EGIONAL PLAN CHANGE 1
WAIKATO AND WAIPA RIVER CATCHMENTS
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Walpa River Catchments.
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(@) 1 could /1 vould not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission,

*.é} Jam / *:,) am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matier of the submission thay
fa)  arversely effects the emvranment, and
(b dnoes not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Delete entive paragraph H vou could not gain an advantage in trade compelition theouph this sebimission.



Pease srate Hre poowisig, map of page namvber vy, Obfective J o Rufe 29051 Continue on ssgarte sheelisd If newessry),

Page 42 Rule 3.11.54

Page 45 Rule 3.11.5.7

FPage 47 Schedule B NRF

Page 52 Schedule 1 - Requirements for Farm environment plans

1 SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE ABOVE PROVISION/S

(Selart az appropridle and continue on separate sheetls) if necessangd.
L_JSupport the above provisions
i 4 Support the above provision with amendments

@ Oppose the above provisions

fedt us the reasons whye you support of appose of wish (o hove the specifc provisions amended. (Meese coniinee on separate sheet{s)if nevessangd

Background

Wy wife and | own two properties in the Upper Waikato — a 118ha dairy farm milking 335 cows In the upper
Waikato River FMU Otomakokore Sub Catchment (Priority 23, and a 40ha dalry support unil in the upper
Waikato River FMU Chakun sub catchment (Priority 3},

Ouwr bwo blocks were nol ‘inherited family fanms’ and look approximately 20 years of hard work lo acquws}
Having achieved ownership through the sharemilking system ourselves we now employ a 50/50 sharemitkar,
and in the pasl, lower order sharemilkers. {Many farm owners these days seem reluctant to have 50/50 — we
feal, though, this system is wital 1o the MZ dream of slarting with very litile and bseing able to achieve farm
ownership). Currently | manage the support farm and the 50/50 sharemitker manages the daltry farm with the
assistance of a full Hme labour unit.

Our farm size Is relatively small. To make the most of the land we have adopted & more infensive syslem,
However we understand how more intensive dairying can be detrimental 1o the land when badly managed. We
coniend our managerment practices are such thal any delrimental effecis are miligated as much as possible,
8.6 ha (5.8 %) of our farm is pine tree plantations {on land we deem unsuitable for dairying contour wise). There
are alsn numerous plantings of hedges, poplars, willows and gum trees for farm and livestock sheller. We have
fenced off the welland area and planted in flexes. Our effluent is spread over 30ha or 27 % of the farm- a ot
farger % than for many farms. We have invested in calibrated {computerised) fertiliser measuring, spreading
and spraying squipmaeant to ensure accurate placement of feriliser. We have racently moved away from solely
using MPK based ferlilisers 1o using calclum and magresium fartillsers with the added required trace slemenis.

{Selecl 08 approgniate and coaiinue an separate sheet(s) if necessand

{_J Accepl the above pravision
J Acgepl the abmve provision with amendments as outlined
’J Decline the above provision

;x H not declined, then amend the above prowsion as oullined



Section number of the Plan Change: Page 42 Rule 3.11.84

Do you suppeort or oppose the provision?

{_Jsuppart {8} Oppose

Submission

Cecislon Sought

Stde e stmmary e natee of your submission and the reasons for 7t

Hopefully Fonterra sustainable advisors will be cerlified
under the industry scheme. i not it is questionable
whather WRC will have sufficient cerlified advisors lo
carry oul FEPs (What cost will it be lo ratepayers 1o
rain and employ enough advisors?).

Cur larm will probably fall in the 75th percentile of
NRPs, Overseer was not designed o be used
guantitatively 1o ghve absolute numbers of M leaching. it
has not been referenced io all the different sl types
and different rainfalls pariicularly in the Upper Waikato.
Too many assumplions are made — calculalions should
be refarenced to the sub catchmant lavel,

We use N ferliliser judiciously. It iz applied when holes
in the feed budget become apparent rather than as a
matter of coursa. It is not used in very wat conditions or
very dry conditions. Only N coated with Agrotain is
used — o keep volatiisation and leaching losses to a
minimesm. Total N usage has been decreased by
cambining with a growth promoter in giberrelic acid.
Three vears age we purchased for our pwn farm a
system used by most if not all registered ferllliser . .|

Stade cleardy the declsion andfor suggeatesd chomges pod it
Counc fo make an e ovision,

.. .spreading conlractors. The system ulilises
computersed spreading machinery and a software
system incorporating GPS. This ensures an acourats
spreading rale and prool of placement. Dala is then
slored electronically.

Change as suggested by Federated Farmers

Section number of the Plan Change: Page 45 Rule 3.11.5.7

Do you support or pppose the provision?

{y Suppart e} Dppose

submission

pecision Sought

State in sumrary the aodore of yorr subemssion and e reasans for i

Will impact on our proposed small expansion.

Clur dairy farm /s smaller than the average dairy farm in
our area and the purchase of the neighbour's 18ha
drystock block adjoining us would enhance the
economic viability of our small Tarm, Howewver, urider
RC1 we would be imited to the new block’s MRP
which weuld then make it uneconomic fo use for
dairying. Itis gently rolling land that is ideally sulted 1o
dalrying and would be easily incorporated mlo our
dairy farm. (Ironically prior to 2014415 this block of tand
was dairyed on, before being subdividad off an exisling
dairy farm),

Preceding the recent downturn in the dairy indusiry the
dairy farm was run under a ‘systam 4 e feed imported
from support unit plus palm kernel extract fed, and
young slock grazed on the support unit. Production
was 164000 kg ms [le 406kg par cow (1500 per ha) —
ihe BOF average af the ime was appgrox  350/cow and
1040 per ha.). With the dramalic pavout drop we
changed o a 'systern 2" and experimentad with . . .

State clearly the decivion godfor suggesled changes you want

Tovac o ke on the provisfon,

.. .once a day milking, to reduce costs. Feed imported
dropped from 4893 lonpe 1o 253 lonne. Niltogen RP
reduced from 71 lo 55kgMha, and production from
184000 to 123,500

Our NRP in 201415 was 7.

Change as suggested by Federaled Farmers




THE RELEVANT BOX WHETHER YOU WISH TO BE HEARD IN §

@;} Pwish o speak ab the bearing 0 support of ry submissions,

’J I do not wish to speak at the bearing in support of my submissions,

| oiNTSuBMIsSIONS

U3 athers make A similar submission, please Lick this box if you will consider presenting a yousd case with them al the hearing,

| IF YOU HAVE USED EXTRA SHEETS FOR THIS SUBMISSION PLEASE ATTACH THEM TO THIS FORM AND
| INDICATE BELOW

@ ves, | have attached extra sheets. (_J Mo, | have not altached exira sheets,

signature;  jandsatkinson@gmall.com Date: ¥ March 2017

Personal information is used for the administration of the subrmission process and will be made public, Al information rollected
will be held by Waikato Regional Councll, with submitters having the right to access and correct persomal information,

FLEASE CHECK that you have provided all of the information requested and if you are having trouble filling out this
form, phone Waikato Regional Councll on 0800 800 407 for help.




0 ASSIST IN MAK

section number of the Plan Change; Page 47 Schedule B NRP

o you support or appose the provision?

3 Support ‘e Oppose

Submission

Decision Sought

State in summang e moture of pour submission and the reasons for .

By changing 'systems’ from 4 to 2 and reducing fead
inputs and N used our NRP dropped to 55, This had 8
huge effect on nel income. Production dropped
40000kgs. At a $4 payoul that equated to $160000
Wilh a payoul returning to 86 il is economic again to
import feed. Any NRP resticlion will obwiously
compromise this. We are not averse o managing
Mitrogen inpt sven more closely — if it could be
scientifically proven that it is Mitrogen which is causing
the water qualily issue. Qur understanding is the
Waikato River is phosphate limited,

DOverseer was nol developed to quantitatively assess N
leaching, only 1o give direction of change for different
management praclices. Eg stocking rate, feriliser
inputs, feed imports or long term N leaching on a given
farm on a given soil, with a given rainfall ie direction of
change for different scenarios. It also only has an
accuracy of + ar — 30%, ie if NRP is sel at 30 actual
numbers could be bebween 20 - 40, .

Share vhetly the deciion andfor suggested changes po wanl

Counct! b make on the pravision,

... Low end emitlers ie low NRPs will be trapped in
their current management system, Thelr price of land
will be foreed down as they will not be able o increass
praduction without huge mitigatian costs,

Discharges are betler managed trough best or good
management practices. Farmers should be abls o
have their actual N losses measured not quantitatively
assessed by a compuler programme,

The MEP restrictions will also affect farmer's ability to
gmploy labour. Under NRP restrictions our sharemitier
may face having to reduce the herd size to 250 cows
rendering it uneconomic o employ a labour unit,
Labour unit reductions have conseguences nod just on
a parsonal {family life} lavel but also on a community
{reduced school rolas - reduced school staffing) level.
There nesds o be 2 balance between environmental,
social, cultural and especially economic oulcomas for
Flan Change 1 as laid out in the RMA.

Change as suggested by Federated Farmers

Section number of the Plan Change: Page 52 Scheduls 1 ~ Reguiremants for Farm environment plans

Adverse affects of cultivation on slopes of less than
1odegraes:

The concern relating o slope culivalion is runoff into
walerways. We have only one drainfwet area which is
dry 50% of tha time, Cropping is not done near this
area. Dur cropping programme, latterly fodder beet,
requires full cultivation to provide high quality dry
matier for winder months. In extreme rainfall events
cultivated land, if crops or grass have not reacherd
ground cover, will run, The runofl does not leave our
property. | excessive, the topscil Is relumed
mecharically.

Ciur cropping prograrmme i vilal to ourwinter feeding
and results in huge gaing in dry matler production when
thosa paddocks are retumed to pasture. We are also
moving away from mono cultures of traditional ryegrass
and clover lo ruit satad lype mixes (chicory, plantain,
fescue, red and white clovars, nyegrass elc). The
resulling mix is o desp rooting pasture thal can use soll
nulrients at a deeper level, paricularly W) Another
shortcoming of Overseer is itis not programmed | .

Do you support or oppose the provision? i _isupport (=) Opposn
Submission Decision Sought
State 1 swmmmry the eatire of vour siboission and (he feasons for it Stare cleany the decision andjor suggeston ehanges you wand

Council ta rake an oe prowsion.

.- -lo cope with such g species mix when caloulating
the NRP.

The & melre setback:

Lowland fwel farms with mulliple drains with a
projected § metre setback will result in large losses of
productive land. This will ullimately only grow
blackbarry and other weeds unless planted with
appropriate specles ag nalives at a huge initial outlay
and ongoing mairenance cost, spraying and release
casl — presumably bome by farmers. There needs o
be rates refief for this land, and condribulions made by
local and regional councils for these cosls.

Plan Change 1 will result In locking land into paricular
production uses denying owners the chances fo respond
if market forces ie economics indicate the need for a
change.

Change as suggesied by Federsted Farmers




