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STATEMENT OF ROBYN CLEMENTS 

 

SCOPE OF STATEMENT 

1.   This Statement: 

 

(a) Introduces our Family Trust’s farming business 

(b) Specifically I will focus on:- 

(i) Sub catchment planning (Rule 3.11.4.5) 

(ii) Stocking Rate ( Rule 3.11.5.2) 

(iii) Nitrogen Management – Application of Nitrogen Reference Point and 

The use of OVERSEER (Policy 2 and 7 – Page 37; Rules 3.11.5.2 to 3.11.5.7 

(inclusive) and Schedule 1 Pages 51-53 and Schedule B – Nitrogen 

Grandparenting) 

(iv) Convert farm land back to Forestry (Objectives 1,3, & 4; Policy 5 and 7, Rules 

3.11.5.3 to 3.11.5.5 and Schedule 1) 

(v) Stock Exclusion (Rules 3.11.5.1 to 3.11.5.4) 

(vi) Restrict Land use change (Policy 6, Rule 3.11.5.7) 

 

2. Introduction 

 

Our family trust owns a 364 ha King Country dry stock property in the Priority 3 sub 

catchment located in Waipa River Freshwater Management unit (Mangatutu sub catchment) 

in the Wharepuhunga district.  The nearest towns to provide goods and services to the farm 

being Otorohanga and Te Awamutu. 

 

Photographs of the farm are attached to assist the Commissioners with a visual view of the 

farm description in my original submission.  Our neighbours include another dry stock 

property, three dairy farms and a parcel of “land locked” Maori land covered in natural bush. 

 

Our farming philosophy is to farm sustainably and to the environmental capability of the 

land.  Examples are we have fenced water ways where practical and installed an effective 

water system with water trough(s) to give stock access to water in every paddock.  We plant 

natives annually to provide feed for the native birds that flourish around us with regular 

food source from both our bush, and on neighbouring properties, along with successful pest 

control.  We have increased our sheep flock to run more sheep on our steepest hills and take 

bulls off that part of land.  There is further details in the sub catchment section of this 

Statement outlining our activities to help preserve the Mangatutu Stream, a significant trout 

hatchery that runs through our farm. 

 

 

 

 

 



Driving our farming passion and philosophy is a farming history that spans four generations 

for our two children Samuel  - a rural banker, and Nicole – a student at Massey University.  

My father and my husband’s father fought in World War Two and changed urban careers to 

become Waikato dairy farmers when they returned to New Zealand after the war ended.  

My mother and my husband’s mother came from dairy farming backgrounds.  My mother-

in-law’s side of family have farmed in the district near our current property for two 

generations before her.  I joined my husband 40 years ago on his family dairy farm, and then 

together we increased our Family Trust’s land ownership selling our dairy farm in 2006 after 

purchasing our current dry stock property in 2005. 

 

I am also currently a Director on the Board of Primary ITO (Industry Training Organisation), 

and was a former Fonterra Shareholder Councillor when we owned our dairy farm. 

 

I wish to submit to this Hearing once with the specific parts of Plan Change 1 I am 

commenting on being:- 

 

3. Sub Catchment Planning 

 

I support this approach and can demonstrate on our farm along with neighbouring farms 

that border on the Mangatutu Stream an earlier successful example.  In 2006 we joined a 

collaborative project with Environment Waikato to stabilize the stream and improve water 

quality along with 23 other farmers, iwi, Fish and Game.  The stream is 40km long and a 

tributary to Punui River with the project focusing on 20km.  On our farm we invested 

$35,000 that was matched by Environment Waikato to realign the river where it had gone 

off course due to a number of factors.  These included poor planting choices and location of 

plants on a neighbouring farm that forced water flows to change substantially when there 

was heavy rain and created additional bank erosion from the strong currents.   There was a 

variety of other investments by the other 23 farmers and work done relevant to the issues of 

each farm but with a whole stream improvement approach.  Mangatutu Stream continues to 

be recognised as a significant trout hatchery stream and a regular swimming waterway for 

the local community in several popular spots.  The project’s success is well documented 

through council records.  This is also a stream that my husband has had over 60 years of 

association with and he has observed the continued improvement of its water quality.  

While obviously a personal observation rather than scientific, the water is that clear that we 

can see trout swimming in the stream from both close to the water edge and from much 

higher up on the hills that look down on the stream, along with clear visibility of the stones 

on the stream bed (visibility naturally diminishes with heavy rain fall).  I have attached the 

Work Plan for our part of the stream prepared by Environment Waikato which is imposed on 

an aerial view of our farm and the stream – titled “Stewart & Clements Properties 

Maungatutu River Works”, dated 12 November 2006. 

 

While this is a small example compared to PC1 the same principles apply but the current 

implementation method in Rule 3.11.4.5 does not provide the authority or enable an 

integrated sub catchment management and community and farmer initiative through the 

Objectives, policies and methods including rules of Plan Change 1.  



4. Stocking Rate 

 

Our stock rate and mix has changed and evolved since we purchased the farm in 2005 in 

response to market signals, changing health and safety issues and impact on farm 

environment.  It is essential for our farming business to be able to respond in this manner in 

order to be sustainable both economically and environmentally.  Currently Rule 3.11.5.2 

does not recognise the difference between a lactating dairy cow versus dry stock, the 

difference in quantity of drinking water required by non-lactating stock, and lower levels of 

nitrate excreted by dry stock.  A Farm Environment Plan specific to each farm could ensure 

the stocking rate matched the capability of the land in question. 

 

5. Nitrogen Management 

 

I support earlier evidence you have had presented from Beef and Lamb NZ and Farmers for 

Positive Change that approaches to managing emissions for nitrogen from our dry stock 

farm should not be based on grandparenting as the Nutrient Reference Point approach in 

Plan Change 1 proposes. 

 

In addition to their evidence on  fact Overseer’s modelling formula is not fit for purpose I 

have included the following newspaper articles challenging Overseer’s accuracy:- 

 

Alfred Harris, First Class Honours Degree in Cytogenetics, Research Manager Pacific 

Biocarbon, NZ Farmer January 30, 2017 Page 7 – “Can we have faith in Overseer?” 

 

Dr Samuel Dennis, Soil Scientist, NZ Farmer March 27, 2017 Page 14 – “Nutrient software 

queried”; and NZ Farmer April 17, 2017, Page 7 – “Letters to the Editor “Overseer’s limits” . 

Overseer is also not effective as a measure for other contaminants that PC1 has identified. 

 

I do support the use of individual Farm Environment Plans to determine land use capability 

and individual farm base discharge allowance.  Again I appreciate Beef and Lamb NZ and 

Farmers for Positive Change have provided you data and expert evidence at a much higher 

level and in more detail than I can on this point.  However I hope to convey to you as a 

former dairy farmer I know from first hand observations and personal experience the 

different approaches to fertiliser management, particularly low levels of nitrogen that was 

applied historically to our dry stock farm compared dairy.   

 

Plan Change 1 in its current format fails to give credit to lower users (both dairy and dry 

stock) of nitrogen, and to farmers that have pro-actively engaged in environmental practices  

that enhance their land for the future, and in some cases protected it for future generations 

as with QEII Trust protected land.   This restriction and lack of flexibility not only limits us 

today with growing more pasture or crops but the next generation of farmers.  It is not 

about us wanting to apply excessive levels of nitrogen on our  dry stock farm but through a 

farm specific Farm Environmental Plan look at what options we could have that is at an 

environmentally responsible level and matches land capability. 

 



6.  Convert farm land back to forestry        

 

I refer to (and have attached) an article in the NZ Farmer April 24, 2017, Page 7 by Geoff 

Prickett, a retired Gisborne Farmer on what happened on farm land and water ways over 45 

years with positive improvement to water quality and reduction in flood levels after the first 

30 years from planting of local forests.  However at harvest time when large scale logging 

began on the hills it left exposed vulnerable erodible land that with heavy rain washed soil, 

large amounts of slash and under par logs downstream “one big rain event could and did 

reverse 30 years of environmental benefits... our beautiful little river was transformed in 

high flood into brown sludge carrying not just slash but a continuous flow of short-end 

logs.... all this logging debris was carried in a thick slurry of precious topsoil and biomass.” 

He goes on to detail its devastating effect on fish life and shell fish as the water way flowed 

into tidal rivers and estuaries.   

 

Since this article it has been well documented of similar stories around New Zealand on 

much bigger scales.  Climate change has obviously subjected land to adverse weather 

events,  and more often than historical weather patterns.  The whole purpose of Plan 

Change 1 is to improve water quality over the next 80 years and in doing so naturally require 

a reduction in sediment, nutrient, and microbial pathogen discharges.  However ironically 

Waikato Regional Council wants to convert current fertile, efficient food producing Waikato 

land back to forestry on a massive scale without an 80 year vision of what happens to the 

waterways when those forests are harvested.   

 

This focus on forestry farming also has negative consequences for communities, their 

residents and New Zealand Inc with corresponding eradication of jobs, decline of rural 

economies and social impact.  It is imperative a robust detailed cost benefit analysis covering 

both social and economic factors be undertaken as referenced in my initial submission. 

 

7. Stock Exclusion 

 

I support the intention to exclude stock from water ways but have requested an amendment 

to the current blanket approach.  On our farm we need flexibility as a water way has altered 

course over the years leaving a bridge now located on dry land instead of giving access over 

the water to part of the farm land.  Through a Farm Environmental Plan specific to our farm 

we could document we have non-lactating stock that could be taken quickly through the 

water in a controlled situation at intermittent periods during a year and depending on the 

season.  For the amount of land involved it would not be economic to put in a new bridge.   

 

In addition there are fencing challenges to some water ways due to the nature of steep 

slopes and areas of solid Rhyolite rock.  These challenges are far greater than on typically 

mainly flat to rolling dairy farm land.  The challenge is both physical and economic – in our 

case we have fenced as many water ways as practical rather than all water ways so we still 

had money to make a major investment in improving the water reticulation on our farm so 

that all paddocks have water access in a trough(s) for stock.   

 



8. Restrict Land Use Change 

 

This part of Plan Change 1 I presume is to actively prevent any further conversion of land to 

dairying however the are unintended consequences for other types of land users.  On our 

dry stock farm if we are to have any chance of attracting our children or associated wider 

family members to consider coming back to our farm we need flexibility to let the future 

generation apply their own innovation and new science and/or farming practices.  They 

need to  be able to respond to market changes so they can farm in both an environmentally 

sustainable way and have an economically sustainable business.  If for example synthetic 

meat displaced our beef stock they may decide to put some of our flat fertile paddocks into 

vegetables and/or plant the steeper parts in manuku so they can develop a honey business  

yet Policy 6, Rule 3.11.5.7 severely restricts and in effect stops this type of land use change. 

 

Rarely has business or industry in New Zealand ever put up that kind of barrier to future 

generations.  There needs to better process prescribed where farmers could effectively put a 

business case as to why a land use change would be positive.  This would need to include 

environmental benefits, as well as making a sustainable profit.  The flow on benefits would 

not only be for the individual farmer, and the land,  but also recognise new jobs potential 

and money filtering through to the communities that provide the goods and services to that 

particular land. 

 

 




















