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INTRODUCTION
1.

This Statement of Evidence is for Plan Change 9 (Tūtaekurī, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro
and Karamū Catchments) to the Hawkes Bay Regional Resource Management
Plan.

2.

My name is Rhea Jane Dasent and I am a senior regional policy advisor for
Federated Farmers of New Zealand. I am authorised to speak on behalf of
Federated Farmers.

3.

I have over a decade of experience in resource management issues to do with
farming, having worked for Federated Farmers as a regional policy advisor since
2009. My role is to provide policy advice and advocacy on behalf of Federated
Farmers members in processes arising under the Resource Management Act,
Local Government Act and Local Government (Rating) Act. I analyse, submit,
present at hearings and conduct Environment Court appeals on behalf of
members. My work is informed and mandated by our elected representatives
and local members.

4.

I hold a Bachelor of Science Degree and a Bachelor of Arts Degree from Victoria
University of Wellington, and I have previous experience as a resource consent
officer working for local government. My views are closely aligned with those of
Federated Farmers, due to my farming background.

5.

My family have farmed our property on Dasent Road in the Ngaruroro Catchment
of Hawkes Bay over 110 years. I have practical farming experience, being
employed on the family farm. My farm is representative of many farms within
the TANK catchments: family-owned and operated, one employee (being myself),
dry stock, free range pastoral, unirrigated, and of medium size at 190ha.

My farm in November with good grass growth. Note how spaced out animals
are with empty paddocks in between stocked paddocks, to regenerate pasture.
6.

Federated Farmers is a voluntary membership-based organisation that
represents farmers and other rural businesses. Federated Farmers has a long and
proud history of representing the needs and interests of New Zealand’s farmers
and as such has a keen interest in PC9.
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7.

Federated Farmers made a submission and further submissions on PC9. These
submissions are representative of our members’ views and experiences with the
management of the resources in the Region and reflect the fact that the
proposed Plan Change will have a significant impact on our members’ daily lives
as farmers, members of the local community, and as land and water users.

8.

I wish to acknowledge and support submissions made by individual members of
Federated Farmers.

OVERALL POSITION
9.

Federated Farmers submitted seeking that water and land use values associated
with farming are provided for in a practical and fair manner.

10.

We want to continue farming as a permitted activity, because it was lawfully
established and the majority of people and communities within the TANK
catchments rely on farming for their social and economic well beings.

11.

We want provisions that are consistent with national legislation, to avoid any
confusing contradictions and unnecessary duplication. Many of the concerns we
raised in our submission have now been addressed at national level, such as stock
exclusion, changes between land uses, and farm plans.

12.

We want stock drinking enabled to reflect its extremely high importance as a
farming value. We support the Section 42a Report’s recommendation to clarify
that stock drinking and Section 14.3(b) water uses are excluded from the 20m3
and 5m3 volume limits.

13.

We want rules that are practical to implement on farm. The Section 42a report
recommendations for a simplified Schedule 29 and Table 1 based on
conventional understanding of land use change are supported.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC WELLBEING
14.

Our submission emphasises that economic and social wellbeing are important
aspects when managing the TANK catchments.

15.

Primary production such as farming is a key land use of these catchments, and
many people and communities rely on farming for their wellbeing. Food is
something all people need, and our farmers take pride in providing sustainable,
good quality food for our nation’s tables and overseas markets. The past use of
land and water for farming is what built our local towns and communities, and
the economic wellbeing that we enjoy today. The importance of farming to the
nation was highlighted in 2020 during the coronavirus pandemic, as we looked to
farmers to continue to provide us with food security as a nation, and to earn
overseas income when other industries could not.

16.

My own farm is interconnected with a lot of businesses and people throughout
the Hawkes Bay. We interact with many small local family-owned business, like
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our livestock agent, tree-trimming, hay and silage contractors, fuel delivery
services, rural bankers to name a few. Our beef supplies supermarkets that are
part of the Foodstuffs group. These businesses and people rely on farms like ours
in order to earn a living, just like we rely on their services to run our farm. There
is a web of goods and services and the social and economic relationships in our
community, relating to farming.
17.

Federated Farmers consider that it is important that the objectives and policies
reflect the fact that land and water use in the TANK catchments are an essential
part of social and economic wellbeing.

STOCK EXCLUSION
18.

Federated Farmers’ submission seeks that the potential conflict between stock
exclusion requirements, and the reliance farmers have on stock access to
waterways for drinking, is sorted out. We submitted on Policies 11 and 13 Policy
22, Policy 27, Rules 3 and 4 on this topic.

19.

In our submission, our main concerns revolved around the need for farms to
retain some stock access to surface water for drinking. This happens on large
farms with steep terrain that make it hard to provide troughs in every paddock.
On farms near the Ruahine and Kaweka Ranges, up the Napier-Taupo Road and
in Wairoa, hill country terrain can make it difficult to impossible to take water at
a point source and pipe it to troughs and provide enough regular supply for water
to be constantly available to livestock. These farms will have some form of
reticulation where they can, but some paddocks will entirely rely on access to
surface water. Stock need permanent access to man-made stockwater dams.

20.

These same terrain challenges mean that some farms are unable to fence
waterways, simply because the landscape is too steep, or because dense bush or
dangerous cliffs prevent post-and-wire fences being built. I know of a farmer
who finds his river gravel soil very difficult to drive in posts or even standards
securely, and his ability to exclude stock is also compromised.

21.

We also consider that emergency water supply for livestock also needed to be
considered. My own farm needed stock access to surface water as an emergency
water supply when our bore failed and we could not supply troughs. Due to last
year’s drought and low rainfall for the last 18 months, our bore was low over
summer. A run of very hot days meant our cattle were drinking more than usual
and the bore ran dry for a week. We had to rapidly move stock into paddocks
that had stockwater dams and a creek to ensure they wouldn’t become
dehydrated and die. Similarly, hazard events such as landslide or earthquake can
rip out pipes and troughs, and mean that farmers need to water livestock until
these are fixed.

22.

However after raising these farming concerns about the practicality of stock
exclusion in our submission, the National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management and the associated National Environmental Standards and section
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360 regulations were released (and these documents included provisions for
stock exclusion).
23.

Notwithstanding our concerns about the practicality of stock exclusion, we
acknowledge that PC9 cannot be less stringent than the regulations and we
support the Section 42a Report recommendation to delete provisions for stock
exclusion being POL TANK 22 and Rules TANK 3 and 4, discussed in paragraph 826
onwards.

24.

We agree with the Section 42a Report that the national regulations achieve the
desired goal and therefore rules in PC9 are unnecessary. It is our strong opinion
that duplication is undesirable, and the potential inconsistencies and
uncertainties between two sets of rules is a problem that farmers do not need
(and is in no one’s best interests). We agree with paragraph 836 which says
Having two different but overlapping sets of regulatory provisions for the same
activity results in unnecessary complexity and increases the administrative
burden for the Council. It also results in additional costs and confusion for
landowners.

SECTION 14.3(B) TAKES AND USES
25.

Federated Farmers’ submission opposed the overall reduction of permitted
takes, the limit of only 5m3 per day for new takes, and the inclusion of Section
14.3(b) takes and uses into Rules 7 and 8. We support the Section 42a Report
recommendations to clarify that Section 14.3(b) takes are excluded from the
limits or restrictions on water takes.

26.

Federated Farmers prefers the existing “allowed” status that Section 14.3(b)
takes and uses have in the rest of the Regional Resource Management Plan.
Water takes and uses for domestic and stock drinking needs under Section
14.3(b) should be accounted for in any catchment water take allocation, should
not require resource consent, and should not be affected by low flow limits or
cessations.

27.

I cannot overstate the importance of Section 14.3(b) takes and uses for farmers.
It is vital and must continue to be enabled. It would be totally unacceptable to
restrict farmers’ ability to provide enough drinking water for their livestock, and
for their households. I understand that this right is not unfettered, but is bound
by the condition that it does not, or is not likely to, have an adverse effect on the
environment. I agree with this condition in the RMA, and consider that there is
no need for further regulations by the Regional Plan.

28.

The Regional Resource Management Plan (RRMP) already gives S.14.3(b) takes
and uses allowed status, meaning it is exempt from the RRMP rules and subject
only to the conditions in RMA Section 14.
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RRMP Provision reference
Text
Rule 53 Minor Takes & Uses of • The take and use of water for
Ground Water
reasonable domestic needs, stock
drinking purposes and fire fighting,
including from locations within the
groundwater management zones in
Schedule VI is not required to be
included in this measurement
Rule 54 Minor Takes and Uses of 133 The taking of water for an
Surface Water
individual’s reasonable domestic
Footnote 133
needs and the reasonable needs of an
individual’s animals drinking water is
not restricted by this rule.
POL TT8.1(d)
Applying the Table 5.9.4 and 5.9.5
water allocation limits only to
consented takes and not to takes
allowed under section 14(3)(b) of the
RMA…
POL TT9.1
Not including any taking of water
allowed under s14(3)(b) of the RMA or
Rules 53 and 54…
POL TT9.1(f)
The taking of water allowed by section
14(3)(b) of the RMA may continue
without further restriction;
POL TT14.1(a)
The taking of water allowed by section
14(3)(b) of the RMA shall continue to
be allowed without further restriction
under this Plan;
29.

Rules 53 and 54 of the RRMP are significant, because these are what water takes
and uses for the TANK catchments were subject to prior to PC9. Farmers can take
the water their livestock need, so long as they are within the conditions set by
Section 14.3(b) of the RMA.

30.

For example, what is a “reasonable” take for animal drinking needs will depend
on the circumstances. It would be reasonable for livestock to drink more water
during summer than during winter. It would be reasonable for more water to be
used when the farm is fully stocked, than when the farm is 50% stocked.

31.

Federated Farmers’ submission was concerned that, as notified, PC9 was a
substantial departure from this existing regime including Section 14.3(b) takes
into the volume limits: existing takes (as of May 2020) to a maximum of 20m3 per
day, and new takes to a very small 5m3 per day, with no graduation depending
on the size of the property. We were extremely concerned these thresholds are
much too small to enable livestock drinking water as a permitted activity, and will
result in many farmers having to obtain resource consent.

32.

As notified, the same limits would apply to large 500ha farms taking water to
provide animal drinking in troughs, and to small 1.6ha lifestyle properties that
are only using domestic water. If they couldn’t meet the permitted conditions,
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farmers would face the risk that their consent applications be declined, or
conditions imposed that mean they can’t provide enough water. Farmers were
understandably worried that the number of animals their farm could hold would
be determined by the 20m3 limit.
33.

Even in regional waterbodies classified as “outstanding” status in Plan Change 7,
Section 14.3(b) takes and uses will have allowed status.

34.

The Section 42a Report discusses stock drinking in paragraph 1247, which says
Some submission points seek that OBJ TANK 16, 17 and 18, and associated policies
and rules are amended to provide for stock drinking water as a priority. I
recommend the panel accept these submissions in part due because they align
with Section 14(3)(b) of the RMA and align with to amendments to OBJ TANK 16
and consequential amendments.

35.

Federated Farmers is relieved that paragraph 1248 recommends to reject a
submission seeking that stock drinking ceases at minimum flows. Animal welfare
would be at stake.

36.

Federated Farmers strongly supports the Section 42a Report recommendation to
clearly exclude takes for stock drinking water needs in TANK 7 b)(iii) and TANK 8
b)(iii) from the 5m3 limit for new takes.

37.

Federated Farmers agrees with the discussion in paragraphs 1844 and 1845 of
the Section 42a Report The drafting of Rules TANK 7 and 8 as notified causes
confusion because condition b)(i) combines both existing uses and takes for
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reasonable needs of stock drinking water together….. I recommend that Rules
TANK 7 and 8 are amended to separate condition b)(i) into multiple points to
clarify that they are not limited to 5m3 per day, or 20m3 either. We consider that
the other source of the confusion is the way Section 14.3(b) takes are in the
second column titled Activity so the reader thinks all the conditions apply to stock
drinking when in fact they are excluded.
38.

All in all, Federated Farmers is satisfied that Section 14.3(b) takes and uses and
stock drinking are now provided for (without limiting the application of that
section) and not subject to the volume limits.

LAND USE CHANGE
39.

Federated Farmers submitted that Table 1 of Schedule 29 and associated Rules 5
and 6 were inappropriate. We support the Section 42a Report recommendation
to simplify Table 1 in Schedule 29.

40.

Federated Farmers’ submission said there were too many variables affecting
nutrient yield to be confident that pursuing assessments, when this threshold is
triggered, will be a worthwhile expenditure of resources. By this we meant that
farms are very individual and there is a need for flexibility, and that farmers
would find it difficult and expensive to assess whether every change on their farm
breached the N thresholds (let alone arrive at appropriate N thresholds to assess
them against).

41.

Change is inherent with farming, and the requirement to check if the activity is
still within the permitted rule during every change would be daunting. However
in saying that farming changes, it is still change on a minor scale and within the
existing farm system, and not often a wholescale change from one type of
farming to another, such as from drystock to dairy.

42.

My own intergenerational family farm has experienced a lot of change over the
decades. We originally were a sheep breeding farm from 1907-1996, then we
changed to beef finishing. Both the sheep breeding and beef finishing involve
meat production using extensive rotational grazing, with stock numbers
determined by the amount of naturally grown pasture available. Over this time
we have experienced two world wars, the emergence of early agricultural
mechanisation, the 1930s depression, the 1931 Napier earthquake, new postwar markets, deregulation in the 1980s, Cyclone Bola in 1988, and the drought
of 2020 and Covid-19. These all required us to adapt, change, innovate and be
flexible to the conditions.

43.

Not only do we experience long term change, but during the year we need to
adapt to external conditions. Because we are unirrigated and rely solely on
natural rainfall, we have to be flexible with how many animals we have and how
we feed them. We carry more stock from April-November when grass growth is
good, less over the dry summer months. Some years have low grass growth so
we want to plant fodder crops to make sure we have enough feed. Last year we
made more hay and silage than usual, because we were replenishing our stored
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feed after running out during the prolonged drought. I reared calves for the first
time last year so we are currently carrying more younger animals than we
normally do. Some years we have so much grass growth in spring that we need
to buy more stock than usual to keep pasture under control and retain its quality
on paddocks that aren’t flat enough to cut hay.
44.

I would consider these all normal and expected changes on-farm that would be
experienced by farmers in the TANK catchments, and should not need
remodelling or estimates of N leaching to re-assess whether the threshold are
exceeded or not, because the total farm is still the same land use.

45.

Having to estimate the N loss for every normal on-farm change contributes to
regulatory drag and cost for very little benefit (particularly when relying on
Overseer to estimate N leaching and dealing with issues like Overseer version
change). Based on my farming experience, my fear is that farmers will feel unable
to adjust their farming system seasonally to account for external factors. I
certainly would. They will also feel like it is unfair to be held to or compared
against abstract and arbitrary N leaching rates in Schedule 29.

46.

As a farmer, I greatly appreciate the Section 42a Report’s comment in paragraph
806: Given the complexity and technical challenges posed by Rule TANK 5 and 6
and the associated Schedule 29, further work was done to develop a less
complicated approach. I support the less complicated approach with the
graduation from low level leaching to high level leaching land uses, relying on
conventional understanding of land uses.

47.

I agree with paragraphs 819 and 820: As noted earlier, the rules do not prevent
land use change. Innovation and flexibility are enabled, including in
contemplating land use change being managed collectively. Alternative
approaches, most of which require property scale nitrogen allowance were
assessed and discounted in terms of costs and effectiveness.

48.

Federated Farmers agrees with the Section 42a recommended changes to
Schedule 29 , which is a more pragmatic threshold to assess the types of changes
that would require greater scrutiny.

49.

Federated Farmers supports the allowance for crop rotation and rotational
grazing being the same area equivalent but moving location around the farm, not
being classified as “land use change.” Rotation is common and normal practice
and needs to be recognized and enabled.

FARM ENVIRONMENT PLANS
50.

Federated Farmers submitted that farm environment plans should apply only to
farms above 50ha, and we wanted plans only to apply to nationally regulated
activities like stockholding areas for larger and older cattle and intensive winter
grazing. We submitted that farming activities should be permitted activities
subject to standards and that those under 50ha did not need the extra step of
individual plans for every farm, which could be a burden on farmers and the
Council.
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51.

The Section 42a Report discusses what farm size the permitted activity rule TANK
1 should apply to, from paragraph 915 onwards.

52.

We now accept the Section 42a Report recommendation that farm environment
plans apply to properties over 20ha, for the reason that is consistent with Part 9A
of the RMA. We support consistency and agree with paragraph 923 where is
says Alignment will reduce the levels of complexity in local and national
regulation.

53.

We support the permitted status of use of production land in TANK 1. Existing
farming activities ought to be provided for as permitted. Farming is wellestablished in these catchments, as a lawful activity. Many farms will be like
mine: established over 100 years ago by families, in order to provide food for
their nation and earn a livelihood for themselves. Most will have retained their
predominant farm type such as sheep and beef.

54.

Federated Farmers urges that privacy concerns around Farm Environment Plans
and any resource consents needed are addressed. Farmers will have to supply
their private business information as part of these processes, which could then
become publicly available because they become council records. Farmers need
to know that their private business information is being provided to the Council
in confidence.

Rhea Dasent
For Federated Farmers
7 May 2021.
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INTRODUCTION
1.

This Hearing Statement is for Plan Change 9 (Tūtaekurī, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and
Karamū Catchments) to the Hawkes Bay Regional Resource Management Plan.

2.

My name is Rhea Jane Dasent and I am a senior regional policy advisor for
Federated Farmers of New Zealand. I am authorised to speak on behalf of
Federated Farmers as an advocate. My views are closely aligned with those of
Federated Farmers, due to my farming background.

3.

I have practical farming experience, having grown up on my Hastings family farm,
and now being involved in the running of it myself.

4.

Federated Farmers understands that the Regional Council has obligations under
the Resource Management Act and the National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management, and an obligation to the people and communities of the region to
manage freshwater in a sustainable manner. It is unfortunate that PC9 has had
to rapidly adapt and play catch-up with national regulations like the National
Environmental Standards for Freshwater and Stock Exclusion, and the RMA
Amendment Act 2020 for Part 9A (freshwater farm plans.) However we prefer
PC9 to be consistent with these, and avoid unnecessary duplication or confusion.

Dogs herding a mob of
cattle, taking them to a
fresh paddock to graze.

5.

Federated Farmers made a submission and further submissions, and lodged
Evidence on PC9. I wish to acknowledge and support submissions made by
individual members of Federated Farmers.

6.

Other primary sector organisations (Horticulture New Zealand and Beef & Lamb
New Zealand) have filed extensive technical evidence. I will leave the technical
evidence on water quality and quantity to those experts. Instead, I will be talking
about the impact on farmers and the practical solutions we seek from Plan
Change 9.

7.

The farmers affected by the TANK Plan Change 9 care deeply about natural
resources and their sustainable management. Most of them are like me: here to
earn an honest living for their families, care for their animals, provide food for
our nation, and understand that they are part of the chain of people to tend the
land.
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8.

We want to continue farming as a permitted activity, because it was lawfully
established and the majority of people and communities within the TANK
catchments rely on farming for their social, cultural and economic well beings.
We want provisions that are consistent with national legislation, to avoid any
confusing contradictions and unnecessary duplication. We want stock drinking
enabled to reflect its extremely high importance as a farming value. We want
rules that are practical to implement on farm and achieve their goals.

Three generations of a
farming family, proud of
their bumper hay crop.

SECTION 14(3)(B) TAKES AND USES
9.

Federated Farmers’ wishes to impress upon the Hearing Panel the importance
we place on water takes for stock water drinking and household supply. A
regulatory world where farmers have to apply for resource consent, or are
restricted to a limited volume, for livestock drinking is unthinkable.

10.

It remains Federated Farmers’ position that water takes and uses for domestic
and stock drinking needs under Section 14(3)(b) should be adequately accounted
and provided for in any catchment water take allocation, should not require
resource consent, and should not be affected by conditions like volume limits,
low flow limits or cessations.

11.

My Evidence in Chief expressed agreement with the Section 42a Report’s
recommendation to clarify that Section 14(3)(b) takes are excluded from the
limits or restrictions on water takes.

12.

The Section 42a Report discusses stock drinking in paragraph 1247, which says
Some submission points seek that OBJ TANK 16, 17 and 18, and associated policies
and rules are amended to provide for stock drinking water as a priority. I
recommend the panel accept these submissions in part due because they align
with Section 14(3)(b) of the RMA and align with to amendments to OBJ TANK 16
and consequential amendments.

13.

I see in the Section 42a Version of PC9 that Rules TANK 7 for surface water and
TANK 8 for groundwater still include Section 14(3)(b) takes and uses in column 2
as the activity description. My concern is that this means they are included into
the rule, making them a regulated activity and subject to the standards.
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14.

I see that the Section 42a Addendum report on page 102 re-introduces the 20m3
limit per property per day in Standard b) but then excludes lawful takes for stock
drinking that exist as at May 2020. I am worried that this is confusing and does
not adequately enable farmers to provide enough drinking water for livestock.

15.

Stock drinking must not be limited by the 5m3 per property per day limit, nor the
20m3 per property per day limit. Both 5m3 and 20m3 are much too small to
adequately provide for thirsty livestock and such a limit would have significant
implications for animal welfare. These hard limits would apply the same to a
500ha farm as to a 5ha lifestyle block, despite the farmer needing much more
water to provide adequate drinking for livestock.

16.

I see page 41 of the Section 42a Addendum report discusses volumes for
permitted activities and the 20m3 limit. However the addendum report is
specifically talking about water used for rootstock and horticultural crop survival.
But the changes to the rule applies to activities other than rootstock and crop
survival, and in doing so fundamentally changes the operation of Section 14(3)(b)
as farmers know it, was this the intention? Has such a big change to how we take
water for livestock drinking been properly explored in a Section 32 analysis?

17.

I don’t know if Section 14(3)(b) takes are excluded from Standard a) or not. Does
this mean if a farmer starts a new take after 2020, in a named water quantity
area, for animal drinking, this farmer then needs a resource consent?
Alternatively, if a farmer starts a new take for animal drinking after 2020, outside
the named water quantity areas, and this take exceeds 5m3, does this farmer
need a resource consent? This doesn’t appear to be the intention of the Section
42a Report writer, if we return to their discussion in paragraph 1247.
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18.

I am concerned what a “lawful take” in Standard b)iii) might be and if this misses
out farmers taking and using water for livestock drinking after 2020. If it meets
the requirements of the RMA then it would be lawful, no matter when it was
established. What would an unlawful take for stock drinking be? I am not sure if
takes for stock drinking after May 2020 would fall into this unlawful category. If
farmers need water after 2020 for stock drinking, will they be limited to only 5m2
per property per day, or require a resource consent? Both scenarios mean that
animal welfare is compromised. If it meets the standards in Section 14(3)(b) of
the RMA then a farmer should be able to take water for their animals without
needing a consent.

19.

I also question what a “new take” after May 2020 might be. “New takes” will be
affected by both Standard a) if it occurs in one of these water quantity areas, and
Standard b) if it is for stock drinking. I give you some scenarios to consider:
deepening a bore; subdivision of an existing farm house; and a shift from stock
drinking directly from a stream to the same water being provided in troughs.
Would these scenarios be considered new takes and therefore subject to
Standard a) of TANK 7 and 8 if they were located in a water quantity area? Or
would they be existing and excluded as a Section 14.3(b) take from Standard
b)iii)?

20.

A farmer may want to deepen their bore because it ran dry during the Great
Drought of 2020, leaving this farmer worried that their stock did not have enough
to drink on hot days. In order to go deeper, the farmer can’t deepen the existing
bore shaft, but needs to dig a new shaft only a few meters away. This is because
the bore shaft not only needs to be deeper, but also wider in order to fit a longer
pipe. The farmer wants to use the existing infrastructure he has there for the
deeper bore, being the electricity supply, pump shed, tanks and pipes. The
shallow bore shaft would be retired. I do not consider this a new take, but an
adaption of the same take.

21.

A farmer has two houses on their property and may want to subdivide one off for
a family member who is retiring. The house remains on the existing water supply
as it was previously and still only for domestic use, but now is on it’s own lot. I
do not consider this a new take, but a continuation of an existing take.

22.

A farmer is fencing off their creeks and streams, and now has to provide
reticulated water for livestock to drink. The water is taken from the same stream
that the stock drank from directly, and in a similar quantity, but is now collected
in an in-stream well and then pumped to a header tank and fed to troughs. This
is an adaption of the existing take, being a consequence of stock exclusion
regulations or the farmer’s own desire to improve their environment.

23.

More importantly, these activities are provided as of right under Section 14(3)(b)
of the RMA; so long as they are reasonable and the take is not likely to have an
adverse effect on the environment. If the intention is to require a new take for
animal drinking and domestic use to obtain a resource consent if it is established
after May 2020, that would be a very significant departure from the long
established status quo. In my view this would require very clear evidence that
these specific takes are creating an adverse environmental effect and that there
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is significant pressure from increasing volumes of new takes for these purposes.
I have not seen any evidence to suggest this.
24.

Federated Farmers seeks that rules TANK 7 and TANK 8 are amended to clarify
that the restrictions in Standards a) and b) do not apply to Section 14(3)(b) takes,
no matter when the take first commenced.

LAND USE CHANGE
25.

Federated Farmers submitted that proposed Table 1 of Schedule 29 and
associated Rules 5 and 6 were inappropriate. We support the Section 42a Report
recommendation to simplify Table 1 with a gradient of low to high N land uses.

26.

Our primary concern is the regulatory drag that the proposed table and
thresholds would impose on everyday farming. Regulatory drag arises when
strict regulations mean that farmers are constantly having to confirm they remain
permitted. Farmers call this “red tape” and recognise it as being unproductive
for both the farmer and the Council.

27.

Regulatory drag would occur whenever a farmer decides to change more than
10ha of “land use” and needs to re-calculate their N profiles. The problem is how
“land use change” is defined and what it means. Normal activities within the
farming system shouldn’t trip this definition. I provide some examples.

28.

In spring of the year 2020, my farm made twice as much silage as it normally
would. This was because we were completely flushed out of stored feed after the
Great Drought of 2020. We normally use 10ha of pasture to make the silage/hay
for the year, but last spring we used 17ha and luckily had such a dense crop we
filled three silage pits. Increasing stored feed production should not be
considered land use change, nor require a farmer to recalculate N profiles to
confirm it is still within the permitted threshold.

Mowed pasture which
will be made into silage.
Tractors towing a mower,
rake, and wagon, as well
as a forage harvester in
the background.

29.

If we had not needed to replace stored feed, we may have wanted to run more
livestock than we normally would, because of the dense pasture growth. Being
under-stocked can be bad for pasture management. A Beef & Lamb pamphlet for
cattle farmers advises The lack of hard grazing during summer/autumn leads to
a build-up of poor quality stolon material. This leads to a significant impact on
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winter/ spring farm production due to poor quality feed being widespread and
the growth of temperate grasses such as ryegrass being stifled.1 Running extra
stock to keep pasture quality good during periods of high growth should not be
considered a land use change, nor require a farmer to recalculate N profiles to
confirm it is still within the permitted threshold.

Cattle grazing in
lanes during high
pasture growth in
spring.

30.

My farm is a beef cattle farm, but we do occasionally have sheep. A mob of sheep
is useful to graze areas of the farm that are unsuitable for cattle, such as small
paddocks around the woolshed. Some farmers want to introduce a different class
of livestock to clean up pasture or manage parasitic worms in pasture. An
example would be to buy a mob of cattle to clean up a hill country sheep pasture
that is becoming weedy with plant species that sheep selectively graze around. If
a pasture is becoming to highly infected with cattle parasitic worms, a good graze
with sheep would act as a circuit-breaker. Sheep and beef are both drystock and
should not be considered a land use change, nor require a farmer to recalculate
their N profile.

31.

A farmer wants to resow some of their paddocks as regenerative agriculture
pasture with a new seed mix. Specialty Seeds is one of the commercial seed
suppliers now providing regen-ag seed mixes for pasture with grasses, legumes,
clovers, brassica and even flowers like sunflowers, lupin and phacelia. Sowing a
new variety of pasture should not be considered a land use change, nor require
a farmer to recalculate their N profile.

1

Beef & Lamb Factsheet Achieving Good Cattle Growth Rates Whilst Maintaining Pasture Control June 2014.
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A seed drill being towed
behind a tractor, ready
to sow new pasture.

32.

Federated Farmers prefers the Section 42a version of Table 1 with the land use
types and N leaching risk from low to high, over the proposed Table which has
TN load kg/ha/y. The S.42a version will be much easier for farmers to work within
and will not require the farmer to recalculate for every 10ha change.

FARM ENVIRONMENT PLANS
33.

Federated Farmers wants farmers to have a choice on how they will meet the
Farm Environment Plan requirements of Schedule 30: join a catchment collective;
use their industry plan; or have their own individual plan.

34.

Federated Farmers supports Beef & Lamb’s and Horticulture New Zealand’s
expert evidence on their own FEP programmes and how PC9 can incorporate
them. Farmers will want their industry FEP to be accepted as their PC9 FEP.

35.

Many farmers will be relying on their respective levy bodies to assist with their
Farm Environment Planning. Beef & Lamb have a farm planning module, as does
Horticulture New Zealand, Deer Industry New Zealand and Dairy NZ. All of these
FEP services help farmers to be environmentally sustainable, profitable, and
meet regulatory requirements and their own individual goals. The people as well
as the farm environment are integral to these plans.

36.

Federated Farmers supports the evidence of Damien Farrelly for Horticulture
New Zealand discussing the ways Industry Programmes like G.A.P can be
recognised and provided for in PC9. Support is also given for the evidence of Tom
Orchiston for Beef & Lamb on how the B&L farm plans and catchment groups can
be recognised and provided for in PC9.

37.

A challenge that arose from PC6 for Tukituki was the lack of professional capacity
to develop the 1,000+ individual farm environment plans needed in the time limit
available. Allowing farmers to use their industry FEP or a catchment collective as
alternatives will mean that the farmers who do want an individual plan can
source the qualified professional help.

38.

We also faced a major challenge in PC6 for Tukituki where the Overseer versions
were superseded over the life of the plan. Overseer version 5.4 was used to
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calculate N limits in 2013 when the plan change was notified, but the Council
expected farmers to use the updated Overseer FM version for farm
benchmarking in 2020. This lead to the problem of comparing apples to oranges
using the different versions of Overseer.
39.

One aspect of farm environmental planning that farmers are concerned about is
their privacy. Private information about their farms (which are also their homes)
finances, business operations and their personal aspirations can be included in
these plans.

40.

Privacy of this personal information has been a roadblock for farmers in the
Tukituki catchment under Plan Change 6. Farmers in the TANK catchments must
feel assured that their private information will be held in confidence by the
Regional Council.

Rhea Dasent
For Federated Farmers
8 June 2021.
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