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IMPORTANT NOTE

A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter/s within 5 working days of being lodged with council.
An address list of all submitters is included with the summary of decisions requested documents and is available at
waikatoregion.govt.nz/healthyrivers

YOUR NAME, ADDRESS FOR SERVICE AND CONTACT DETAILS (MANDATORY INFORMATION)

Name of submitter Farmerfor PositiveChange(F4PC)
(individual/organisation)

Contact person Rick Burke
(if applicable)

Agent
(if applicable)

Email address for service pukekaurifarms@netsmart.net.nz
Postal address for service 181 Lund Road
RD2 KatiKati
Post code: 3178
Phone number/s Home: 075491045 Business:
Mobile: 021828587 Fax:
I am:

O A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest.

In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or

O A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has.

In this case, also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or

O The local authority for the relevant area.




My reasons are (i.e. grounds for selection above):

PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU WISH TO SPEAK AT A HEARING

O Yes, | wish to speak at the hearing in support of my further submission.

Q No, | do not wish to speak at the hearing in support of my further submission.
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NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: Beef + Lamb New Zealand Limited

ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: PO Box 135, Fleldlng 4740

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID: 73369

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): All

SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

@Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE:

Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission

Do you support or oppose the submission?

Reason — The B+LNZ submission is consistent with the decisions
sought by F4PC own submission.

A sub catchment approach is favoured to manage contaminant
loss and achieve desired water quality attributes.

A strong approval for use of Farm Environment Plans to achieve
better land use outcomes by adopting good management
practices which includes but not limited to having awareness of
high contaminant loss critical source areas; A pragmatic approach
to livestock exclusion relative to risk; Adoption of livestock policies
that have a better fit with the underlying capability of the natural
resource i.e. the land; Identification of land more suitable to other
purposes other than pastoral grazing.

A disapproval of 'grandparenting’ for nitrogen allocation that
penalises land use with low loss rates yet this loss rate will be
under ecosystem health limits that could be prescribed for an
individual property. This negatively locks in current land use and
therefore does not allow opportunity and innovation to adjust land
use to buffer market and climatic change. The headroom created

im imatAanAd hAainAa inannmvAanviatAh s si~nAaA +A AFfAAE thAa AnvivAannmaA KAl

| SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

| seek the whole submission be allowed

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

NZ Deer Farmers Waikato - Waipa 74008

NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

Lindsay Fung PO Box 107102 Wellington 6143
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

Do you support or oppose the submission? @ Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

We are supportive of the submission provided by the NZDFA | seek the whole submission be allowed

because they commonly manage farms with integrated livestock
policies. The NZDFA expands upon the thrust of F4APC submission
by taking into account deer-specific behaviours, management
approaches and resultant mitigation costs if and where required.

It is noted the NZDFA is also supportive of using the Farm
Environment Plan (FEP), where on-farm risk is prioritised and
managed appropriately to the on-farm situation and the
contaminant priority for the subcatchment.

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

Hill Country Farmers Group 73321

NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

Kirstie Hill 84 Waipuna Road Waerenga RD1 Te Kauwhata 3781
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

Do you support or oppose the submission? @ Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

FAPC are supportive of the Hill Country Farmers Group | seek the whole submission be allowed

submission as it clearly identifies the hardships and
impracticalities that will be imposed by Plan Change 1 as notified.
In the main these relate to livestock exclusion and need to provide
buffer separation to waterways particularly when cost benefit is
dubious, the time frames to complete will be impossible, it avoids
focus on other contaminant loss critical source areas that should
be the priority.

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

Balle Bros Group 67834

NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

165 Heights Road, RD1 Pukekohe
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

Do you support or oppose the submission? @ Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

FAPC wish to support Balle Bros Group because of their emphasis | seek the whole submission be allowed
upon the subcatchment approach to manage water quality. Also,
for Balle Bros Group who operate a horticultural enterprise are
poorly served by the nitrogen allocation framework as adopted by
Plan Change 1. It should be noted that horticulture as a sector
have a relatively small land area approximately 2 percent of the
Waikato - Waipa region approx. 20,000ha. The provisioning of
green vegetable food for the human population is vitally important
and needs better security than what is provided for. Balle Bros and
the horticulture sector are limited in land type for use being LUC
Class 1, 2 and 3 being the most versatile and valuable soils.

FAPC concur that the 'grandparented' nitrogen allocation is
infeasible and offers little certainty for those operating horticulture
enterprises. There must be better recognition of how the
horticulture sector operates including 1) the usage of crop
rotations to disrupt and mitigate risk associated with pests and
weeds, and 2) the usage of leased land because the preferred
land type is often located in part on third party owned land.

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

Horticulture New Zealand 73801
NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

Astra Foster PO Box 10-232 Wellington 6143
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

Do you support or oppose the submission? @Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

FAPC have recognised that the horticulture sector operates | seek the whole submission be allowed

primarily on Land Use Capability (LUC) Class 1, 2 and 3 land. This
land class affords the most intensity, versatility and valuable use
hence good acceptability for horticultural usage. There is also
recognition that the availability of this land class is much more
limited and therefore more important to be well managed and
secured. There is a need for a more realistic framework for
nitrogen allocation that recognises the inherent capability of the
natural resource i.e. the land. There is also a need to understand
and apply allocation using LUC in association with recognising the
loss pattern is highly variable dependent upon crop rotation. This
demands having spatial awareness of soil types, the
corresponding attenuation with a degree of finesse needed for
horticulture so knowing better the fate of nitrogen and other
contaminants more so than if land usage is for pastoral grazing.

Add another page



Waiawa Farms
NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID: 71346

Stuart and Deborah Ranger 1123 Waotu Road RD1 Putaruru 3481

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al

SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) Al

@Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE:

Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission

Do you support or oppose the submission?

FAPC wish to support Waiawa Farms because they like many
other farmers in the same position are threatened by loss of
opportunity despite farming in a manner that does not cause
environmental harm nor degradation. Plan Change 1 espouses
rules that effectively applies a hand brake to Waiawa Farms via
grandparented nitrogen allocation irrespective of the quality of the
land and the natural limits that should apply, a measure being
Land Use Capability, thereby restricting their flexibility to adapt to
market and climate change, and opportunity to add value.

| SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

| seek the whole submission be allowed

Add another page



Mark and Sharon Stokman
NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

161 Hossack Road Rotorua
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID: 73976

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al

SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC7-7234 or V1PC1-1234) Al

OSupport O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE:

Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission

Do you support or oppose the submission?

FAPC are supportive of the Stokmans as they also recognise that
farming as a land use has limits so not to cause environmental
harm or degradation. However, there is a need to accept where
land use may be misplaced that change to moderate cannot be
undertaken in a manner that could immediately threaten the
sustainability of a farm business so must be transitional. There is
concern about applying the Nitrogen Reference Point and the
usage of Overseer to measure this knowing some of the
background science is itself not overly robust. For example FAPC
are aware of poor Overseer science regarding horticulture and
equine. There is concern about application of blanket
one-size-fits-all rules when water quality between the different
subcatchments varies greatly. The Stokmans are very troubled
about the costs that will be associated with Plan Change 1 and
these costs have been imposed without concern.

| SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

| seek the whole submission be allowed

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

Malibu Hamilton 74083
NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.7): All SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) Al

Do you support or oppose the submission? @ Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

The submission by Malibu Hamilton has a strong accord to what | seek the submission be allowed where it is consistent with the
FAPC would like as an outcome. There is good recognition that submission of F4PC

land use has limits and this is identified by Land Use Capability.

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

Federated Farmers
NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID: 74191

Federated Farmers Waikato, Hamilton

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC7-7234 or V1PC1-1234) Al

@Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE:

Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission

Do you support or oppose the submission?

FAPC are closely aligned with much of the Federated Farmers
submission. This is particularly so for the use of Farm Environment
Plans ensuring an adaptive transitional program of mitigation if
required can be adopted. This recognises in part the scale, cost
and needed time to comprehend and then implement the
mitigations put forward as workable solutions. There is an acute
need for reasonableness and practicality.

The subcatchment approach is also universally supported as this
recognises the different state of water quality, land use and pattern
of, and the natural resource itself which is unique to each
subcatchment.

With respect to Plan Change 1 we do however differ regarding
nitrogen. F4PC are desiring an interim flexibility cap for low
nitrogen loss up 20 kgN/ha as this recognises for those land users
with low N loss need flexibility to adapt to optimise farm systems,
adjust to market pricing and climate change. It is the opinion of
FAPC that most low N loss farm systems < 20 kgN/ha are
operating below a level that would compromise the attributes of
water quality and ecosystem health our communities would find
desirous.

| SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

| seek the submission be allowed where it is consistent with the
submission of F4PC

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

James Bailey 73926

NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

848 SH1, RD1, Tirau, 3484
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

Do you support or oppose the submission? OSupport O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

FAPC are very supportive of James Bailey to achieve good | seek the whole submission be allowed

environmental and water quality outcomes. There is a need to
ensure the interpretation of the Vision and Strategy is true as to its
meaning and intent so that we can together all have better
certainty regarding the direction and pace of travel to improve
outcomes.

The usage of 'grandparented’ nitrogen allocation does not take into
account the degree of environmental harm or degradation for a
given land use relative to the inherent state of the natural
resources i.e. the land and water quality. For a farm business with
land use having a low nitrogen loss that is less than what could be
without surpassing a threshold determined by say Land Use
Capability or an interim flexibility 20 kgN/ha cap will be crippling.
The grandparented lock down on allowable N loss fails to provide
opportunity to optimise and make good needed mitigation for other
contaminants for example sediment, phosphorus and pathogens.
James discusses an adaptive management approach and this
resonates well with F4PC. There must be certainty going forward
that better recognises the inherent value of the natural resources
rather than protecting misplaced land use that has high
contaminant loss.

Add another page



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1 AND VARIATION 1 TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 1

Malcolm and Sally Lee 72932

NAME OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER: ORIGINAL SUBMITTER ID:

550 Dixon Road, R D 2, NGARUAWAHIA
ADDRESS OF ORIGINAL SUBMITTER:

Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal. Also indicate the Submission Point ID.

PROVISION (e.g. Objective 4 or Rule 3.11.5.1): Al SUBMISSION POINT ID (e.g. PC1-1234 or VIPC1-1234) All

Do you support or oppose the submission? @Support O Oppose

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: | SEEK THAT THE WHOLE (OR PART [DESCRIBE PART]) OF THE SUBMISSION BE
Tell us why you support or oppose this submission. These reasons will help us to understand your further submission ALLOWED (OR DISALLOWED): Give precise details

FAPC share many of the same concerns that Malcolm and Sally | seek the submission be allowed where it is consistent with the
Lee have concerning Plan Change 1. This is particularly so submission of FAPC

regarding how the Farm Environment Plans are to be prepared
and audited. The compulsory engagement of an advisor /
consultant to assist in the preparation of the FEP is questioned.
There is only a very small group of people who are knowledgeable
about Sheep, Beef and Deer farm systems and associated land
use. There is consequently grave danger that farmers could
receive poor advice but have no recourse to verify and challenge.
The FEP must be tailored to the unique needs of every individual
farm and the issues local pertaining to the subcatchment. Only an
advisor / consultant having sufficient skill and expertise will have
authority to provide needed advice ensuring reasonableness and
practicality.

Add another page



NOTES ON MAKING A FURTHER SUBMISSION

1. Serving a copy of your further submission

A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is served on (i.e. received
by) Waikato Regional Council.

2. Further submission content review

Please note that your further submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at least 1 of
the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

« itis frivolous or vexatious

« it discloses no reasonable or relevant case

e it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further

e it contains offensive language

« itis supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared by a person who is not
independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter.

3. Privacy information

The Waikato Regional Council will make all submissions and further submissions including name and contact details publicly
available on Council’s website. Under the RMA, any further submission supporting or opposing an original submission is required to
be served on the original submitter after it is served on council therefore your contact details must be made available.

Personal information will also be used for administration relating to the subject matter of the submissions, including notifying
submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will be held by the Waikato Regional Council with submitters having the right
to access and correct personal information.

Contact us for more information
Phone: 0800 800 401
Email: healthyrivers@waikatoregion.govt.nz

HE TAIAO MAURIORA  HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT Waikato

HE OHANGA PAKARI STRONG ECONOMY ..

HE HAPORI HIHIRI VIBRANT COMMUNITIES REGIONAL COUNCIL

Te Kaunihera & Rohe o Waikato




	Name of submitter: Farmer for Positive Change (F4PC)
	contact person: Rick Burke
	Agent: 
	Name of submitter 1: 
	Contact person1: 
	Agent1: 
	Email address: pukekaurifarms@netsmart.net.nz
	Postal address: 181 Lund Road
	Postal address 1: RD2 KatiKati
	Postal address 2: 
	Postal address 3: 3178
	Home number: 075491045
	business number: 
	Fax: 
	Mobile: 021828587
	clause 81: Choice1
	clause 82: Choice1
	clause 83: Off
	Attached extra sheet Radio Button 4: Off
	nuber of sheets: 
	Text Field 3: 17th September 2018
	Wish to speak - Radio Button 1: Choice1
	Check Box 1: Yes
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	support or oppose: support
	name of original submitter: Beef + Lamb New Zealand Limited
	original submitter ID: 73369
	address  of original submitter: PO Box 135, Fielding 4740
	provision: All
	submission point id: All
	Text8: Reason – The B+LNZ submission is consistent with the decisions sought by F4PC own submission.

A sub catchment approach is favoured to manage contaminant loss and achieve desired water quality attributes.

A strong approval for use of Farm Environment Plans to achieve better land use outcomes by adopting good management practices which includes but not limited to having awareness of high contaminant loss critical source areas; A pragmatic approach to livestock exclusion relative to risk; Adoption of livestock policies that have a better fit with the underlying capability of the natural resource i.e. the land; Identification of land more suitable to other purposes other than pastoral grazing.

A disapproval of 'grandparenting' for nitrogen allocation that penalises land use with low loss rates yet this loss rate will be under ecosystem health limits that could be prescribed for an individual property. This negatively locks in current land use and therefore does not allow opportunity and innovation to adjust land use to buffer market and climatic change. The headroom created is instead being inappropriately used to offset the environmental harm and nuisance created by other land users with high loss which is not equitable nor fair. 

There is a clear signal towards the required direction and pace of travel following on from Plan Change 1 which provides greater certainty thereby providing confidence to invest in change and if necessary modify existing land use.

Adoption of a natural capital approach for contaminant loss accounting that is not linked to existing land use but rather the inherent attributes of the land.

Transitional time period to allow change in land management and usage which is more pragmatic and rational considering the associated financial cost, the time-frame to execute and scale of work to be undertaken.
	Text9: I seek the whole submission be allowed
	Add another page: 
	P4: 
	extra_page: 
	name of original submitter: NZ Deer Farmers Waikato - Waipa
	original submitter ID: 74008
	address  of original submitter: Lindsay Fung PO Box 107102 Wellington 6143
	provision: All
	submission point id: All
	support or oppose: support
	Text8: We are supportive of the submission provided by the NZDFA because they commonly manage farms with integrated livestock policies. The NZDFA expands upon the thrust of F4PC submission by taking into account deer-specific behaviours, management approaches and resultant mitigation costs if and where required.  

It is noted the NZDFA is also supportive of using the Farm Environment Plan (FEP), where on-farm risk is prioritised and managed appropriately to the on-farm situation and the contaminant priority for the subcatchment.

	Text9: I seek the whole submission be allowed
	Add another page: 


	P5: 
	extra_page: 
	name of original submitter: Hill Country Farmers Group
	original submitter ID: 73321
	address  of original submitter: Kirstie Hill 84 Waipuna Road Waerenga RD1 Te Kauwhata 3781
	provision: All
	submission point id: All
	support or oppose: support
	Text8: F4PC are supportive of the Hill Country Farmers Group submission as it clearly identifies the hardships and impracticalities that will be imposed by Plan Change 1 as notified. In the main these relate to livestock exclusion and need to provide buffer separation to waterways particularly when cost benefit is dubious, the time frames to complete will be impossible, it avoids focus on other contaminant loss critical source areas that should be the priority.
	Text9: I seek the whole submission be allowed
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	P6: 
	extra_page: 
	name of original submitter: Balle Bros Group
	original submitter ID: 67834
	address  of original submitter: 165 Heights Road, RD1 Pukekohe
	provision: All
	submission point id: All
	support or oppose: support
	Text8: F4PC wish to support Balle Bros Group because of their emphasis upon the subcatchment approach to manage water quality. Also,  for Balle Bros Group who operate a horticultural enterprise are poorly served by the nitrogen allocation framework as adopted by Plan Change 1. It should be noted that horticulture as a sector have a relatively small land area approximately 2 percent of the Waikato - Waipa region approx. 20,000ha. The provisioning of green vegetable food for the human population is vitally important and needs better security than what is provided for. Balle Bros and the horticulture sector are limited in land type for use being LUC Class 1, 2 and 3 being the most versatile and valuable soils. 
F4PC concur that the 'grandparented' nitrogen allocation is infeasible and offers little certainty for those operating horticulture enterprises. There must be better recognition of how the horticulture sector operates including 1) the usage of crop rotations to disrupt and mitigate risk associated with pests and weeds, and 2) the usage of leased land because the preferred land type is often located in part on third party owned land.

	Text9: I seek the whole submission be allowed
	Add another page: 


	P7: 
	extra_page: 
	name of original submitter: Horticulture New Zealand
	original submitter ID: 73801
	address  of original submitter: Astra Foster PO Box 10-232 Wellington 6143
	provision: All
	submission point id: All
	support or oppose: support
	Text8: F4PC have recognised that the horticulture sector operates primarily on Land Use Capability (LUC) Class 1, 2 and 3 land. This land class affords the most intensity, versatility and valuable use hence good acceptability for horticultural usage. There is also recognition that the availability of this land class is much more limited and therefore more important to be well managed and secured. There is a need for a more realistic framework for nitrogen allocation that recognises the inherent capability of the natural resource i.e. the land. There is also a need to understand and apply allocation using LUC in association with recognising the loss pattern is highly variable dependent upon crop rotation. This demands having spatial awareness of soil types, the corresponding attenuation with a degree of finesse needed for horticulture so knowing better the fate of nitrogen and other contaminants more so than if land usage is for pastoral grazing.
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	Text8: F4PC wish to support Waiawa Farms because they like many other farmers in the same position are threatened by loss of opportunity despite farming in a manner that does not cause environmental harm nor degradation. Plan Change 1 espouses rules that effectively applies a hand brake to Waiawa Farms via grandparented nitrogen allocation irrespective of the quality of the land and the natural limits that should apply, a measure being Land Use Capability, thereby restricting their flexibility to adapt to market and climate change, and opportunity to add value.
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	Text8: F4PC are supportive of the Stokmans as they also recognise that farming as a land use has limits so not to cause environmental harm or degradation. However, there is a need to accept where land use may be misplaced that change to moderate cannot be undertaken in a manner that could immediately threaten the sustainability of a farm business so must be transitional. There is concern about applying the Nitrogen Reference Point and the usage of Overseer to measure this knowing some of the background science is itself not overly robust. For example F4PC are aware of poor Overseer science regarding horticulture and equine. There is concern about application of blanket one-size-fits-all rules when water quality between the different subcatchments varies greatly. The Stokmans are very troubled about the costs that will be associated with Plan Change 1 and these costs have been imposed without concern.
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	Text8: The submission by Malibu Hamilton has a strong accord to what F4PC would like as an outcome. There is good recognition that land use has limits and this is identified by Land Use Capability.
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	Text8: F4PC are very supportive of James Bailey to achieve good environmental and water quality outcomes. There is a need to ensure the interpretation of the Vision and Strategy is true as to its meaning and intent so that we can together all have better certainty regarding the direction and pace of travel to improve outcomes.
The usage of 'grandparented' nitrogen allocation does not take into account the degree of environmental harm or degradation for a given land use relative to the inherent state of the natural resources i.e. the land and water quality. For a farm business with land use having a low nitrogen loss that is less than what could be without surpassing a threshold determined by say Land Use Capability or an interim flexibility 20 kgN/ha cap will be crippling. The grandparented lock down on allowable N loss fails to provide opportunity to optimise and make good needed mitigation for other contaminants for example sediment, phosphorus and pathogens. James discusses an adaptive management approach and this resonates well with F4PC. There must be certainty going forward that better recognises the inherent value of the natural resources rather than protecting misplaced land use that has high contaminant loss. 
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	Text8: F4PC are closely aligned with much of the Federated Farmers submission. This is particularly so for the use of Farm Environment Plans ensuring an adaptive transitional program of mitigation if required can be adopted. This recognises in part the scale, cost and needed time to comprehend and then implement the mitigations put forward as workable solutions. There is an acute need for reasonableness and practicality.
The subcatchment approach is also universally supported as this recognises the different state of water quality, land use and pattern of, and the natural resource itself which is unique to each subcatchment.
With respect to Plan Change 1 we do however differ regarding nitrogen. F4PC are desiring an interim flexibility cap for low nitrogen loss up 20 kgN/ha as this recognises for those land users with low N loss need flexibility to adapt to optimise farm systems, adjust to market pricing and climate change. It is the opinion of F4PC that most low N loss farm systems ≤ 20 kgN/ha are operating below a level that would compromise the attributes of water quality and ecosystem health our communities would find desirous.
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	Text8: F4PC share many of the same concerns that Malcolm and Sally Lee have concerning Plan Change 1. This is particularly so regarding how the Farm Environment Plans are to be prepared and audited. The compulsory engagement of an advisor / consultant to assist in the preparation of the FEP is questioned. There is only a very small group of people who are knowledgeable about Sheep, Beef and Deer farm systems and associated land use. There is consequently grave danger that farmers could receive poor advice but have no recourse to verify and challenge.
The FEP must be tailored to the unique needs of every individual farm and the issues local pertaining to the subcatchment. Only an advisor / consultant having sufficient skill and expertise will have authority to provide needed advice ensuring reasonableness and practicality.
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