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Submission Number

Important: Save this PDF to your computer before answering.
If you edit the original form from this webpage, your changes
will not save. Please check or update your software to allow

for editing. We recommend Acrobat Reader. Entered Initials

FORM 5 Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 File Ref Sheet 1 of

SUBMISSIONS CAN BE

Mailed to Chief Executive, 401 Grey Street, Private Bag 3038, Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240

Delivered to Waikato Regional Council, 401 Grey Street, Hamilton East, Hamilton

(07) 859 0998

Faxed to
Please Note: if you fax your submission, please post or deliver a copy to one of the above addresses
. healthyrivers@waikatoregion.govt.nz
Emailed to o . . . .
Please Note: Submissions received by email must contain full contact details.
Online at www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/healthyrivers

We need to receive your submission by 5pm, 8 March 2017.

YOUR NAME AND CONTACT DETAILS

Nick Collins
Full name:

Full address: 95 Mairoa Road Rd1 Piopio 3971

i nj.jcollins@xtra.co.nz

Ema

0275146143 078778646

Phone Fax

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE OF SUBMITTER

Nick Collins
Full name:

. . . . asabove
Address for service of person making submission:

. as above
Email:

_as above

as above
. Fax

Phone

TRADE COMPETITION AND ADVERSE EFFECTS (select appropriate)

O | could /@ could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

O lam / @ am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
(@ adversely effects the environment, and
(b) does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Delete entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.




THE SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 THAT MY SUBMISSION RELATES TO

Please state the provision, map or page number e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1 (Continue on separate sheet(s) if necessary).

Schedule B Nitrogen Reference Point.Schedule A Grandparenting.

| SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE ABOVE PROVISION/S

(Select as appropriate and continue on separate sheet(s) if necessary).
O Support the above provisions
O Support the above provision with amendments

@ Oppose the above provisions

MY SUBMISSION IS THAT
Tell us the reasons why you support or oppose or wish to have the specific provisions amended. (Please continue on separate sheet(s) if necessary).

This provision has the potential to devalue our property.Grandparenting penalise's low input farming systems &
supports/benefits high stocking rate/high input farms as they potentially hold more equity in their property by
way of a higher NRP.

We have been custodians of the land for 13 years under a certified organic programme and the consequent low
NRP could jeopardise the equity in our property.

10 years to reduce to the 75% level is too little & too long a time frame.

High NRP properties will effectively be rewarded for having a higher N discharge.

As an alternative we would like to see a median value considered as the benchmark for high end users to
reduce to over the consent time frame.

This would give farms with a low NRP the opportunity to increase subject to a FEP.

More emphasis needs to be placed on soil heath,VSA assessments,fertiliser & management programmes to
foster & grow soil biomass.The consequent increase in soil carbon/humus will increase the soils nutrient &
water holding capacity by fostering the microbial bridge between plant roots and microbes.

Google amazingcarbon.au.

The overseer model can have up to a 40 % variance.This can & has been exploited by high end users of N.

A good example of this is in the Canterbury catchment.

Soil health needs to be incorporated into nutrient budgets to improve accuracy of data.

| SEEK THE FOLLOWING DECISION BY COUNCIL

(Select as appropriate and continue on separate sheet(s) if necessary).
O Accept the above provision

@ Accept the above provision with amendments as outlined
O Decline the above provision

O If not declined, then amend the above provision as outlined




PLEASE INDICATE BY TICKING THE RELEVANT BOX WHETHER YOU WISH TO BE HEARD IN SUPPORT OF YOUR

SUBMISSION

@ | wish to speak at the hearing in support of my submissions.

O | do not wish to speak at the hearing in support of my submissions.

JOINT SUBMISSIONS

O If others make a similar submission, please tick this box if you will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.

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

@ Yes, | have attached extra sheets. O No, | have not attached extra sheets.

SIGNATURE OF SUBMITTER

Signature: Nick Collins Date: 27/02/17

Personal information is used for the administration of the submission process and will be made public. All information collected
will be held by Waikato Regional Council, with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

PLEASE CHECK that you have provided all of the information requested and if you are having trouble filling out this
form, phone Waikato Regional Council on 0800 800 401 for help.




ADDITIONAL SHEET TO ASSIST IN MAKING A SUBMISSION

Section number of the Plan Change: Stock exclusion schedule 3

Do you support or oppose the provision?

@ Support O Oppose

Submission

Decision Sought

State in summary the nature of your submission and the reasons for it.

We support this provision where fencing/planting of
waterways is practical without increasing contaminant
loading,eg where excessive excavation is required for
fence lines or difficult access.

There needs to be equal focus on land use capability &
soil management to increase the potential of soil to
retain nutrient for plant availability.

Fencing off hill country streams could place more
pressure on these areas if the farmer has to intensify to
cover development costs.

We would like to see a sub catchment approach to
this,identifying the issues in a collective & collaborative
with farmers & community.

A review of any existing waterway fencing needs to be
considered based around land use & loading.

For example should the setback be increased if the
farm has a high loading,for example above the 50 %
NRP.

State clearly the decision and/or suggested changes you want
Council to make on the provision.

We support the provision where fencing/planting of
waterways is practical without increasing contaminant
loading,eg where excessive excavation is required for
fence lines or difficult access.

There needs to be equal focus on land use capability &
soil management to increase the potential of soil to
retain nutrient for plant availability & reduce soil
erosion.

Fencing off hill country streams could place more
pressure on these areas if the farmer has to intensify to
cover development costs.

We would like to see a sub catchment approach to

this ,identifying the issues in a collective & collaborative
way with farmers & community.

A review of any existing waterway fencing needs to be
considered based around land use & loading.

For example should the setback be increased if the
farm has a high loading,eg above 50 NRP.

Section number of the Plan Change: Schedule 1 Requirements for Farm Envioronment Plans.

Do you support or oppose the provision?

@ Support O Oppose

Submission

Decision Sought

State in summary the nature of your submission and the reasons for it.

This gives transparency around our farming practices &
is essentially our license to farm into the future.

State clearly the decision and/or suggested changes you want
Council to make on the provision.

Soil health needs to be considered in the development
of these plans.For example VSA's,soil management &
cultivation methods.

Plans should be reviewed annually for the first 5 years.




ADDITIONAL SHEET TO ASSIST IN MAKING A SUBMISSION

Section number of the Plan Change: Rule 3.11.5.4 Controlled activity rule.

Do you support or oppose the provision?

O Support @ Oppose

Submission

Decision Sought

State in summary the nature of your submission and the reasons for it.

The 75th percentile level is too high & the time frame
for reduction too long.

State clearly the decision and/or suggested changes you want
Council to make on the provision.

This intensive farming model is not sustainable.There
needs to be a greater reduction over the proposed time
frame and an increased focus on soil health.The
country is losing 1 T/ha of carbon/year through high N
usage, excessive cultivation & chemical usage.

As a nation we need to improve the health of our soils
thereby increasing the soils ability to retain nutrient &
top soil.

This can only come about by reducing N usage
dramatically & improving soil management,fostering
the connection between soil microbes & the plant.
Pasture diversity is also very important in improving
soil nutrient uptake by providing deeper root systems &
improving pasture density.This also helps mitigate all
four major contaminants.

Section number of the Plan Change: 3.11.5.7 Non complying land use change rule

Do you support or oppose the provision?

O Support @ Oppose

Submission

Decision Sought

State in summary the nature of your submission and the reasons for it.

Options need to be considered other than Forestry.

State clearly the decision and/or suggested changes you want
Council to make on the provision.

The impact to the environment of Forestry at harvest
time should be considered in this provision.Milling of
pines on the East Coast which were planted during
cyclone bola is a good example.

Other options to consider for land use change include:

Manuka planting for honey production.

Two teer farming incorporating livestock farming with
extensive tree planting.

Benefits of the plantings include:

Opportunity to continue with livestock farming
Growing trees which provide shade,shelter,stock
fodder,ground stabilisation,increased nutrient
uptake,increased soil carbon levels,water
retention,firewood,habitat,asthetics.
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