

suitability' criteria.
Condition 5b repeats condition 4 and condition
5c is covered in the first paragraph of condition 5.

Condition 5d should be included in guidelines.

Change condition 5 to:
5. A NRP is pr€d{r€e+mainlalned forthe property or
enterprise...
Change 5a to:
5a. A FEP has been prepared in conformance with
Schedule 1 quidelines and has been approved by a
Certitied Fa rm Environm ent Pl an n er, anCjs+r€Yid€d+e
the WRG at the time the reseuree eensent is ledged and is
maintained bv the owner from the dates specified in 1-3
above, end
Delete conditions 5b, 5c and 5d,

Controlled Activity
Rule 3.11.5.4
Matters of control
Page 43

Oppose Control ilThis means WRC overrides the Farm
Environment Planner.
ControliilActions and timeframes need to be
managed by the enterprise or property owner.
Control iiil this is contradiclory - a five-year
rolling average allows the NRP to be exceeded
from time to time.
Control vl The term of the resource consent
needs to be known. lt needs to be at least 35
years to cater for the cost of any improvements
made under the consent.
Controls vi, vii & viiil records for monitoring
should be substantially fewer that those required
for auditing. This is not reflected in these matters.
I envision the enterprise or property owner will
maintain records and provide a summary to
WRC for monitoring purposes. The full records
would have to be available for the audit.
The notiflcation clause is supported.

Change the matters to;
l.
ii.

iii.

iv.

V.

The ouidelines for the FEP.
The term of the resource consent will be 35

vears.
The annual monitorinq information to be
provided.
The records to be available for audit
purDoSes.

The timeframes and circumstances under
which the consent conditions mav be
reviewed.

Restricted
Discretionary Activity
rules

Add two rules Add a rule to cover tangata whenua land that has
not been developed and another
to cover non-M6ori land that is underutilised.

Add Mdori development restricted discretionary activity
rules and non-Mdori development restricted discretionary
activitv rules.

Non-Complying
Activity Rule 3.11.5.7
Page 45

Oppose This rule holds all farms at the current ac'tivities.
ln effed, even vegetable production rules are
ovenidden. At the extreme it prevents cropping
to renew pasture species.
The Restricted Discretionary Rule is sufficient to
coverland use chanoes.

Delete Non-Complying Activity Rule 3.11.5.7.



Schedule A
Page 46

Oppose There is very little value in providing the details in

Schedule A when the information is already
contained in WRC record.
A question in conjunction with the rates
assessment notice would suffice to check \ffRC
records.
The fencing and cultivation requirements should
be in a guideline.

Delete Schedule A.

Schedule B
Pages 47 - 49

Oppose Using a Certified Farm Nutrient Adviser and a
Certified Farm Environment Planner to do the
NRP and FEP is overkill.
The property or enterprise owner should be
obtaining and storing allthis data, ratherthan
WRC. WRC just needs the final numbertualue.
Overseer@ outputs change regularly with the
change in versions; so, the NRP will quickly
become obsolete
This submission suggests a random survey to
reduce workload and costs so the need to
register the NRP by the dates is unnecessary,
but a requlrement to have the NRP, or similar,
can be included,
Table 1 should be in a guideline rather than PC!

Change clause a to:
a. The NRP must be calculated g1ee€e*tfi€4#am

to determine the...
Change clause e to:

e. The NRP and-t$e NRP data must be provided..,
lncorporate Table 1 into a farm environment $anning
guideline to develop the NRP and FEP,

Schedule C
Page 50

Oppose This should be a guicleline.

The timelines should be deleted because they
promote a boom and bust situation for fencers
and fencing materials. Prices will hike, materials
and fencers will be in short supply so deadlines
willbe missed.

Delete the conditions 4 and 5.

lncorporate the schedule into a farm environment planning
guideline.

Schedule 1

Paoes 51 - 55
Oppose This should be a guideline. inCorporate the schedule into a farm environment planning

ouideline.

Glossary
PagesT9 and82

Amend Jhe terms best management practice and good

management practices appear to ovedap.
Combine best management practice with good
rnanagement practices.
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Glossary
Pages 79 and 80

amend Expeding farmers to use both a Certified Farm
Environment Planner and a Certified Farm
Nutrient Advisor for their NRP and FEP is too
much.
The existing industry certification systems should
be used for the NRP and FEP. The list on their
website can be used. WRC can advocate for
improvements if necessary.

Use an agreed term for Certified Farm Environment
Planner and Certified Farm Nutrient Advisor after
consultation with existing industry certifi cation schemes.
Use existing professional organisation certifi cation lists,

11


