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See attached sheets

I Support the above provisions

I Support the above provision with amendments

I Oppose the above provisions

See attached sheets

n Rccept the above provision

[] Rccept the above provision with amendments as outlined below

f, Decline the above provision

E tf not declined, then amend the above provision as outlined below

Amend os follows:

See ottoched sheets
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I tf others make a similar submission, please tick this box if you will consider presenting a joint case with them at
the hearin

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.

ffi Yes, I have attached extra sheets. E tlo, I have not attached extra sheets.

Date 5th March,2O1-7

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.
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Additional sheet to assist in making a submission

Section number of the Plan
Change

Support /Oppose Submission Decision sought

Objective 1

pg27
Support I support the 80 year target for achieving

outcomes.
Retain

Objective 2

pg27
Support I support the recognition of social,

cultural, and economic wellbeing of
people of the Waikato.

Retain

Objective 3

pe27
Support in part I support the intent of the oblective, to

make improvements to water quality in

the short term. However, the timeframe
for measuring these improvements (2026)

is too short to have confidence that
improvements will be made. The planning
process - submissions, decisions, appeals,
decisions, could take several years, and
then implementation of the Plan could
take several years after that.

Amend Objective 3 to the effect of:

"Actions put in ploce ond implemented W 70 yeors

from the Plan becominq operative to reduce dischorges of
nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment ond microbiol pathogens,
ore sufficient to achieve ten percent of the required change
between current woter quolity ond the 80-yeor water
quolity dttribute torgets in Toble 3.71-1. A ten percent
change towords the long term wdter quality improvements
is indicoted by the short term woter quality torgets in Table

3.77-1."
Objective 4

pg27
Support I support the staged approach to

implementation of the 80 year targets.
Retain
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Policy 1

pg 30

Support in part I support the intent to manage diffuse
discharges in sub catchments. However,
there may be scope to increase the
discharge of some diffuse contaminants at

the farm or sub-catchment scale in some
circumsta nces.

For some farming activities to remain
viable while striving to meet water quality
targets, it may be necessary to increase

discharges of some contaminants (e.g

nitrogen) in order to reduce other
contaminants (e.g, phosphorus, sediment,
and microbial contaminants).

It may be possible to permit small
increases in diffuse discharges from
activities with low-level contaminant
discharge, if reductions in diffuse
discharge have been made by activities
with moderate to high discharges in the
same sub-catchment. Similarly, it may be
possible to permit increases in some
diffuse discharges in some sub-
catchments if reductions have been made

in other sub-catchments and overall will
result in reductions being made at the
catchment scale.

Exclusion of stock from all waterways may
not be practical or economically possible,

and allowance should be made if these
activities are deemed to be low risk,

Amend policy 1 to the effect of:

"Policy 1: Monoge diffuse discharges of nitrogen,
phosphorus, sediment ond microbiol pothogens/Te reo
tro nslotion

M o n o g e end.+equir€+€d{*cti€{r+ir+ s u b - c o t c h m e n t w i d e

dischorges of nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment ond
microbial pathogens by:

o. Enobling activities with o low level of contaminant
d i s c h o r g e to w a t e r bodtes+revided+hese
@and
Requiring forming activities with moderate to high
levels of contominont dischorge to woterbodies to
reduce their discharges; ond
Progressively excluding cottle, horses, deer and
pigs from rivers, streoms, droins, wetlonds ond
lokes, where practicdl t .

b.

c.

Doc # 9150077 Page 5
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reasons why Overseer is not yet suitable
for use in environmental compliance as

has been proposed in the plan, including;
1) Many farming systems are not reliably
modelled in Overseer; 2) the variability in
output between users has not been

adequately controlled; 3) Overseer does
not adequately model runoff from flat
land; 4) industry capability is not available

to provide the necessary service; 5)

Overseer budgets are expensive, and the
farmer's money would be better used

towards mitigation measures; 6) Overseer

model outputs do not consider
contaminant attenuation factors that may

exist between the farm boundary or root-
zone and the receiving water body.

ln lieu of a Nitrogen Reference Point, I

propose a Reference Land-use Description.

A Reference Land-use Description would
summarise the farming activity at a given

point in time. Farm Environment Plan

audits would determine if the farm had

deviated from the Reference Land-use

Description. Only if an audit determine
that a farm had deviated substantially
from the Reference Land-use description
would comparative Overseer nutrient
budgets be used to determine if the
farming activity had intensified or not.

A Reference Land-use Description would
provide a mechanism for control of
intensification, and would allow time for
Overseer to become sufficiently robust to
be used in subsequent plan changes.

e. Requiring o pldn for stock exclusion to be
implemented eempleteC within 3

the Cates by whieh a Farm Envirenment Plan

must be previded te the Ceuneilr er in any ease ne

fe*€++h€nl-kil#26 in occordonce with the risk
based assessment made durinq the Farm
Environment Plon process.

Requirina all farms to implement Good
Mdnaqement Practices.

f.

Doc # 91 50077 Page 7



Focus should instead be placed on Good
Management Practices, which will have a

greater impact on water quality than
Overseer modelling (new Part f. of policy).

Part d.

I support the intent of part d. and would
like to see allowance made for increases in

some diffuse contaminants if deemed
appropriate for given activities, or sub-
catch ments.

Part e.

It will not be practical or economically
feasible to exclude all stock from all

waterways by 2026, as written in the
proposed plan, The proposed timeframes
are too short, and should reflect the risk-
based assessment made in the farm
environment plan. The timeframes for
exclusion should also acknowledge the 80-
year targets proposed in the Plan.

Doc # 9150077 Page 8



Policy 3

pc 31

Policy 3 is overly restrictive at both the
farm and regional scale.

I support the intent of Policy 3, to manage

diffuse discharges of nitrogen,
phosphorus, sediment and microbial
pathogens from commercial vegetable
growers, however, the requirements for
commercial vegetable growers could be

accommodated under Policy 2, diffuse
discharges from fa rm ing activities.

Part a.

I support the intent of part a., to provide
flexibility in crop rotations.

Part b.

I oppose the capping of commercial
vegetable growing area.

Part b. directly contradicts part a. of Policy

3.

Area farmed does not necessarily equate
to impact on the environment.

Com mercial vegetable growing provides

substantial employment and economic
benefits for the region. Restricting the
area available will restrict the economic
potential of the region.

Restricting land available for commercial
vegetable production will restrict the
amount of fresh food that may be grown
in the region. Restricting the area

available will also restrict the ability of
farmers to respond to market conditions,
or respond to a growing population.

Delete Policy 3 in it's entirety

Doc # 50077 Page 9



Part c.

Overseer is too immature to prepare
Nitrogen Reference Points for commercial
vegetable operations. Vegetable crops are
one ofthe least developed components in

Overseer. My decision sought for Policy 2

(farming activities) requiring a Reference
Land-use description, and implementation
of Good Management Practices, will
provide a mechanism for managing diffuse
contaminants from com mercial vegetable
operations.

Part d.

Overseer is not sufficiently developed to
assess a 10% reduction in nitrogen
discharge from any farming operation. No
mechanism exists to reliably assess any
reduction in phosphorus, sediment, or
microbial contaminant.

I support the adoption of Good
Management Practices, as is covered in
my decisions sought to Policy 2 (farming
activities). Requiring Best management
practices are likely to be un-achievable for
many growers in the timeframe that this
Plan will remain operative. Adoption of
Best management practices can be

explored in future plan changes, if
deemed necessary.

Part e.

I support the implementation of a Farm

Environment Plan, however commercial
vegetable growers can be covered by the
requirements for farming activities under
Policy 2.



Pa rt f.
I support the intent of part f, however no

reliable mechanism exists to assess the
reduction of these diffuse contaminants.

Part g.

Part g of Policy 3 will be covered in my

decisions sought for Policy 2.

Policy 4
pg 31

Support in part The timeframes in Objective 3 will not be

possible to implement once the Plan

becomes operative.

Amend Objective 3 as per my decision sought.

Policy 5

pc 31

Support I support the staged approach to
improving water quality. The 80 year
timeframe is realistic.

Doc # 91 50077 Page 11



c!
c)
o)
(E

o_

F-t*
OOro
o)
+L
ooo

$HH$EEEIIEEi

e
o
!
B
q
G

;
o)
o€(J
AJ
14

!
G
c')

()

AJq
\o\
U

o
o-\

$o
P
L)
cJ+
(J

OJ

-c
o
(o

.9
o
o-
ioc
OJ

E

-1arl t

€=r C E

il$tli
sl Ei :l 

=.;l El sl i
fltl $l s

rl slS E

sl EIiIS
!]El St $

Hi $$$
:l €l El $

E
o
o
!
B
0)

-Earl E
il E
>t 6
5l ;
Bl trl sol o\:ql s
-t >
.91 t
El i
s!
Bl t
B1 *
El ttl Egl 'i
=l Eltl :l
st El

gtl
orl hl
5t G)l!l El
0rl clEl r4l
Ol orlsl .cl
!-tal .=l

*l .ulq.tt
trl >l

El :itl Slo
ft .st ts

:lEls
HEI E
El $l ;
:l €l x
EI *I E

!l SE
c,
-o i->.'=rc.=
qC
Ya
For
-!>C--ogbe
-U
E Hu
CJYCEb=
3BP
= 

o-:>
q(JJ(JJ

s* E
FE-o-6 or4
ouP
i5 Hb

P
(o
o_

.c
PL
o
o-
o-
=CI

>N
.() (n
Eono- o_



3.Lt.4.3
pg 36

Support in part I support the Farm Environment PIan

process.

Farm Environment Plans (FEP) do not need

to be prepared by a certified person to be

effective. Many farmers prepare effective
FEPs, as it is the farmer who has the most
intimate knowledge of their farm.

There is insufficient capacity in the market
to train, certify, and hire sufficient people
to prepare all the FEPs that will be

required in New Zealand.

The strength of FEPs comes through the
continuous improvement process brought
on through FEP audits and the subsequent
FEP reviews, not through the competence
of the person who prepared the plan.

Certified lndustry Schemes are a vital
component of providing the support to
farmers to enable the continuous
improvement cycle.

Development of the FEP over time helps

to engage the farmer by getting their
input throughout the process. Staging the
growth of the FEP also helps soften the
blow that farmers will face, making the
Drocess more likelv to succeed.

Amend section 3.71.4.3 to the effect of :

" 3.11.4.3 Form Environment Plans/Ngo Mahere Toioo o-

Pamu

Waikato Regional Council will prepore parometers ond
minimum requirements for the development of o
ce rt if i c o t i o n p r o c e s s f o r p r o f e s s i o n o I s ro d€{r€'l€fr+€+ti+

oudit Form Environment Plons in o consistent
opproach ocross the region. A Farm Environment Plan will
be prepared by a eertified pereen as per the requirements
eutlineC in Sehedsle 1r and will ossess the risk of diffuse
dischorges of nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and
microbiol pothogens and specify octions to reduce those
risks in order to bring about reductions in the dischorges of
those contominonts. Waikato Regionol Council will develop
guidonce for risk assessments, ouditing ond compiling Form
Environment Plans.

Waikato Regional Council will take o risk bosed opproach
to monitoring Form Environment Plons, storting with more

frequent monitoring ond then moving to monitoring based

on risk ossessment. Robust third porty oudit (independent
of the former ond Certified Form Environment Planner) and
monitoring will be required.

Doc # 91 50077 Page 13



Rule 3.L1.5.1
pg 39

Support in part I support the intent of rule 3.11.5.1, to
permit small scale farming activities,
However, rule 3.11.5.1 is more
prescriptive than is necessary at this stage
in the 80 year water quality improvement
process.

Small-scale farms, and I suggest pastoral
and arable farms less than 40 hectares,
and commercial vegetable farms less than
10 hectares, should at this stage be

considered permitted activities. Focus

should be on larger farms that will be

having a greater effect on water quality.
Smaller farms can be targeted in
subsequent Regional Plans.

Personal resourcing will not be available in
the timeframe that this Plan will be

operative to dedicate to small farms.
There will not be sufficient resourcing
available to process the amount of annual
reporting required by the proposed rule
3.11.5.2. ln the early stages of the S0-year
target for improving water quality, all

available resourcing should be dedicated
to large farms, prioritising sensitive
catchments.

Simple rules, like 10-40 (greater than L0

hectares vegetable growing, greater than
40 hectares all other farms) will make
enforcement and uptake easier.

Amend rule 3.LL.5.1 to the effect of:

" Rule 3.L7.5.7 - Permitted Activity Rule - Smoll ond Low
I nte nsity fo rm i ng o ctiv ities

The use of lond for forming activitres {exelsding
and the ossocioted

diffuse discharge of nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and
microbial pathogens onto or into lond in circumstonces
which moy result in those contominonts entering woter is o
permitted octivity subject to the following conditions:

l The preperty is registered with the Waikate Regienal
Ceuneil in eenfermanee with SeheCule Ai and

a, Cattler herses, Ceer anC piBs are exeluCeC frem water
beCies in eenfermanee with Sehedule Ci and

Ekhe++

i*7-The property oreo is less thon or equol to 44 70
hectores for commerciol veqetdble production. or less
than or equal to 40 hectdres for all other forminq
operations.ffi

4, The farming aetivities Ce net ferm part efan enterprise

Where the preperty area is greater than 4,1 heetareei

5, Fer gra=eC lanC, thesteeking rate ef the land is less

6, Ne arable ereBping eeeursi and

7, The farming aetivities de net ferm part ef an enterprise
being unCertaken en msre than ene preperty,"

Doc # 9150077 Page 14
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Rule 3.11.5.2
pg 40

Support in part High-risk activities need to be targeted
first. The initial focus must be on large
farms, and intensive farms in sensitive
catchments.

During the initial stages of the water
quality improvement plan, the 4.1 hectare
cut-off is farm too small and will capture
more farms than either the lndustry or
Waikato Regional Council can cope with.

lf high-risk farms are prioritised (i.e. large
farms, or intensive activities in sensitive
catchments) then there will be no need for
permitted activity status for those
properties. I suggest removing the
permitted activity status for any
commercial vegetable operation greater
than 10 ha, and any other farming
operation greater than 40 ha.

The timeframes for adherence to rules
need to be extended to take into
consideration the length of time it will
take to make the Plan operative.

The Nitrogen Reference Point should be

replaced with a Reference Land-use
Description.

Farm Environment Plans do not need to
be prepared or approved by a Certified
Farm Environment Planner, but they do
need to be Audited by a Certified Farm

Environment Plan Auditor.

Amend rule 3.11,5.2 to the effect:

Rule 3.77,5.2 - W Discretionory Activity Rule -
Othe r fo r m i ng o ctiv ities

The use of land for forming octiviries {€*€lsding
and the ossociated

diffuse dischorge of nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment ond
microbial pathogens onto or into land in circumstances
which moy result in those contominonts entering woter
where the property areo is greoter thon 4J 70 hectores for
commercial veqetable activities, or qreater than 40
hectares for dll other forminq activities,
than 5 steek gnits per heetare er is useC fer arable
G+epping is o pe+mitted discretionary activity subject to
th e fol low i ng co nd itio n s :

1. The property is registered with the Waikoto Regional
Council in conformonce with Schedule A; ond
2. A Farm Environment Plan has been prepored for the
propertv in accordance with Schedule 7; and
2. Cottle, horses, deer and pigs ore excluded from wdter
bodies in conformance with ffiiens
a(e} anC 4(e) ef this Rule the risk bosed assessment ond
subsequent tarqets contoined in the Farm Environment
Plon: ond
3, Where the preperty area is less than er equal te 20
heete+e++

i€'e

being unCertaken en mere thar ene prepertyi anC

i, used fer grarinB livesteek, the stee king rate ef the lanC
is ne greater than the steeking rate ef the Iand at 33
geteger+lS;+r
ii, net useC fer Braring livesteekr the land use ha+the

eeteUe+ZOfSian+

Doc # 91 50077 Page 16



Stock exclusion from waterways need to
be implemented as part of the Farm

Environment Plan, and recognise the 80-
year targets set in the Regional Plan.

e, Upen request, the lanCewner shell ebtain efid previde
te the Ceuneil inCepenCent verifieatien frem a CertifieC
Farm Envirenment Planner that the use ef land is

d, Upen request frem the Ceuneilr a Ceseriptien ef the

eeunei}an+

e, Wher+the preperty er enterprise eentains any ef the

the bed ef the water beCy (exeluding senstrueted

4, Where the preperty er enterprise area is greater than
2e*eeta+es+
o. A Nitregen Referenee Peint Reference Land-use
description is produced for the property or enterprise in
conformance with Schedule B; and
b. The Ciffu'e diseharge ef nitregen frem the preperty er

@
whiehever is the lesserrever *re whelepreperty e+

aa+Farminq octivitie
from those described in the Reference Lond-use
description, as assessed by a certified Farm Environment
Plon Auditor; and

c. No port of the property or enterprise over 15 degrees
slope is cultivoted ryttred; and

d. No winter forage crops greater than 20 ha in area are

grazed in situ; ond

Doc # 91 50077 Page 17
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Rule 3.11.5.3
pc 41

Support, subject to
amendments

I support the concept of Certified lndustry
Schemes (ClS).

An integral part of the CIS will be the
Environmental Management Strategy
(EMS) employed by the CIS to manage
farms within the ClS.

The strength of the CIS lies in the ability of
the CIS to manage farms without
intervention from Regional Councils. Non-
performing farms will be ejected from the
CIS and will come to the attention of the
Regional Council, at which time, a

resource consent will need to be obtained
for the farm. Allowing CIS's to manage
farms without Council intervention allows
Council resources to be dedicated to those
farms who need the most support to
improve practice.

The matters addressed in rule 3.1.5,3 will
be covered by the EMS as approved during
the certification process for that industry
scheme. and are not reouired.

Amend Rule 3.11.5.3. to the effect of:

"Rule 3.11.5.3 - Permitted Activity Rule - Forming octivities
with o Form Environment Plon under o Certified lndustry
Scheme

Except as provided for in Rule 3.11-.5.L and+sle3JJ-#l
the use of lond for forming activitres (exeluding

where the lond use is

registered to a Certified lndustry Scheme, ond the
ossocioted diffuse discharge of nitrogen, phosphorus,

sediment ond microbial pathogens onto or into lond in
circumstances which may result in those contomindnts
entering wdter is a permitted octivity+ubjeet-teth.e
+ette*ing+€nditieflst

Rule 3.11.5.4 Oppose in part I support the intent for farms to seek

resource consent to manage diffuse
discharges. The amendments I have
sought to rules 3.11.5.1, 3.11.5.2, and
3.11.5.3 will negate the need for rule
3.11.5.4 and it should be deleted.

Delete rule 3.11.5.4

Rule 3.11.5.5
pg 44

Oppose Matters relevant to commercial vegetable
operations can be adequately managed
under provisions in the amendments I

have sought for rules 3.11.5.1-3.11.4.3 for
all farming activities,

Delete rule 3.11.5.5

Doc # 91 50077 Page 19



Rule 3.11.5.6
pg 45

Support

Rule 3.11.5.7
pg 45

Support, subject
amendments

to I support the intent that activities
considered to be a change in land use

should have those changes assessed to
determine the effect of those land use

cha nges.

The Reference Land-use Description I have
proposed for rule 3.1.L.5.2 and 3.11.5.3
will form the basis by which a Certified
Farm Environment Plan Auditor will assess

land use change. The specific criteria that
the FEP Auditor will use to assess land use

change can be included as an additional
schedule to this plan, or as part of the
certification process for FEP auditors.

A land use change application is the
appropriate place for Overseer modelling
to be implemented.

Amend rule 3.1L.5.7 to accommodate the changes I have
sought for rules 3. 11.5.1-3.11.5.4.

Doc # 91 50077 Page 20



Schedule A

pg 46

Support, subject
amendments

to Registration of properties greater than 2
hectares is not necessary at this stage of
the 80 year plan. Properties smaller than
1"0 hectares used for commercial
vegetable growing, or 40 hectares for all

other farming activities, should at this
stage be considered permitted activities,
to be picked up at a later stage in the
Regional Planning process, once larger

farms have been addressed.

Resourcing is not and will not be available

within the specified timeframes (7 months
between 1't September 2018 and 31't
March 2019) for the proposed actions to
be implemented. A longer timeframe for
orooerties to resister should be inserted.

Replace reference to areas greater than 2 hectares with
reference to areas greater than 10 hectares used for
commercial vegetable growing, or 40 hectares for all other
farming activities.

Replace reference to the timeframes that registration must
occur between 1't September 2018 and 31 March 20L9
with within two vears of this plan being made operative.

Doc # 91 50077 Page21



Schedule B

pg 47
Oppose I oppose the use of a nitrogen reference

point as a method for managing diffuse
contaminant discharges.

A Reference Land-use Description would
summarise the farming activity at a given
point in time. Farm Environment Plan

audits would determine if the farm had
deviated from the Reference Land-use
Description. Only if an audit determine
that a farm had deviated substantially
from the Reference Land-use description
would comparative Overseer nutrient
budgets be used to determine if the
farming activity had intensified or not.

A Reference Land-use Description would
provide a mechanism for control of
intensification, and would allow time for
Overseer to become sufficiently robust to
be used in subsequent plan changes.

Focus should instead be placed on Good
Management Practices, which will have a

greater impact on water quality than
Overseer modelling.

The schedule should be deleted in its entirety and replaced
with a schedule describing the requirements of a

Reference Land-use Description.

Doc # 91 50077 Page22



Schedule C

pc 50

Support, subject
amendments

to Sufficient time needs to be given for farms
to exclude stock from waterways. The

Farm Environment Plan (FEP) is the
appropriate place to address stock

exclusion, based on the potential risk of
stock access to water bodies.

The 80-year timeframe and staged

approach to improving water quality
should not require all stock to be excluded

in such short timeframes (by 20261.

Through the FEP process, stock exclusion
from the most sensitive water bodies can

be targeted, as and when the farm can

afford it.

Through the certified FEP Auditor
programme, Auditors can assess whether
sufficient progress has been made

towards improvements in stock exclusion.

Amend Schedule C to provide for a long-term staged
approach to stock exclusion, using the Farm Environment
Plan and Audit process. The most sensitive water bodies
should be targeted first.

Schedule
pg 51

Support, subject to
amendments

Section (e) and section 5 of Schedule 2

should be removed.

Overseer is not yet ready for
environmental compliance in the manner
proposed,

Considerable cross-sector work has

already been undertaken by industry to
determine good management practice.

Schedule 1 should make reference to the
lndustry-agreed Good Management
Practices relating to water quality
(September 2015).

Delete reference to Overseer nutrient budgets.

Reference should be added, and amendments made,
where appropriate, to accommodate the lndustry-agreed
Good Management Practices relating to water quality
(September 2015).
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Schedule 2

pg s4
Support in part I support the provision for Certified

lndustry Schemes.

I support the requirement Farm

Environment Plan (FEP) Auditors to be
suitably qualified. I suggest amendments
to ensure that all FEP Auditors are
certified under a suitable scheme.

I oppose the requirement for FEP to be
generated by a suitably qualified person.
The power of the Certified lndustry
Scheme, is in the continuous improvement
cycle generated by the Auditing of the
Farm Environment Plans, and subsequent
follow up and review of the FEP.

Amend Schedule 2 to delete the requirement for Farm
Environment Plans to be completed by a suitably qualified
person. Add provision for FEP Auditor certification.

Definitions
pg79

Support in part A definition for a Reference Land-use
Description needs to be added to replace
the definition of a Nitrogen Reference
Point.

Replace definition for a Nitrogen Reference Point with a

definition for a Reference Land-use Description.
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