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Hearing statement  
  

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My name is Corina Jordan. I am the Environment Policy Manager (NI) for Beef + Lamb 

New Zealand. I have over 10 years’ experience in natural resource management 

planning, and freshwater ecology, with a focus on integrated land and water 

management within environmental thresholds. I have been involved in the 

development of the National Policy Statement on Freshwater, and in particular the 

attributes now incorporated in the NPSFWM 2014.  

2. I am a member of the Land and Water Forum (LAWF) small group, and have sat on a 

number of LAWFs advisory panels. Including those tasked with providing advice on 

allocation, stock exclusion, good management practice from primary productive land 

uses, and setting and managing to water quality outcomes. I am a member of the 

National Objectives Framework Reference Group.  

3. I am not presenting expert evidence today, but am speaking to the B+LNZ submission 

on Greater Wellington Regional Councils (GWRC) proposed Natural Resources Plan 

(pNRP): hearing stream 2, and in support of the submissions from Federated Farmers of 

New Zealand and New Zealand Deer Farmers Association Wairarapa Branch (NZDFA – 

Wairarapa).  

4. B+LNZ is an industry-good body funded under the Commodity Levies Act through a 

levy paid by producers on all cattle and sheep slaughtered in New Zealand. Its mission 

is to deliver innovative tools and services to support informed decision making and 

continuous improvement in market access, product positioning and farming systems.  

5. B+LNZ is actively engaged in environment based work at a farm, catchment, region, 

national and market level. As part of this work B+LNZ is actively engaged across New 

Zealand in developing and building our work programme to support the integrated 

and sustainable management of land and water resources. B+LNZ is:  

i. Working with farmers to develop Land Environment Plans (LEP) through levy 

funded workshops; 

ii. Supporting famer representatives to engage in collaborative catchment 

plan development processes; 
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iii. Working with Regional Councils to ensure that management frameworks 

developed through Regional Plans are fit for purpose, and enable flexibility 

in land use and management practices, while ensuring that environmental 

issues are addressed in a targeted, efficient and effective way; 

iv. Developing and implementing science and extension programmes to help 

identify, prioritise and implement on farm actions that will make a difference 

to improving water quality, aquatic habitats, and biodiversity; and  

v. Working with farmer leaders to support uptake of farm environment plans 

and to encourage and support the development of sub catchment 

approaches to managing water quality, and biodiversity.  

6. B+LNZ considers that farmer led, farm specific and industry supported initiatives and 

actions are the most effective method to achieve long term sustainable management 

of land and water natural resources.  

 

PROPOSED NATURAL RESOURCES PLAN  

 

7. B+LNZ understand that the key outcomes sought through the proposed Natural 

Resources Plan include:  

i. Maintain water quality across the region, with targeted improvement in areas 

identified as hotspots for degraded water quality, while sub catchment plans 

are developed through collaborative Whaitua processes; 

ii. Provide a mix of regulation and non regulatory methods to ensure the 

sustainable and integrated management of primary productive land uses; 

iii. To progressively implement the requirements of the NPSFWM (2014) by 2025; 

iv. To ensure that the plan is practical, achievable, and affordable. 

8. Beef + Lamb New Zealands (B+LNZ) submission, this hearing statement, and our 

ongoing interaction with Greater Wellington Regional Council supports the intended 

outcomes as set out above. It is B+LNZ submission that the pNRP generally includes a 

good fit between the application of regulation and non regulatory methods in 

enabling communities to work together to provide for their social, cultural, recreational, 

and economic values, while protecting biodiversity values and the ecological health 

of freshwater.  B+LNZ submission therefore supports the pNRP in part, and sought 

changes to provisions only in so far as those required to ensure regulation is effects 

based, is fit for purpose, and continues to enable flexibility and innovation in primary 

productive land uses.  
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9. The future of New Zealand’s primary productive land uses, and its contribution to the 

economic wellbeing of communities and the country at large, will increasingly be 

reliant on its ability to realise and utilise the natural capital of its environmental 

resources. These businesses and the minds that drive them, will need space and support 

to adapt, to innovate, and to create, in order to provide not just for their futures but to 

support the future of New Zealand, in the face of climate change, strengthening 

domestic and international views on sustainable and ethically produced food, 

changes in markets, and the emergence of disruptive technologies1. As such policy 

frameworks are required which incentivise management within environmental limits 

while enabling, supporting, and empowering farming, and the vibrancy and resilience 

of these businesses and the families and communities which they support.  

  

HEARING STREAM 2: LAND USE IN RIPARIAN MARGINS, STOCK ACCESS TO 

SURFACE WATERBODIES & SOIL CONSERVATION 

 

10. B+LNZ submission sought amendments generally to the rules to ensure that regulatory 

approaches focussed on the outcomes required to be achieved, rather than 

prescribing inputs or specific management responses. These changes were sought to 

ensure that the potential and actual effects including cumulative effects from primary 

productive land uses are managed sustainably, while enabling flexibility and 

innovation in farming systems, and management practices.  

11. In particular B+LNZ submitted on the definition of Erosion Prone Land and rules R94, R95, 

R97, R99, R100, R102, and R103. 

12. B+LNZ supports the submissions of Federated Farmers of New Zealand (Federated 

Farmers) and the NZDFA – Wairarapa, the subsequent hearing statements and 

recommended amendments to provisions put forward at this hearing in response to 

the s42A Hearing Report. 

 

LAND USE IN RIPARIAN MARGINS & STOCK ACCESS TO SURFACE WATERBODIES 

13. B+LNZ submitted in opposition to Rules R94 Cultivation and R95 Breakfeeding, 

specifically around the requirements for specified setback distances from waterbodies 

within the permitted activity rules. A range of factors contribute to determining the 

appropriateness of management approaches including setback distances when 

                                                           
1 KPMG New Zealand(2017) Agribusiness Agenda 2017. 
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managing the risk of overland flow of contaminants including sediment to receiving 

waterbodies. Factors include geology, soils, slope, climate, vegetation, and the 

activity. In some instances, setback distances less than 5m may be sufficient, especially 

where management practices include provisions of bunds and interception structures. 

In other circumstances 5m may not be sufficient enough to manage the risk of 

overland flow especially as slope increases, and where soil is unstable. Provision of 

prescriptive riparian setbacks fail to account for the multiple parameters which govern 

the risk of contaminant discharges to surface waterbodies and unlikely to prove 

efficient or effective. B+LNZ retains the relief sought in its submission namely that the 

environmental outcomes to be achieved are specified in the rule (reflective of the 

requirements of s70 RMA) and the methods for achieving them including the 

appropriateness of setback distances are left to the discretion of the land owner.  

14. Rule R97 access to the beds of surface waterbodies by livestock, seeks to exclude 

livestock namely domestic cattle, deer, and pigs from Category 1 waterways from 31 

July 20192, and livestock from Category 2 waterbodies from 31 July 20223. Dairy cows 

are to be excluded from rivers with an active bed of greater than 1m. B+LNZ supports 

the general thrust of the stock exclusion proposals. However, there are a number of 

issues that remain of concern to B+LNZ, namely the waterbodies that stock exclusion 

apply to, the slope of land included within the regulation, and the relief sought by other 

parties including incorporation of other stock classes, and riparian setbacks.  

15. The s42A report touches on the issue of the provision of stock water4 through its 

discussion on the stock exclusion provisions, and refers to a report commissioned by 

beef + lamb New Zealand and the Ministry for Primary Industries ‘Economic Evaluation 

of Stock Water Reticulation on Hill Country’ (2017). In paraphrasing from this report the 

s42A states “the report concluded that significant productivity gains can be achieved 

from the installation of reticulated stock water systems and associated subdivision and 

riparian fencing, resulting in significant return on the investment, and a short pay-back 

period”5. It is important when considering this report that the assumptions and criteria 

underpinning the research are understood namely, that some farmers were able to 

                                                           
2 Date for exclusion from category 1 waterbodies proposed to be amended from 31 July 2018 to 2019. Loe, B. 
(2017) Section 42A Report Land use in riparian margins and stock access to waterbodies s42A. para 355, pages 
105 and 106. 
3 Submit that the date of 2022 should be changed to 2025. Federated Farmers New Zealand hearing statement 
para 128, page 26. 
4Loe, B. (2017) Section 42A Report Land use in riparian margins and stock access to waterbodies. para 348 – 350, 
page 104. 
5 Loe, B. (2017) Section 42A Report Land use in riparian margins and stock access to waterbodies. para 349, page 
104. 
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increase stocking rates (intensify) their better classes of land (classes I to III). This will not 

be an option for all land classes and farms. The general sequence of events leading to 

the improved stock numbers/performance in the report was: 

i. Installation of the water reticulation scheme, followed by; 

ii. Increased subdivision, followed by; 

iii. Better grazing management, followed by; 

iv. Improved pasture utilisation, and/or better pasture production, followed by; 

v. Improved stock numbers and/or performance. 

16. Hill country farmers, or farmers on more diverse and challenging landscapes, will be 

limited in their ability to intensify in order to account for the increased capital and 

ongoing maintenance costs of excluding cattle from waterbodies. Furthermore, 

intensification may in itself contribute to perverse environmental outcomes, which 

need to be carefully considered.  

17. Early in their national collaborative discussions the Land and Water Forum agreed that 

excluding stock from waterways was a significant tool to support improvements in 

water quality, and is a fundamental first step in implementing good management 

practice on farm, especially in relation to dairy farming and intensive farming systems. 

However, it was also recognised that excluding stock from waterbodies could be 

achieved through different management approaches, other than blanket fencing 

requirements, and that blanket stock exclusion is not appropriate in all circumstances. 

In particular, it was recognised that blanket stock exclusion requirements are not 

appropriate in the more challenging landscapes such as hill country, for all 

waterbodies such as ephemeral waterbodies, and where the farming system was 

extensive. These exceptions arose as inclusion within blanket stock exclusion regulation 

would place a significant financial burden on these farming businesses, which was not 

balanced by environmental benefits to freshwater ecosystems, and in some cases 

could instead lead to perverse environmental outcomes.  

18. The outstanding feature of the drystock sector, in comparison with other agricultural 

land uses, is the high degree of spatial and temporal variation in both landscape 

structure and in system processes. Research around managing direct and indirect 

contaminant losses from drystock and hill country farming systems has shown that 

tailored farm specific critical source management is the most efficient and effective 

means of achieving environmental improvement. Studies consistently show that, far 

from being characterised by “diffuse source” pollution, the majority of contaminant 

losses from sheep and beef farming enterprises occur over short time scales and/or 
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from small areas of the farm where areas of high contaminant sources and rapid 

transport processes coincide6. These areas are called critical source areas (CSAs) and 

examples include tracks, troughs, gateways, and headwater seeps and gullies, and 

can generally be identified from farm mapping resources7. Dodd et al (2016)8 suggests 

“reducing contaminant discharges from drystock operations in the long-term is 

achieved when they are: 1) chosen on the basis of suitability to the farm; 2) 

implemented on the basis of cost-effectiveness; and 3) implemented in critical source 

areas, with the result that 25-50% of some contaminant losses can be mitigated without 

impairing farm earnings”9. It is therefore submitted that blanket stock exclusion 

provisions be limited to flat or rolling landscapes, permanently flowing waterbodies, 

and in particular to intensive land use activities. Farming activities outside of these 

criteria are more appropriately managed through subcatchment processes and 

through targeted and tailored farm environment plans. 

19. The governments proposals include recommendations to exclude domestic cattle, 

deer, and pigs from permanently flowing waterbodies, natural wetlands, and lakes 

over defined timeframes. The recommendations are summarised under Table 1 of the 

Clean Water Consultation Document (February 2017) and are replicated below. 

 

Table 1. Clean Water Consultation Document (2017)10 

 

                                                           
6 McDowell, R.W. & Srinivasan, M.S. (2009) Identifying critical source areas for water quality: 2. Validating 

the approach for phosphorus and sediment losses in grazed headwater catchments. Journal of Hydrology 379: 68-80. 
7 Betteridge, K.,Costall, D., Luo, D., Ganesh, S., Sun, H. (2013) Development of a critical source area model of nitrogen 
leaching. In: Accurate and efficient use of nutrients on farms. Eds. Currie L.D.; Christensen, C.L. Occasional Report No. 26. 8 
pp. Fertilizer and Lime Research Centre, Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand. 
http://flrc.massey.ac.nz/publications.html. 
8 Dodd, M.B., McDowell, R.W., & Quinn, J.M (2016)A review of contaminant losses to water from pastoral hill lands and 
mitigation options. Hill Country Grassland Research and Practice Series 16: 137 – 148. 
9 Dodd, M.B., McDowell, R.W., & Quinn, J.M (2016)A review of contaminant losses to water from pastoral hill lands and 
mitigation options. Hill Country Grassland Research and Practice Series 16: 137 – 148. Para 3, page 141. 
10 Clean Water Consultation Document (2017) Table 1, page 29. 
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20. While the government proposals are still under consultation they are an important 

matter to consider in relation to the provisions of pNRP.  The government’s proposals 

do not establish a stock unit/ ha standard in relation to exclusion requirements, 

however they do differentiate between Dairy Cattle, and Beef Cattle and Deer, 

through the provision of longer timeframes for the exclusion of beef cattle and deer, 

and through limiting exclusion to land under 15 degrees and to waterbodies over 1m 

wide on rolling land (3 to 15 degrees slope). These government recommendations take 

into account the costs of excluding Cattle and Deer from waterbodies and weights 

these against the environmental benefits, concluding that less stringent requirements 

and longer timeframes are appropriate for more extensive farming land uses.  

21. Extending the stock exclusion provisions beyond those set out in the governments 

proposed regulations, comes at a significant cost to the farmer. Research investigating 

the costs of excluding cattle, deer and pigs from all permanently flowing waterbodies 

up to a land slope of 25 degrees in the Waikato has put some of the compliance costs 

at: up front capital costs of between $26,139 to $541,437 per farm, and ongoing annual 

costs of between $5,905 ($66/Ha) to $70,859 ($219/ha) per farm, which at the upper 

end would make these hill country farms unviable.  

22. While regional councils are able to set more stringent requirements than those 

proposed by the government, these should be supported by sound evidence 

demonstrating that the proposed national regulations will not provide the level of water 

quality improvement needed within the region and that more stringent alternatives are 

needed to deliver the desired additional benefits for water quality. Care must also be 

taken to ensure that more stringent stock exclusion requirements are not invoked for 

purposes other than water quality e.g. buffer zones that are primarily for biodiversity 

purposes not water quality protection or improvement. 

23. B+LNZ support the s42A report recommendations11 that the pNRP stages exclusion of 

cattle, deer and pigs from permanently flowing waterbodies, to enable time for farmers 

to plan for the increased capital expenditure, and that outside Category 1 and 

Category 2 areas stock access is continued to be allowed, including for drinking water. 

24. B+LNZ opposes the inclusion of ‘a livestock access plan’ as a requirement of rule R97, 

as a permitted activity, as this requirement is not formulated with sufficient certainty to 

                                                           
11 Loe, B. (2017) Section 42A Report Land use in riparian margins and stock access to waterbodies. para 350, 
page 104 
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meet the planning requirements of a permitted activity. Namely a permitted activity 

rule must: 

i. be comprehensible to a reasonably informed, but not necessarily expert, 

person; 

ii. not reserve to the Council the discretion to decide by subjective formulation 

whether the farming activity is a permitted activity or not; 

iii. be sufficiently certain to be capable of objective ascertainment12; and 

iv. meet the requirements of s70 RMA. 

25. The recommendation to include the requirement to provide a ‘livestock access plan’ 

that has been approved in writing by the Wellington Regional Council, and complied 

with at all times, as a permitted activity is opposed as this requirement cannot be said 

to attain certainty or comprehensibility or reduce the need for expert judgment. This 

requirement within rule R97 requires the provision of detailed information, management 

approaches, and timeframes for compliance, which have not been adequately 

described in the s42A officers report nor assessed through the s32 report. It is the 

understanding of B+LNZ that the requirement is likely to require expert assessment on a 

case by case basis, and as such will require discretion to recognise site specific 

variations.  It is submitted that this rule is far too complex and requires expert analysis, 

to be a permitted activity.  

26. It is also submitted that because of the need for monitoring, cost recovery, complexity, 

and expert analysis the requirement to provide a ‘livestock access plan’ would fit more 

comfortably in a controlled activity setting. This would be more consistent with the 

structure of classes of activities. 

27. Blanket stock exclusion provisions as applied to sheep are unlikely to materially reduce 

the effects which are proposed to be managed, as the major pathways for 

contaminants to enter waterways in relation to sheep are via overland flow pathways. 

This is contrary to cattle and deer, as sheep generally avoid flowing water, whereas the 

other species wallow. Background documents to the Clean Water Consultation 

Document (2017) conclude that sheep pose a lower environmental risk, to cattle and 

deer, and therefore exclude sheep from the proposed national regulations.  

                                                           
12  Carter Holt Harvey v Waikato Regional Council (A 123/08). 
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28. In position of B+LNZ is that the effects of pathogen discharge to surface water from 

sheep are more appropriately managed through targeted management of critical 

source areas to reduce overland flow pathways and ensure that contaminates are 

intercepted before they reach the waterbody. These requirements should be assessed 

on a case by case basis through tailored farm specific environment planning. Fencing 

and stock exclusion prevents direct deposition, whereas critical source management 

and riparian management and enhancement (more broadly), mitigates overland flow 

pathways. 

29. The relief put forward in Federated Farmers hearing statement is supported and we 

seek that this be adopted. B+LNZ reiterate in support the Federated Farmers statement 

under paragraph 48 that “consideration of stock management in ephemeral or 

intermittent waterbodies can more appropriately be considered in the context of 

prioritising farm-scale or catchment-scale risks within existing industry-led or council 

partnership programmes”. To this B+LNZ also include consideration of extension or/and 

hill country sheep and beef farming enterprises.   

30. B+LNZ has developed and supports, promotes and invests in the adoption by farmers 

of voluntary Land and Environment Plans (LEP). Correctly tailored use of farm planning 

tools is critical in balancing the implementation of mitigations within farm system 

objectives to improve whole system sustainability.  Land environment plan (LEP) and 

Farm Environment Plan (FEP) delivery is through a series of facilitated workshops, where 

farmers are assisted to identify environmental risks on their individual properties and to 

put in place a set of agreed actions to manage this risk. These actions are prioritised 

and given a budget allocation from year to year. The identification of these risks and 

agreed actions is undertaken in a whole farm systems approach to managing the 

effect of the operation on the environment and optimal resource use, by matching 

appropriate land use to different areas of the farm while achieving production and 

development goals for the property.  

31. From an industry perspective, LEPs and FEPs are an education tool which enables 

farmers to understand the natural resources (land, water and soil) on their farm. They 

provide a risk matrix for activities and enable farmers to better manage these in the 

long-term. A well prepared LEP or FEP captures stewardship and sustainability as a 

record showing that measureable actions are being taken to address environmental 

concerns and to demonstrate good practice. It also provides an understanding of the 

natural resources on farm, and allows all those involved with the farm business to 

understand the plan to manage them for the long-term.  
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32. B+LNZ submit that application of non regulatory LEPs or FEP’s is an essential part in 

empowering farmers to sustainably manage their natural resources in a targeted, 

efficient and effective manner, and as such should be considered an essential method 

in Regional Plans. LEPS or FEP’s assists farmers in understanding their natural resources 

and to manage their farm sustainably, through addressing the environmental factors 

that make their farms unique. Considerable flexibility needs to be built into FEPs 

because the goal posts in farming shift in ways an individual farmer has little control 

over such as market conditions and physical systems (climate, soil). This affects the 

capital they can investment, and how they manage pasture, crops and stock. The 

intention behind tailored farm specific LEPS or FEPS is a living document which the 

farmer and workers take ownership of and which informs the day to day management 

of the farm and longer term farm planning. 

 

SOIL CONSERVATION 

 

33. B+LNZ submitted on the definition of Erosion Prone Land seeking greater specificity than 

the blunt slope criteria, in defining what erosion prone land is. B+LNZ recommended 

inclusion of the erosion criteria through the Land Use Capability Soil Classification 

System. This would enable erosion prone land to be determined both at the regional, 

district, and farm scale where on farm mapping had been undertaken.  

34. Most properties are a mosaic of soils, and land types each with different capabilities 

and limitations. These limitations affect productivity, the number and complexity of 

corrective practices needed, environmental risks, and the intensity and manner of land 

use. Limitations include susceptibility to erosion, steepness of slope, depth of soil, soil 

texture, structure and nutrient supply and climate. Understanding soil and its 

capabilities and limitations enables farmers and land managers to optimise the use of 

soils to enhance productivity while managing environmental risks and reducing costs. 

35. B+LNZ submit that the classification of land according to its capability for long term 

production, based on its physical limitations and site specific management needs, 

provides the most reliable basis on which to promote sustainable land management. 

B+LNZ submit that the definition for ‘Erosion prone land’ be amended to include Land 

classified as at risk from erosion through the LUC classification, including supporting 

maps, and the ability of land owners to utilize finer scale mapping where this has been 

undertaken (ie as the farm scale). 
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Figure 2 Components of the Land Use Capability Classification 

 

36. B+LNZ retain the relief sought in its submission on rules R99 Earthworks, R100 Vegetation 

clearance on erosion prone land, R102 Plantation forestry harvesting on erosion prone 

land and rule R103 Plantation forestry harvesting (controlled), and seek that this be 

adopted.  

37. B+LNZ support the relief as set out in Federated Farmers hearing statement. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

38. B+LNZ considers that farmer led, farm specific and industry supported initiatives and 

actions are the most effective method to achieve practice change that results in long 

term sustainable management of natural resources, and as such should be considered 

as an essential component in managing to limits. B+LNZ submission is to ensure that the 

mix of regulation and non regulatory methods within the pNRP are the most efficient 

and effective way to achieve the sustainable management of land and water 

resources and to provide for the communities aspirations for their regions and 

catchments. Regulation where appropriate should be effects based, and continue to 

enable innovation and flexibility in land use, farm systems, and management 

responces. 

 

39. B+LNZ is committed to supporting farmers to adopt farm practices that will meet water 

quality objectives for the Greater Wellington Region. As an industry good body we will 

continue to offer advice, science, support, extension and partnerships that improve 

sheep and beef farmers understanding of and actions to manage environmental risk 

and that align to meet their social, production and financial goals for their property 



Hearing Statement on behalf of B+LNZ – Greater Wellington Regional Council proposed Natural 
Resources Plan: Hearing Stream 2  
 

13 
 

and ultimately the local and regional economy. We consider that the current plan 

does not provide the right mix of regulatory and non regulatory methods to achieve 

lake water quality objectives. 

 

40. There is an unwaivering commitment by farmers within the catchment to ensure that 

their farm systems and management practices are sustainable and that together with 

communities they are working to protect and where degraded enhance the values 

communities hold for freshwater resources and biodiversity. B+LNZ will work proactively 

with council to support on farm actions that support improved lake water quality 

 

ENDS 


