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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

Full name: Gray and Marilyn Baldwin

85 Dukeson Road, RD2, Putaruru 3482
Full address:

i baldwin@xtra.co.nz

Ema

. 07 8838068

Phone Fax:

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE OF SUBMITTER

Full name: Gray BAldwin

Address for service of person making submission: Dukeson Rd, RD2, Putaruru 3482

.. baldwin@xtra.co.nz
Email: @

07 8838068
: Fax:

Phone

TRADE COMPETITION AND ADVERSE EFFECTS (select appropriate)

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

@ lam / O 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).

3.11.1 Values and uses for the Waikato and Waipa Rivers/Nga Uara me nga Whakamahinga o
nga Awa o Waikato me Waipa

“Our vision is for a future where a healthy Waikato River sustains abundant life and prosperous communities
who, in turn, are all responsible for restoring and protecting the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River, and
all it embraces, for generations to come".

| SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE ABOVE PROVISION/S
(Select as appropriate and continue on separate sheet(s) if necessary).

@ Support the above provisions
O Support the above provision with amendments

Q 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).

| support the Vision for the Waikato River as set out in section 3.11.1 and note the following reasons for
supporting it:

1. Itis a long term vision to be achieved over 80 years. This should give enough time for current practices by
users of the river to adapt and change without too much economic impact.

2. The river is definitely in need of attention. When you stand on the Arapuni swing bridge and look at the water
flowing over the weir, it isn't clear but green. We are aware that nitrate levels in lake Karapiro are above the
WHO (World Health Organisation) recommended levels for swimming. This is unacceptable, we need to fix it.

3. Although we are dairy farmers, we note the very significant increase in tourism as an industry both in the
Waikato and around New Zealand - this is providing much needed economic growth. The tourists will not keep
coming to see and use the Waikato river if we don't clean it up, or at very least, stop it deteriorating further.

4. We are fully supportive of the co-management approach for the river involving Iwi. Iwi approach land and
water use issues with long term inter-generational goals in mind. This is different to the colonial/pakeha
approach of "make a quick buck and exploit resources for monetary gain" which has unfortunately been all too
evident for much of the 175 odd years since the signing the Treaty. Whilst we need to keep some economic
aspects of the Waikato river use for community wellbeing, the longer term and "spiritual values" approach of Iwi
makes good common sense if we are to achieve the vision.

| SEEK THE FOLLOWING DECISION BY COUNCIL

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

Q 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

@ 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: Gray and Marilyn Baldwin Date: 6 March 2017

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: 3.11.4.3 Farm Environment Plans/Nga Mahere Taiao a-Pamu

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.

Farm Environment Plans are a good idea as they allow
for very localised and farm specific systems to offer
mitigations in order to achieve the vision of cleaning up
the river. However, there is a huge issue with the cost
of creating the these plans which according to section
3.11.4.3 must be completed by a certified person and
then must have a robust third party audit. It is
fundamentally unfair to expect farmers to wear all of
this cost (they should wear some of it) when the
benefits of a clean river are spread throughout the
community.

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

| submit that Council should subsidize the cost of
creating and auditing Farm Environment Plans through
some or all of the following methods:

1. Source assistance from Central Government who
collect all the GST from increasing tourism and "clean
rivers" are a key driver of tourism

2. Make Mercury Energy contribute towards the cost of
creating Farm Environment Plans. They make
enormous profits from selling hydro electric power and
the dams they have built contribute to environmental
degradation of the river through slowing down its flow
and increasing the surface area of water exposed to the
sun.

3. Increase rates on the wider urban community who
will benefit from the clean river and use these funds to
directly subsidize the cost of Farm Environment Plans.

Section number of the Plan Change: 3.11.5.7 Non-Complying Activity Rule — Land Use Change

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.

Requiring all land use change which has the potential
to increase environmental footprint to be a non
complying activity is draconian. It will distort investment
decisions and significantly devalue high quality land
which at present does not have a high footprint land
use. It is unfair to those farmers who have land partially
developed, particularly those who have forestry
clearing consents from their territorial local government
authority.

This rule is insulting to farmers who have changed the
use of their land in the past whilst introducing a range
of measures to mitigate pollution of the river. Such
mitigations include the building of feedpads, planting of
trees, substitution of brassica crops for cut and carry
lucerne and the installation of constructed wetlands.

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

Change the non complying status of this rule and
instead make land use change a discretionary activity.
Concurrently with this change in status, require farmers
to implement a range of mitigations to release of N, P,
E-coli and sediment to the environment across all
critical catchments of the Waikato river. Incorporate
these mitigations into farm environment plans and
ensure a robust sytem of audit is implemented.




ADDITIONAL SHEET TO ASSIST IN MAKING A SUBMISSION

Section number of the Plan Change: 3.11.4.8 Reviewing Chapter 3.11 and developing an allocation framework

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.

| support this provision because allocation is the only
fair and robust method to achieve the vision for the
river. The problem is that this provision is flagged for a
subsequent regional plan rather than the current one.
By flagging in the current plan that allocation is coming
without any detail as to the rules around it, huge
uncertainty will prevail amongst farmers. The following
perverse outcomes could occur:

1. Costly investment such as building feedpads to
nitigate N release will be delayed.

2. Migration to farming systems with a lower footprint
(e.g. organics) will not occur.

3. Planting up of steeper land into trees will not happen
due to uncertainty about future rules.

Farmers will likely take a "wait and see" approach thus
needlessly delaying important decisions which have to
happen at some point on the 80 year journey of
cleanina up the river.

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

| submit that the Council develop an allocation
framework now, not in a subsequent regional plan.
Even if implementation of allocation is delayed, it is
critical that farmers understand what rules they will
have to meet in future and thus have some clear
guidance about appropriate investment and farm
system decisions.

There are examples of other Regional Councils in New
Zealand who have wrestled with the difficulties of
allocating in complex and highly variable catchments.
No allocation system is perfect, but any system is
better than the grandparenting proposed under RPCL1.

Section number of the Plan Change: 3.11.5.4 Controlled Activity Rule — Farming activities with an FEP

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.

This rule which creates the so-called "grandparented"
rights for farmers below the 75th percentile to carry on
farming as they always have is perverse, inequitable
and unfair. It effectively allows the largest polluters to
carry on polluting at the same rate they always have.
Worse than this, landowners who have low nitrogen
reference point (NRP) farming systems (forestry,
drystock, organic dairying) are permanently penalised
in terms of the capital value of their land. It can never
be sold to a higher value or higher footprint use.

The process to establish NRP's, particularly for those
farmers who likely to fall above the 75th percentile,
could result in widespread selective reporting of key
statistics into Overseer. There is no way of auditing
stocking rates, fertiliser used, crops grown and feed
purchased 4 years after the fact in 2019 when
registration occurs. Many farm balance sheets have
stock numbers listed across multiple farms and fertiliser
and feed purchased across farms, runoffs and milking
platforms in different catchments.

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

If Council is determined to have grandparenting, the
reference years of 2013/14 and 2014/15 need to be
discarded and a proper system of monitored and
audited Overseer inputs needs to be implemented in a
future year leading up to the calculation of NRP's. With
so much at stake, particularly for high input farmers, it
is unrealistic to expect a whole lot of effort to go into
the accurate assessment of fertiliser, feed, stocking
rate and cropping regime 4 years after the fact. There
is an apt old saying worth repeating here..."Turkeys
don't vote for Christmas".
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1. Costly investment such as building feedpads to nitigate N release will be delayed.

2. Migration to farming systems with a lower footprint (e.g. organics) will not occur.
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