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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

My full name is Jude Addenbrooke. | am an Environmental Management Consultant.
| presented evidence on behalf of Miraka Limited in Block 1. This evidence relates to
Farm Environment Plans, Schedule 1 of the Plan and the activity status of farming.
My evidence should be read alongside that of Mr Grant Jackson and Ms Kim Hardy

for Miraka.

Farm Environment Plans are the primary driver of targeted practice change and
improvement in water quality. They can address specific risks and be tailored to
allow the most appropriate combination, priority and order of takeup of practices.
They allow farmers to work alongside trained professional Certified Farm

Environment Planners to achieve optimal results.

| consider that a permitted activity status for farming is overall more effective than
requiring a resource consent provided a rigorous framework is in place relating to

certification, oversight, monitoring and auditing.

As outlined by Mr Jackson, Miraka’s preferred position is permitted activity status with
the content of FEPs guided by the objectives and principles such as those outlined in
the Dragten Report. An objectives and principle approach gives a certified expert
scope to address all matters of significant on a property, leading to the best
environmental results. | have reviewed Schedule 1 contained in the section 42A
report, along with other evidence such as that from Mr Eccles on behalf of Federated
Farmers, and recommend various changes to Schedule 1. This includes a purpose

statement and improved monitoring and reporting.

In the event that an objective and principles approach is not preferred by the Hearing
Panel, Miraka’s second preference is for permitted activity status but with a Schedule
1 based on minimum standards. | have reviewed the example provided by Mr Willis
of Fonterra, and in consultation with Miraka’s internal farming experts prepared an
amended version of Schedule 1A. | recommend changes to some standards but
more importantly | recommend changes to include flexibility for the CFEP to match
the standards to the relevant bio-physical and other characteristics of each farm.
This would need to be clearly spelt out in each FEP along with a timetable for when

actions need to be undertaken.
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3.1

INTRODUCTION

My full name is Jude Addenbrooke. | am director of Addenbrooke Advisory Limited,
an independent consultancy providing environmental science, resource management,
integrated catchment management, farm environment planning, community
engagement and associated services. My qualifications and experience are outlined

in my evidence for Block 1, dated 15 February 2019.

In relation to Block 3 issues, | am experienced in developing Farm Environment Plans
(FEPs) (or similar) that include farm-scale mapping of Land Use Capability classes,
soils, management units and critical source areas, identification and prioritisation of
risks, determination of appropriate mitigation actions, development of action
schedules and review of actions. | have also developed Farm Plan templates,
supervised consultants doing plans, and audited other professionals’ farm plans. This
has been in the context of integrated catchment management programmes to
improve soil and water quality. My experience is primarily with dry stock operations

on hill country.

| was engaged by Miraka Limited (Miraka) at the beginning of 2017 to assist with its
response to Plan Change 1 and Variation 1 (Plan Change 1), including submissions,

collaboration with other key parties, technical advice and hearings preparation.

| have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, and |

agree to comply with it.

I would be available for expert withess conferencing should that be requested by the

Panel

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

This statement of rebuttal evidence addresses the analysis and comments within
primary evidence on topic C3 Farm Environment Plans (Schedule 1). This was

addressed by a number of witnesses but in particular:
(a) Federated Farmers — Mr Grant Eccles;

(b) Federated Farmers — Mr lan Millner

(©) Fonterra — Mr Gerard Willis;

(d) Dairy New Zealand — Ms Justine Young; and

(e) Waikato Regional Council — Mr Robert Dragten;
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4.1

In responding to this evidence, my evidence also refers in places to the section 42A
report and the Dragten approach to Schedule 1 (Dragten Schedule) discussed in the

report.

My statement is structured around Miraka’s preferred approach and alternative
approach, as outlined by Mr Jackson in his rebuttal evidence, and the associated
Schedule 1 and Schedule 1A. My evidence consists primarily of the Miraka
amendments to these schedules and the reasons for our amendments. These
schedules are attached. Schedule 1 is based on the Dragten Schedule 1 included in
the section 42A report for Block 3 with proposed amendments from Miraka in tracked
changes. Schedule 1A is based on Schedule 1A included in the primary evidence of

Mr Willis with proposed amendments from Miraka in tracked changes.

This statement is to be read in conjunction with the rebuttal evidence from Grant
Jackson and Kim Hardy. In relation to Schedule 1, Mr Jackson has focused on the
considerations behind Miraka’s preferred framework and the role of Certified Farm
Environment Planners (CFEPS). | have endeavoured to not repeat the evidence of Mr
Jackson, although my experience does support his conclusions. Ms Hardy addresses
the planning aspects of a FEP Schedule 1 or 1A and the accompanying rules and

provisions in the Plan, such as Methods.

My evidence draws on my professional experience in using FEPs to facilitate
changes in farm practices within the context of sustainable land and water
management, and focuses on two elements that are critical to achieving the PC1

goals of improved water quality:

(@) Inclusion of the most appropriate and effective mitigation actions and practices
within an FEP;
(b) Implementation of such actions and practices.

It then addresses specific amendments to Schedule 1 and Schedule 1A.

USING FEPS TO ACHIEVE IMPROVEMENTS IN WATER QUALITY

In his rebuttal evidence, Mr Jackson reiterated Miraka’s support for FEPs as the
primary driver of targeted practice change and improvement in water quality. He also
emphasised Miraka’s preferred framework which is Permitted Activity status for those

properties/enterprises that operate within a Certified Industry Scheme (CIS) and have
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a FEP approved by a CFEP. | support all of these aspects of Miraka’s preferred

framework.
Inclusion of the most appropriate and effective mitigation actions within an FEP

Improvements in water quality require changes to the practices and actions
undertaken on a property or enterprise. Farm Environment Plans are an effective

mechanism to achieve change in so far as they can be tailored to

(a) address the specific issues and risks arising from the sub-catchment, farm
system and biophysical context that the property or enterprise operates within;

and

(b) identify the most appropriate combination, priority and order of uptake of
practices and actions to make a meaningful reduction in risk of contaminant

discharge within a short time period.

Tailoring and flexibility within FEPs are a strength, not a weakness. | am aware from
other evidence throughout these hearings that some submitters are concerned that
tailoring and flexibility give too much choice to the farmer and therefore necessary
actions may not be undertaken. | disagree with this conclusion, particularly given the

extensive certification, monitoring, reporting and auditing requirements within PC1.

Tailoring and flexibility is required to accommodate the extensive spatial variation in
biophysical characteristics throughout the Waikato and Waipa catchments. The
fundamental differences in geology, soil parent material, slope, aspect, rainfall,
temperature and vegetation result in a range of soil types, erosion potentials and
leaching potentials. These differences, combined with the variation in farm systems,
result in quite different issues that need to be addressed, and different levels of risk
both within and across the issues. Different types of issues, and even similar issues
but on different soils or slopes for example, require very different practices and
mitigation actions to be put in place to address them. The flexibility to select the most
appropriate practices and actions for any property or enterprise is key to

effectiveness.

A critical element in ensuring that the flexibility results in effective improvements to
farm practice is the involvement of professionals who are trained and experienced in
assessing landform and soil, farming systems, critical source areas and risk, and in
identifying the most appropriate actions. These are the CFEPs, and Miraka considers
that all FEPs should be certified by a CFEP. Mr Jackson outlines the reasons why
CFEPs can be trusted to undertake their role with integrity. | consider that the

framework of Permitted Activity status for an FEP certified by a CFEP _-provides
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greater likelihood of success than a consent pathway where the application is
processed by a consent officer. The technical and on-the-ground expertise of the

CFEP is required to ensure relevance and effectiveness of practices and actions.
Implementation of FEP mitigation practices and actions

4.6 The second key element for achieving improvements in water quality is that the
practices and actions must be implemented. The various drivers (and barriers) to
implementation have been discussed in the primary evidence of Dr Mark Paine and
Dr Gavin Sheath in Block 1, in the Dragten report within the s42A report for Block 3,
and within the primary evidence of Mr Millner and Mr Dragten. | do not repeat their
points here, but my experience does support them.

4.7 | emphasise a number of aspects in the context of FEP implementation.

4.8 Firstly, it is critical that the FEP is developed in partnership between farmers and
independent experts. This way, the farmer can be supported in understanding the
risks and can reaches a position of taking ownership of mitigating actions.
Independence of the expert facilitates greater assurance and trust for many farmers,

and thereby a greater willingness to accept the advice and take action.

4.9 Secondly, a Permitted Activity status for FEPs is likely to get greater buy-in from

farmers than compliance under a consent, which may create barriers.

4.10 In addition, FEPs within a Permitted Activity framework can be developed and
implemented within a much shorter timeframe than FEPs that have to go through a
consent process. These aspects combined will result in implementation of effective
practices and actions in the shortest time, leading to faster (and possibly greater)

improvements in water quality.
Permitted Activity status

4.11 Interms of both facilitating the inclusion of the most appropriate and effective
practices and actions in an FEP and implementation of such practices and
enterprises, | consider a Permitted Activity status for farming is more effective than
requiring a resource consent. However, to achieve confidence in FEPs under a
Permitted Activity, a rigorous framework is required. Elements that Miraka supports to

provide that rigour include:
e Preparation of the FEP using the process outlined in the Schedule

e Certification of each FEP by a CFEP;
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e Permitted activity status if the property/enterprise is within a CIS. A CIS will

give additional oversight and auditing of farm performance;
e Rigorous review and audit procedures; and

e Clear triggers for when farming no longer meets the permitted activity

standard and requires resource consent.

These items are addressed in Ms Hardy’s evidence. | now turn to Miraka’s

amendments of Schedule 1 and Schedule 1A.

FEP — SCHEDULE 1: PERMITTED ACTIVITY FOR PRINCIPLED FEP WITHIN CIS

Miraka’s preferred framework is Permitted Activity status for those
properties/enterprises that operate within a Certified Industry Scheme and have a
FEP approved by a CFEP, with the content of FEPs guided by objectives and
principles such as in the S42A Dragten Schedule 1. This approach is also
recommended in the primary evidence of Dr le Miere, Mr Millner and Mr Eccles of
Federated Farmers.

My evidence in this section focuses on Miraka’s preference for Schedule 1, and its

requested amendments.

| support the s42A Dragten ‘objectives and principles’ approach, for similar reasons
as those outlined in sections 4.2-4.10 of my evidence above. An objectives and
principles approach gives a certified expert scope to address all of the matters of
significance to that property or enterprise, without limitation. By contrast, prescriptive
lists of standards and actions, while appearing to be specific and therefore provide
greater certainty, in reality would not provide a high level of certainty as many of the
items on the list would not be applicable to a particular farm. It would also be less
effective overall, as it initially directs the development of an FEP to multiple items that
are not of equal value. The principles and objectives approach, on the other hand, by
its very nature focuses on those things that are most important in the context of what

the FEP is trying to achieve.

| support the content of Dragten’s principles and objectives. They are comprehensive,

relevant and sensible.

The context of Dragten’s approach, however, was a Controlled Activity consent
pathway. | consider it can be applied also under a Permitted Activity status, as does

Federated Farmers. | support the reasoning for this given in Mr Eccles primary
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5.8

6.1

evidence in Block 3 and Ms Hardy’s evidence, and support many of his suggested
amendments. In particular, | support the addition of Part B — Purpose of FEP,
including the contexts for identifying practices and actions and for prioritising and

scheduling them (with some minor alterations).

In the Miraka amendment, there is a note added to the introductory section to clearly
set out the requirement to have a FEP that complies with the schedule and to
undertake the actions within it in order to operate under Permitted Activity rules

(copied from Mr Willis’ Schedule 1A, as | considered this relevant and helpful).

There are other amendments, compared to the Dragten approach, that are also
aimed at increasing the rigour of the framework, such as:

(a) certification of the FEP by a CFEP (Part A);

(b) a requirement to identify actions to be implemented within the first 12 months,

and those that may be implemented over a longer time period (Part C 3);

(c) a requirement to refer to the FMU/sub-catchment community catchment plan
(Part C 5); and

(d) review processes (Part D).

Other amendments are to improve the quality of information provided to the council
(Part A), reduce CFEP need for interpretation (parts within Part B 1 and 2), remove
duplication (Part C 4 and what was 3a), or to align with Miraka’s position on certain

content (Part C Principle 6).

FEP — SCHEDULE 1A: PERMITTED ACTIVITY FOR STANDARDS FEP WITHIN
CIS

Miraka’s evidence has acknowledged there are concerns that an objective/principles
approach to FEPs may not provide sufficient certainty to allow for a Permitted Activity
pathway. Miraka is therefore willing to support an approach whereby Schedule 1
specifies clear standards and requirements and there is a rule providing for farming
that complies with those standards and requirements (within a CIS) to be a Permitted
Activity. This is one of the approaches that Mr Willis of Fonterra has put forward in his

primary evidence, and | generally support his reasons for this.
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My evidence in this section focuses on Miraka amendments to Mr Willis’ Schedule
1A. In preparing these amendments | worked in consultation with Miraka’s Farm

Environment Planner, Mr Warren Landles.

One of the weaker aspects of a prescriptive ‘standards and requirements’ approach is
the potential for lack of relevance to any particular property or enterprise given the
extensive spatial variation in biophysical characteristics which, combined with
differences in farm systems, result in different issues and risks, and require different
practices and mitigations (refer to my section 5.3 above). | have therefore added in
the requirement to determine the relevant standards and requirements for each FEP

according to the sub-catchment, risk and bio-physical characteristics (Part B 3).

As with Schedule 1, there are other amendments that are also aimed at increasing
the rigour of the framework, such as:

(a) a requirement to identify actions to be implemented within the first 12 months,
and those that may be implemented over a longer time period (Part C);

(b) a requirement to refer to the FMU/sub-catchment community catchment plan;

and
(c) review processes (Part D).

| recommend a relatively large number of additions (and some amendments) to the
content of Part C — Standards and Requirements. My first step in considering the
amendments was to review the Willis content. | consider that some items needed

strengthening, for example:

(@) Standard 4. Land and soil ¢) restricts winter grazing of heavy cattle on class
6e, 7 or 8 land. | consider there should be no grazing of cattle at all on class 8,
simply by definition of class 8 land. Also, there should be no winter grazing of
heavy cattle on any class 6 land, not just 6e. Winter grazing of heavy cattle on

class 6 land that is limited by wetness for example is poor practice;

(b) | added reference to the Soil Conservation Technical Handbook 2001. This
covers the range of practices and actions suitable for the various issues and

risks associated with different land types; and

(©) | disagree that erosion control plans must be developed in conjunction with
WRC and need not be attached to an FEP. | consider that, if an erosion

control plan is necessary, it must be developed by an expert (WRC or
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6.6

6.7

independent), and must be part of an FEP and subject to the remainder of the

Schedule 1A requirements.

In the second step of our review process, | looked at the Miraka FEP template and
transferred all of the FEP standards that Miraka expects its suppliers to comply with
under Te Ara Miraka to Schedule 1A Part C. | acknowledge that this list is extensive,
and may be too specific and prescriptive to be fully effective. As noted above, a key
issue with prescriptive list is that, while it may give the appearance of certainty,
discretion must still be exercised as to which items on it are relevant to the particular
issues and risks associated with the catchment, landform and soil, and farm system
and which will be most effective. | consider that is best done by a CFEP with the
appropriate training and within a system of checks and balances, and not by a

consent officer who may not know which actions are effective.

| also acknowledge that such a detailed and comprehensive list may off-putting to
some submitters and landowners. It is put forward as an example of how a
‘Standards and Requirements’ approach to a FEP within a Permitted Activity
framework may look. If the Panel were to accept this approach, Miraka seeks expert

conferencing to work through the detail.

Jude Addenbrooke
19 July 2019
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APPENDIX A:

Miraka Limited - Rebuttal evidence — Block 3

19 July 2019

Drafting note: This Schedule is based on Schedule 1 included in the section 42A report for
Block 3 with proposed amendments from Miraka Limited.

Text in Black is from the Section 42A Report for Block 3.

Text in Green is from the primary evidence of Mr Eccles on behalf of Federated Farmers

Text in Track Changes are from Miraka Limited

Schedule 1 - Requirements for Farm Environment Plans/Te
Apitihanga 1: Nga Herenga i nga Mahere Taiao a-Pamu

The Farm Environment Plan (FEP) will be prepared and provided in accordance with Parts
A-C.and-B below. Progress with implementation will be monitored;+eviewed in accordance

with Part DE. Any change to an FEP must be made-and-changed in accordance with Part
EB.

Note: A person seeking to operate in accordance with permitted activity Rules 3.11.5.2 or

3.11.5.3 must have an FEP consistent with all parts of this Schedule, and must undertake the

actions described in the FEP. A farming activity that has an FEP that does not comply with

this schedule, or which is undertaken in a manner that does not comply with the FEP will not

meet the conditions of the permitted activity rule and an application for resource consent will

be required.

PART A — PROVISION OF FEP

An FEP that has been certified as meeting the requirements of B below by a Certified Farm

Environment Planner (CFEP), must be submitted to Waikato Regional Council (the council)
using either:
1. A council digital FEP tool including the matters set out in Part B below to the extent

relevant, with maps provided as spatial GIS layers; OR

2. An industry digital FEP tool, capable of recording information consistent with the

council data exchange specifications that includes the matters set out in Part B

below to the extent relevant, with maps provided as spatial GIS layers.
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The Waikato Regional Council data exchange specifications will set out the standards and
detail of the data exchange process to be used by external industry parties in the provision of
FEPs.

PART B — PURPOSE OF A FARM ENVIRONMENT PLAN

The purpose of a Farm Environment Plan is to assess the farm enterprise against good
farming practice for the management of diffuse discharges of nitrogen, phosphorous,
sediment and microbial pathogens. Where the farm enterprise is not consistent with good
farming practice, the Farm Environment Plan is to identify the actions and mitigations to
manage the diffuse discharge of nitrogen, phosphorous, sediment and microbial pathogens

from the farm enterprise to achieve good farming practice.
In identifying actions and mitigations, the Farm Environment Plan is to identify the nature,
combination, priority and timing of actions to manage the diffuse discharge of nitrogen,

phosphorous, sediment and microbial pathogens from the farm enterprise in a way that:

1. Recognises and takes account ofprevides-fer the characteristics of the sub-catchment

within which the subject farming enterprise is located as set out in the relevant Sub-
catchment Management Plan and/or Catchment Profile produced by Waikato Regional

Council; and

2. Corresponds to the scale and significance of the risk from the discharge of each
contaminant from the farm enterprise—te—the likely achievementof the short-term

aets? in Obiective 3 or the proaression-towards the outcomes-anticinated by the

3. Recognises and takes account of the bio-physical characteristics of the
property/enterprise Fakes—accountof-the relative—contribution—-of the-industry-sector

4. Takes account of the resources reasonably available to the farm enterprise.
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PART CB — FEP CONTENT

The FEP shall contain as a minimum:
1. The property or enterprise details:
a) Full name, address and contact details (including email addresses and telephone
numbers) of the person responsible for the land use activities;
b) Legal description of the land and any relevant farm identifiers such as dairy supply
number.
2. A map(s) at a scale that clearly shows:
a) The boundaries of the property or land areas being farmed,;
b) The boundaries of the main land management units or land uses on the property or
within the farm enterprise;
¢) The location of any Schedule C waterbodies;
d) The location of riparian vegetation and fences adjacent to Schedule C waterbodies;
e) The location on any Schedule C waterbodies waterwayswhere stock have access or
there are stock crossings;
f) The location of any critical source areas and hotspots for contaminant loss to
groundwater or surface water; and

) The location of land that is cultivated and land to be cultivated over the next 12-

month period; and

h) The location(s) of any required actions and practices to support the achievement of

the objectives and principles listed in section C3.

3.. An assessment of whether farming practices are consistent with each of the following
objectives and principles; and
a)- Aa description of those farming practices that will continue to be undertaken in a
manner consistent with the objectives and principles;
b)- A description of those farming practices that are not consistent with the objectives
or principles, and a description of the time bound actions or practices that will be
adopted to ensure the objectives or principles are met; and

c) identification of those farming practices in a) and b) that the CFEP has identified

must be implemented within 12 months of the certification of the FEP and those that

may be implemented over a longer time period.-

4. The FEP shall include for each objective and principle in section 6 below:
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ae) Accurate and auditable records of annual farm inputs, outputs and management

practices that Therecords-and-evidence-thatmustbe keptthatdemonstrate

performance and the achievement, or progress toward achievement, of an objective

or principle listed in Part C; and

b) Information described in a) above is provided to the Waikato Council on request.-

5. The FEP shall include a description of actions undertaken to address FMU/sub-

catchment community catchment plan objectives including but not limited to:

a) Freshwater targets.

b) Community identified farm practice change targets.

c) FMU/sub-catchment monitoring and auditing practices.

d) Community education initiatives.

6a3b — Management Area: Nutrient management

Objective 12
To minimise nutrient losses to water while maximising nutrient use efficiency.
Principles
14. Monitor soil phosphorus levels and maintain them at or below the agronomic
optimum for the farm system.
25. Manage the amount and timing of fertiliser inputs, taking account of all sources of

nitrogen and phosphorus, to match plant requirements and minimise risk of losses.
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36. Store and load fertiliser to minimise risk of spillage, leaching and loss into
waterbodies.
47. Ensure equipment for spreading fertilisers is well maintained and calibrated.

58. Store, transport and distribute feed to minimise wastage, leachate and soil damage.

Objective 3-2
To farm in accordance with the nitrogen management requirements of PC1

Principle

96. -Farm in a manner that does not result in farm nitrogen losses exceeding the N

Surplus Nitrogen Reference Point for the property or enterprise.

36be — Management Area: Waterways

Objective 34
To minimise losses of sediment, microbial pathogens, phosphorus and nitrogen to
waterways.
Principles
740. Identify risk of overland flow of phosphorus, sediment and microbial pathogens on
the property and implement measures to minimise lesses transport of these to
waterbodies.
811. Locate and manage farm tracks, gateways, water troughs, self-feeding areas,

stock camps, wallows and other sources of run-off to minimise risks to water quality.

Objective 45
To exclude stock from waterbodies and minimise stock damage to the beds and margins of
wetlands and riparian areas.
Principle
942. Exclude stock from waterbodies to the extent that it is compatible with land form,
stock class and stock intensity. Where exclusion is not pessible-practicable, mitigate
impacts on waterways.

1043. Exclude stock in a manner consistent with the requirements of Schedule C.

Page 14



36¢cd — Management Area: Land and soill

Objective 56
To minimise contaminant losses to waterways from soil disturbance and erosion.
Principles
1114, Manage periods of exposed soil between crops/pasture to reduce risk of erosion,
overland flow and leaching.
1245, Manage or retire erosion-prone land to minimise soil losses through appropriate
measures and practices.
1316. Select appropriate paddocks for growing crops and intensive grazing,
recognising and mitigating possible nitrogen and phosphorus, faecal, and sediment
loss from critical source areas.

1417. Manage grazing and crops to minimise losses from critical source areas.

36de — Management Area: Effluent

Objective 67
To minimise contaminant losses to waterways from farm animal effluent.
Principles
1548. Ensure the effluent system meets industry-specific Code of Practice or
equivalent standard.
1649. Have sufficient storage available for farm effluent and wastewater and actively
manage effluent storage levels.
1720. Ensure equipment for spreading effluent and other organic manures is well
maintained and calibrated.
1821. Apply effluent to pasture and crops at depths, rates and times to match plant

requirements and soil water holding capacity.

36ef — Management Area: Water and irrigation

Objective 78
To operate irrigation systems efficiently and ensuring that the actual use of water is
monitored and is efficient.
Principles
1922. Manage the amount and timing of irrigation inputs to meet plant demands and
minimise risk of leaching and run off.
2023. Design, check and operate irrigation systems to minimise the amount of water

needed to meet production objectives.
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PART € D - FEP REVIEW MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The FEP shall be reviewed no more than 12 months following approval by a Certified Farm

Environment Planner for consistency with this schedule and to determine achievement of the

commitments recorded in the FEP including, as relevant:

1. Performance of the property or enterprise against the actions and practices

recorded in the FEP that is being reviewed including whether any critical actions

required to be undertaken within 12 months of certification have been undertaken;

and
2. Whether the commitment to continue good farm practice has been fulfilled; and

3. Whether there has been an acceptable rate of progress towards the practices and

actions in the FEP that can be implemented over time.

The purpose of the review is to provide an expert opinion as to whether the farming activities
on the property are being undertaken in a manner consistent with the-ebjectives-and
principles-setoutin-Part B-of this-schedule the commitments recorded in the FEP. The

review shall be undertaken by a Certified Farm Environment Planner who holds a reviewing

endorsement (issued by WRC), and must be undertaken in accordance with the review
process set out the Waikato Regional Councils FEP Independent Review manual. The

review may include use of the Dragten grading system as set out in method 3.11.4.3.

The review shall be undertaken by re-assessing the FEP in accordance with the

requirements set out in this schedule and against the actions and timeframes set out in the

FEP. The results of the review shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council, within 20

working days of the review due date.
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PART EB — AMENDING AN FEP-CHANGES

Unless otherwise required by the Waikato Regional Council in accordance with any
conditions of anythe resource consent, changes can be made to the FEP-withoutiriggering
the-need-forreview by-a CFEP, provided:

a)t: The amended FEP is certified by a Certified Farm Environment Planner as
continuing to comply with the requirements farming-activityremains-consistent-with
Part-B-of this schedule

b)2: The change to the FEP does not contravene any mandatory requirement of the
resouree-cohsent—oranyreguirement-ef the Regional Plan that is not already
authorised.

C)3- The nature-ef-the-change to the FEP is documented as an amended FEP and
provided to the regional council as though it were a new FEP in a manner consistent

with Part A of this Schedule. irwriting-and-made-available-te-any- CFER
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APPENDIX B:

Miraka Limited - Rebuttal evidence — Block 3

13 July 2019

Drafting note: This Schedule is based on Schedule 1A includad in the primary evidence of Mr
Willis with proposed amendments from Miraka Limited.

Schedule 1A - Requirements for Farm Environment Plans/Te

Apitihanga 1A: Nga Herenga i nga Mahere Taiac a-Pamu

Thea Farm Envircnment Flan (FEF) will ke prepared and provided in accordance with Parts

A-C below. Progress with implementation will be monitored in accordance with Part D

£, Any change to an FEF must

be made in accordance with Fart E.

Nofe: A person sesking fo operale in accordance with permutted aciivity Fules 3.71.58.2 or
3.11.5.3 must have an FEF consisfent with all parfz of this Scheduls, snd must undenake
the acfions described in the FEP. A famming aciivify thaf has an FEP that does notl comply
with this schedule, or which iz underfaken in & manner that does not comply with the FEP
will not meet fthe condiions of the permiffed activily rule and an application for resource
consent will be reguired.

PART A — PROVISION OF FEP

An FEF that has been certified as maeting the reguirements of B below by a Certifisd Farm
Envircnment Flanner (CFEF), must be submitied fo Waikato Regional Council (the council)
using either:

1. & council digital FEF tool that includes the matters set cut in Part B below to the extent

relevant, with maps provided as spatial GIS layers; OR

2. &An industry digital FEF tocl, capable off recording informiation consistent with the
council data exchange specifications that includes the matters s=t gut in Part B below

to the extent relevant, with maps provided as spatial GIS layers.

The Walkafo RFegional Council dafa exchange specifications will zef ouf the standards and

detall of the dafa exchange process o be used by external industy parties in the prowvizion
of FEF=z.

Page 18



PART B — CONMTENT OF AM FEP

The FEF shall contain_as s miminmwm:
1. The property or enterprise details:
g} Full name, address and contact detsils {including emsail addresses and telephone
numbers]) of the person responsible for the land use activities;

b} Legsal description of the land and any relevant farm identifiers such as dairy supply

number.

2. & map(s) at a scale that claarly shows:

&) The boundaries of the property or land areas being farmed;

b} The boundaries of the main land management units or land uses on the property
or within the farm enterprise;

) The location of any Schedule C waterbodias:

d} Thea location of riparian vegetation and fences adjscent to Schedule C water
bodies;

&) Tha location on any Schedule © waterbodiesweys where stock have access or

there are stock crossings;

& location of any critical source areas and hotspo r contaminant loss
The location of ritizal d hotspots fo taminanit | to
groundwater or surface water; a=sd

Q) The location of land that may be culfivated and land fo be cultivated ower the next
12-month pericd; and

hg) The location(s) of described actions and practices to be underiaken.

3. Description of the key charscieristics of the farm system, the contexd within which it

operates and the key contaminant risks. Esch FEP is o sddress the standards and

reguirements in Part C. The relevant standards and requirements for each FEP are to

be determined on a case by case basis by the CFEFP. Determination of the relevant

standards and requirements is to be done by the CFEP based on the following

considerations:

8} The characteristics of the sub-catchment within which the property or

enterprse is located as set out in the relevant Sub-catchment Management
Plan andior Catchment Profile produced by Waiksto Reqional Council; and
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b} The scale and significance of the risk from the discharge of each contaminant

from the pro or enterprise; and

¢ Bio-physical characteristics of the property/enterprise and the types of

mitigations that are therefore available and sppropriats.

The combination, priorty and timing of the implementstion of the standards and
reguirements in the FEP is to be determined by the CFEF based on the showe

considerations a8-c and the resources ressonably availsble to the land mansa or

enterprise.

4. Description of actions underiaken to address FMU sub-catchment community
catchment plan objectives including but not limited to:
a) Freshwater farmets.

b} Community identified farm practice chanpe targets.

) FMU/sub-catchment monitorng and sauditing practices.

d}  Community eduecation inifistives.

54 Based on 3 and 4 above, —erd-sr-ar-idertificationand o

8} a descripfion of the farming practices {irelk:ding-the mansgement- oeBonsfoF
effoatsauresareasHthat are consistent with the standards and requirements as
set out in Part C and a commitment to continue those practices and actions;

b} & description of the farming practices fdrsluding-the mansgement setionsfor
eftaalcaureeareasthat are not consistent with the stamndards and requirements
as sat out in Part C and & commitment to adopt the required practices and actions;

c) idenfification of any risk of contaminant loss on the farm that would mot be

rmanaged by the standards and requirements as set out in Pard C and a
description of any additional practices and actions that may be required fo address
that risk;- and

d} identification of those farming practices in a) fo ¢) that the CFEF has identified
must be implemented within 12 months of the cedification of the FEP and those

that may be imi ented ower a longer time period.
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PART C — STANDARDS AND REQUIREMEMNT 5
1. Nutrient management
a} Mutrient budget, soil tests and industry approved fools {eqg Crop Calculator) ame

used as tools for determining fertilizer reguirements, with
|} Regular soil tests (specified freguen undertaken as aid to determining P

needs

ii} Deap soil M testing is used as basis of N applications to crops

bl Plant analysis is used as an aid to determining crop reqguirements and feriliser

needs.

) Ferdiliser application rates are based on advisor's recommendations

d} Feriliszer recommendations are made specifically for different nutrient blocks

and/crops
g} Fertiliser is applied st approprate rates sand timing for cro

a4 Mitrogen (M) fertiliser is applied to pasture in responsa to 8 future feed deficit
identified using a feed budgeting tool.

Bio)  Nitrogen feriliser application rates fo pasture are no grester than 30 units of
M per dressing.

ath)  Mitrogen fertilizer is applied to crops in accordance with recommendations of
the relevant industry crop modsl.

il Mitrogen fertiliser is mot applied when soil temperature [as provided by either soil
temperature monitorimg or by reference to a catchment specific daily soil temp
sife) is below 10 dagraes.

i1 Mifrogen fediliser is mot applied during the high-risk months of May, June and Juby.

kl Crop rotation is designed to ulilise residual nilrogen in the soil (e.g. cereals

following fodder crop)
ey} Soil phosphorus (P) levels are monitored and maintsined at or below agronomic

optimum as set put in Fertiliser Use Code of Practice -

hittp:/weerw . fertiliser.org.nz/Sitefoode-of -practice)

£m Where soil P levels are abowve optimum there will be 2 managed reduction

plan to reach COP optimum |evels.
n} Phosphate feriliser is applied to pasture in response to icted future feed or

crop requirements

0] Phosphate ferdiliser is not applied during the high-risk months of June fo

September inclusive

Phosphate fertiliser is not applied when soils are at field capacity andlor soil

temperatures are below 8 degrees
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gl Shlow relegse P ferdilisers are used where risk of F loss from conventionsal P

fertilisers are high.

g Fertiliser is stored on a sealed surface and coveraed or roofed with impermeable
materizl. The storage area will be walled or bunded s0 no confaminated nunoff
from the storage site ccours.

s Cin-farmn eE=quipment for spreading fertiliser is calibrated at least annually
gocording to design specifications and a record kept of that calibration process.

#t) Contractors used for ferdiliser spreading are Soresdmark cerdified

) Precision Aq fechnologies are wsed for the placement of fediliser

w) There are no direct applications fertiliser applications into watensays

ga] Milrogen kosses are at or below the M Surplus Mifrogen Reference Point for the

property or enterprise;

bl Efficiency opportunities srewif-be identified and described with associated actions
to minimize M leaching. Expected reductions are demonstrated by the inclusion in
the FEP of an Overseer modelled on-farm benchmark for M surplus and modelled

scenano of future N surplus under revised management practices.
) Wihere purchased M surplus is grester than 225kg Mthatyr practice change is

identified to decresse purchased N surplus such that the Z25kg Nihafyr threshold

is ot exceeded. Such reduction must be achiewed within & years.
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Nota: ‘purcha=sed N surplvs’ iz calculated az the difference betwsen the N brought anfo &
farm in ferilizer and imported animal feed lezz the amount of N axported from the farm in
product. It iz zan be calculsfed using the on-line caloulsfor located on the Waikalo Regional
Councid website or, sllemativaly, it iz an auiomated cufpuf of Cverseer nuirient budgetz. =f

3. Waterways management

a) Stock are excluded from watenways in conformance with Schedule C

b} Where Schedule C does not require exclusion, effective temporary exclusion with a
mimimun 1.5m setback is to be undertakenashievad when:
I. stock gre being intensively grazed using break or block feeding with electric
fencing in any paddock with a Schedule C wateraway, or
ii. The paddock stocking rate is greater than 305UMa.

¢} Crtical source areas for nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and pathogens that are
close fo, or closely linked with a Schedule C waterway are prioritised for action.

d) Amny new or replacement stock exclusion fencing of 2 Schedule C watsrway has an
average seiback from the watenssy bank of 3m with no point having less than a 1.5m

sethack for land with 8 slope over 10 degrees, and an average setback from the

waterway bank of 1.5m with no point having less than a 1m seiback for land with &

slope less than 10 degrees.
gl Low points are identified and wider riparan marging lef in these areas to fiker runoff
egfl Vepetsted buffer sitrips are maintained along all watenways (including drains and

wetands]

gl Sections of the welernway margins on the property are strategicslly planted with

sppropriate riparian species to enhance stream habitat

fhiEnhancement programme is in_ place for areas on the property which are identified a5
significant wetlands

4. Lamd and soil
gl =4Alland of class G2, 7 or 8 [as determined using the Land Use Capability (LILC)

Suwrvey Handbook} is identified on the farm maps.
b) Al Class 8 land is retired from grazing

c} Mo catile clder than 2 years or greater than 400kg Iyt are grazed on LUC class Bz or-
T erd-and from Juns 1 to September 1.
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dli Farm scale erosion risks (type of erosion occurring / areas of the property st risk /

specific location of Fajersignificant erosion-prone soils-s#es) are mapped.
e) Sites identified as erosion prone are to be frested with soil conservation controd

technigues roprigte to the erosion 2 g5 identified and described im the Soil

Conservation Technical Handbook 2001, These are identified on a map, and a
schedule of conirol works included in the FEP.

I Differences in soil susceplibility fo compaction are dentified and soils or sites

susceptible to compaction are mapped, snd these are managed to minimise damage,

including:
i Mo cattle older than 2 yesars or greater than 400 are grazed when soils
are gt field capacity
ii.  Appropriate cultivation practices for the soil and crop are used to

maintain andior enhance soil structure

il Cr ing rotations are managed in such o way to help maintzsin andior

improve soil structure
iv.  Passage of hesvy machinery over high compaction risk soils is limited or
avoided

W Significant soil compaction damape is managed through soil aeration

Note: Properfies or enferprizes that have 5 currenf comprehensive erogion n develo i

conjurction witlr the Waikato Regional Council may aftech such plen to the FEF in plsce of
el above.
Note: Properfies or enferprizes with significant aress of class 6, 7, or & land or with

ignificant erozion sk by area or seventy must de their schedule of confrod works in e
gbove in conjunciion with & CFEF with cific g0l consernvation iigtion or directly with
the Wakato Regional Gouncil. Such n iz fo be affached to the FEF.

5. Winter grazing of forage crops
&) Mo cattle older than 2 years or greater than 400kg lwt sre grazed on forage crops on
LUC class Ge, T or & land from June 1 to Sepltember 1.
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b} Mo winter grazing of forage crops occurs on LUC Class e, 7 or & land from June 1 to
September 1 whera the number of cattle grazed exceeds 20-4pasnglermeb- [m'mz )

¢} Mo winter grazing of fodder crops (from June 1 to September 1) occours within 3m of
any Scheduls C water body. An yngrezsd, vegetated buffer of at least 3m is provided
batweaen & winter grazed block and any Schedule C water body.

ed) Break feading is managed so animals are grezed towserd & water body, with strips

rnext o riparian margins grezed |last.-

fi Ephiermneral watenways that are not permanently fenced that have water in them during
grazing are temporarily fenced to exclude stock.

6. Races, laneways, bridges

a) Mew rBaces, laneways, culverts and bridges will be designed (imcluding, in the case of
races and laneways, through surface contounng and surface drainage channels) and
maintained to prevent ponding and to direct reeeruncff away from weterways or ir-to

vegetated areas. Direct reseruncff to surface water or fo infermittent flow paths must

not ocour.
b} Existing reaces [gges. laneways, culverts and bridges are sssessed and adapied fo

meet the requirements im a) sbowe within 5 years.
c}— Farm irecks, gatewsys, water froughs. seli-feeding aresas, stock camps wallows snd

other sources of sediment, nutrient and microbial loss are lecated so as to minimise

the nisks to surface water quality.

7. Cropping
8) Mo cultivation of LUC class B=, ¥ or 8 land or any land with a slope excesding 25

degrees other than minimwm tillage or direct drilling.
b3 On land less than 10 degrees slope cultivation setbacks from any Schedule C

watenyay are 1.52m minirmwm.

c} On land greater than 10 degrees slope et retiralidingelacs Be and abawe)
cultivation setbacks are Z5m minimum.

d) Cultivation does not occur within any intermittent flow path

g) Cultivation does not occur within any crtical source aregs.

2. Effluent management

g) All effluent from dairy sheds, yards, feed pads. and other collection areas are

collected for land application
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b} Effluent siorage consistent with Dairy Efluent Storage Calculator (DESC)
https-f fwww. dairynz.coonz/media/32232E5/Using_the_Dairy_Effluent_Sto
rage_Calculator_DMZ40 114 pdf is in place within 3 years of the date that the FER is
required.

c} Effluent ponds are managed so as to ensure there is & minimwm of T5% working
volume available between 1 March and 1 May each year.

d) The effluent block is sized fo ensure nitrogen applications from applied effluent are

less than 150kt Mhat year.
&) The efflusnt system is designed and operated to ensure that the conditions of the

permitted activity rule 3.5.5.1 in the regional plan can be met at all imes.

fi  %ard areas (dpistpgk and dairy) to be managed fo ensure runoff to water does not
occur. Where yards are sealed and washead down effluent must be collected into an
effluent system and managed as s=f out in b) to &) abowve,

g) Mo effluent is spread, over drains or water races, within 50m of watercourse or bore,
within 20m of public road, within 15%0m of residential dwelling

h) Major incident risks are identified and emergen ures are in place
i} Mitrogen appled from effluent is less than 150kgthsa a5 calculated by OWERSEER
i} Effluent systern maintenance and monitoring is carmed ouf on a reqular basis

k lication eguipment is tested annually fo ensure that it & ing effluent uniformil

at a depth appropriaie to the design specs
I} Effluent applcation is besed on soil moisture stastus and effluent is not appled when

soil conditions are near field capacity

m}_Effluent is spread owver the whole of the available ares
ny Feriliser applied to the effluent block is calculated taking into consideration the timing

and amount of effluent applied

o) Al effluent applications are recorded - Location, durstion, speed, person who did this.
{including solids or slurmy fankers)

pl Effluent iz applied at depths/rates that do not lead fo ponding or runoff

g} Effluent systermn is capable of delivering the correct smount of efflusnt for seoil iype

and slope
ri GPS fechmol is used to assist with the placement of effluent

9. Irrigation

g) Imigation scheduling:_irmgation decisions are nformed by
i. —=oil moisture tapes, soil moisture probes and/or a soil moisture budget e

L b inform-iriaation-demsieRs.
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ii. crop reguirements

ii._recognition of differences in soil properiies and their management

b} A deficit irrigation system is operated. Fized depth and return irrigation systemis must
be replaced with a deficit irrigation approach within 3 yaears of the date that the FEFP is
reguired.

o} An assessment of the imigation system must be underaken every second year fo
determine application depths and uniformity. Where test resulis fall cutside of
rmanufaciurers’ specifications for the system an action must be included to address this
withim 12 manths.

d} All new imigation systems are designed fo meet the Imigation Mew fealand Codes of

Practice and standards, and:

i. Installed in sccordance with Installation Code of Practice for Piped Imigation

Systems;
t—Tested and has been cerified to deliver to INZ COP sisodapds:. .
i Ppgst installation checks show that systemn performs to desired specifications for

systemn capacity, application depth and uniformity; and

ii._ System is designed with site specific knowledge of soil, climate and crops needs

gl Full pre-season mamtenance checks undertaken on all imigators

i On-going through the season system maintenance is undertaken and actions recorded

4 GPS or other fechnology used to gid placement of irrigators

h} Imigation applicstions to non-target areas are minimised

il System is closed down if un-off andfor ponding occurs and action taken to comect

problem

10. Water Takes
aj All farms will hawve in place all necessary authorisations for water takes. The conditions

that apply to the paricular takes on the property must be described in the FEF.

11. Record Kkeeping reguirements
a) Accurate and auditable records of annual farm inputs, outputs and managemant

practices are maintained.
b} Information described in a) above is provided to the Waikato Council on request.
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PART & D — FEF REVIEW MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENT 5

The FEF shall ba reviewsad no more than 12 months following approval by a Certified Farm

Envircnment Flanner for consistency with this schedule and to determine achisverent of the

commibments recorded in the FEP including, a5 relevant

1. Performsance of the property or enferprise against the sctions and praclices

recorded im the FEF that is being reviewed including whether any crifical scticns

reguired to be undertaken within 12 months of cedification have been undersken:

and
2. Whether the commitment to continue good farm practice has been fulfilled: and

3. VWhether there has been an scceptable rate of progress fowards the praciices and
actions in the FEFP that can be implemented aver time.

The purpose of the review is to provide an expert opinion a&s to whether the farming aclivities
on the property are being undertakan in 8 manner consistent with #e-ebjestivesand
prireples—seteut - Har-Baf thissehediule the commitments recorded in the FEF. The

review shall b2 undertaken by a Certified Farm Environment Planner who holds a reviewing

endorsement {issued by WRC), and must be undertaken in accordance with the review

process set out the Waikato Regional Councils FEF Indepandent Review manual. The

review may include use of the Drggien grading system as set out in Method 3.11.4.3 of the

Plamn.

The review shall be undertaken by re-assessing the FEF in accordance with the
requiremenis set out in this schedule and against the actions and fimeframes set out in the

FEF. The results of the review shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council, within 20

working days of the review dus date.
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PART E— AMEMDING AN FEP

Inless otherwize required by the Waikato Regionel Council in accordance with any
conditions of any resource consent, changes can be made to the FEP, provided:
a) The amended FEF is cerified by a Cerdified Farm Environmeant Planner as continuing
to comply with the requirements of this schedule
b} The change to the FEF does not confrevene any mandatory reguirement of any
resource consent held in respect of the property or enterprise, or any reguirement of
the Regional Plan that is not already authonsed
¢} The change to the FEP is documented as an amended FEF and provided to the
regional council as though it were 8 new FEF in @ manner consistent with Part & of this
Schedule.
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