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PLEASE INDICATE BY TICKING THE RELEVANT BOX WHETHER YOU WISH TO BE HEARD IN 
SUPPORT OF 
YOUR SUBMISSION 

D I wish to speak at the hearing in support of my submissions. 

JOINT SUBMISSIONS 

If others make a similar submission, I would consider presenting a joint case with them at the 
hearing. 

Section Number of 

the Plan Change 
Please refer to title ond page 

numbers used in the plan 
change document 

1. Page 20 - Vision 

and strategy for 

the Waikato River 

3. 

Achievement of 

vision and strategy 

is 

intergenerational 

3.11.3 Policies -

Specifi ca I ly 

referring to the 

Nitrogen 

referencing point 

Support/Oppose 

Indicate whether you 
support or oppose the 

provision 

Support 

Strongly Oppose 

Submission 

State in summary the nature of your submission and 
the reasons for it 

Support the overall vision: 

"Our vision is for a future where a healthy 
Waikato River sustains abundant life and 
prosperous communities who, in turn, are 
all responsible for restoring and protecting 
the health and wellbeing of the Waikato 
River, and all it embraces, for generations 
to come." 
Also support the focus on the 4 water 

contaminants: Nitrogen, phosphorus, 

e.coli and sediment 

Strongly support the 80 year timeframe to 

reach the water quality targets. In order to 

successfully reach the specified targets 

there needs to be innovation in technology 

and management practices to ensure 

targets are met whilst maintaining a 

vibrant and successful region socially and 

economically. These will need time to 

develop and implement. 

Oppose the use of nitrogen referencing 

based on the 2014/15 or 2015/16 season 

as a method of setting the nitrogen 

discharge allowance. This method of 

setting the nitrogen discharge allowance 

provides a significant disadvantage to 

those land owners who have been aware 

of and mitigating the im pact of their land 

operations on the environment. For 

example, comparing 2 farms: Farm A 

having understood and mitigated the 

impact of their operation through 

management decisions and investment in 

infrastructure such as an improved 

effluent system and feedpad at a 

significant expense resulting in a nitrogen 

leaching of 28 kg N/ha/year are at a 

Decision Sought 

State clearly the decision and/or 
suggested changes you want 

Council to make on the provision 

Continue with this vision for 

the water quality of the river 

Continue with the 80 year 

timeframe and ensure over 

time there is detailed 

research on the economic 

and social implications of 

var ious mitigation options 

available/developed to 

reach the desired vision. 

Limiting nitrogen discharge 

based on historical nitrogen 

leaching is an inequitable 

method of limiting or 

managing nitrogen 

discharge into water 

systems . 

Any proposed limits should 

be based on a sub 

catchment basis taking into 

account land class 

specific contaminants 

required to be removed in 

that catchment. 

significa nt disadvantage - to Farm B w_h_o_j_ ___ _ 



Section Number of 

the Plan Change 

4. Page 43 - Heavy 
reliance on use of 
Overseer 

Support/Oppose 

Oppose 

Submission 

have been runn ing a system with litt le 
regard to the impact on the environment 
who has a nitrogen leach ing of 40 kg 
N/ha/year. This disparity in nitrogen 
discharge allowance will have an impact on 
land values due to the rel ative lack of 
fl exi bility in the farm with the lower 
nitrogen discharge allowance. 

This approach also does not allow 
properties that are currently 
underperform ing for whatever reason to 
be developed into productive blocks of 
land. This will have a sign ificant impact on 
the value of this land . An additional 
consequence of this is that it will be more 
difficult fo r young people to progress to 
land ownership in the future. Historically 
people have purchased these 
underperforming blocks as a first fa rm and 
invested a lot of their own time to improve 
the productivity of t hese blocks resulting in 
an increase in the return on investment 
and capital gain and consequently equi ty 
growth. Under the proposed plan thi s wil l 
be much more difficult as the productivity 
of these blocks will be ca pped based on 
the historical nitrogen leaching va lues. This 
could potentially have a significant impact 
on the success of the agriculture industry 
as a who le. If t he pathway to farm 
ownership is significantly limited by not 
enabling this eq uity growth by purchasing 
an underperforming farm and improving 
the productivity it wi ll be much more 
difficult to attract highly motivated, highly 
innovative young people into the ind ustry. 

The current proposal has a significant 
reliance on Overseer for developing the 
nitrogen reference point. Although 
identified as the best model currently 
available it has serious and significant 
flaws when used in the proposed manner. 
As it is a research based model (which it 
needs to be if used for this purpose) it 
requires robust research ba sed data to 
provide into the program to model the 
nutrient flows in the farming system. In 
order for this data to be robust and 
accurate to feed into the model the 
research for any new crop, management 
option or technology needs to be carried 
out on various soil types and climatic 

cond itions over a _ _12_Lln.:1~~r. .~f years to 

Decision Sought 

By developing a 
methodology by which 
sim ila r land within a 
catchment is allocated the 
nutrient limits regardless of 
historical performance will 
still provide t hese 
opportunities to invest in 
land and improve the 
productivity of the land 
resulting in an in crease in 
equity. 

Based on the reports 
available from the Technical 
Alliance group there does 
not appear to have bee n in 
depth research looking at 
the big picture and 
comparing the approach of 
limiting outputs through the 
use of the Overseer model 
compared to the approach 
of limiting some inputs or 
focusing more on 'Best 
management practice'. i 
Would limiting some inputs j 

such as total nitrogen · 
imported into system 

l (including Feed imported) j 



Section Number of 
the Plan Change 

5. Page 51- Fencing 
waterways and 
setback areas 

Support/Oppose 
1 

Submission Decision Sought 

Parti al ly oppose 

' .. i provide this r~bust data. Consequently any whil st exc luding stock from 
waterways etc result in 
more clarity, easier to 

new techno logies or management changes 
take a number of years before they can be 
included into the Overseer program which 
means in the years while t he resea rch is 
being carried out there is no benefit, in 
fact more likely to be a di sadvantage, for 
farmers to uptake these new practices. 

implement pol icy whilst 
achieving simila r , 
environmental outcomes? ! 

The whole approach needs i 
· to be clearly compared 

Due to the complexity of the model there 
is also a sign ificant number of input l 
variables all of which will impact on the : 

looking at how these 
methods cou ld be i 
implemented and the effect I 

nutrient outputs. How the data is I at t he farm, community and 
interpreted and inputted into Overseer ! region level and the results 

I 
can vary from operator to operator. In 
order to address this guidelines have been 
identified and requirements of ways data 
can be implemented have been 
developed. However, this then limits the 
accuracy of t he modelling of each 
individual farm system into the program in 
some ca ses significantly impacting on the 
outputs 

clearly shared wit h the 
public. This may then 
provide some confidence if 
Overseer is the best model I 

The implementation of an aud iti ng system 
to ensure the accuracy of the data input 
and interpretation will be difficult and take 
significant amount of time therefore 
adding sign ificant compliance cost to the 
industry. 

i to be used but currently · 
t here are many questions i 
about its use in a regulatory 
framework. 

The plan does not clearly state how the 
Waikato regional cou ncil will dea l with 
changes to the vers ion of Overseer and the 
resulting changes to the nitrogen leaching . 
outputs for each farm. This effectively will I 
change the nitrogen reference point every · 
time a new version of Overseer is released . 

--·-··· -----·· --· ···-----·········---·· · ----·-····--······~----·--···· 
There is a requi rement for all catt le, deer, There needs to be ·fu rth~~ I 

information on who is 
i responsib le for managing I 
' t he waterway corridors th at 

are proposed. There needs 
to be research into how 

horses and pigs to be excluded from all 
waterways with the required setback 
ranging from 1 metre to 3 metres. The 
concern is not around t he exclusion of 
stock as t his w il l have benefits to water 
quality but of how it is proposed these ; these weed species shou ld 

be managed and the impact 
of these proposed 

A sign ificant conseq uence of exc luding , management practi ces on 
stock from waterways is the establishment [ the water qua lity. 

co rridors will be managed . 



Section Number of 1 

the Plan Change ! Support/Oppose Submission 

·- -·~ ii·1- ;;;ead and overrun ma ;y-of these I 
I 

corridor areas. It is not clear whether the : 
management of these wil l be up to the I 
individual land owners or the Waikato 
Regional Council. If these weeds are going , 
to be ma naged through the use of I 
herbicides there will be a significant I 
increase in the amount of herbicide ending 

Decision Sought 

(--6-. - c-u-ltivati~~- ~f~~d--- -·s-~pp~~-t -----, .. ~;:;e
0

:~a~:~~~::~;~s~1~{~-~pT~~-d i·~··;;t1·-
.. _J ~~~:: / han 15 :~~~o!~~s ~~ ~hee;av:::~;en: o r for the ____ .. , __ _ 
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