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STATEMENT OF TECHNICAL EVIDENCE BY PETER TAYLOR ON THE TOPIC 
OF SURFACE WATER QUALITY – NON-POINT SOURCE DISCHARGES ON 

BEHALF OF MANAWATU-WANGANUI REGIONAL COUNCIL 
 

Introduction 

 
My qualifications/experience 

1. My full name is Peter Harold Taylor and I am employed by the Manawatu 

Wanganui Regional Council (MWRC) initially as Coordinator Plan 

Implementation, now as Manager Rural Advice.  I began employment in 

August 2008. Initially my role was completing the testing of Farmer Applied 

Resource Management Strategies as proposed in the Notified Version of the 

Proposed One Plan (NV POP) and more recently my role has evolved to 

providing on farm advice to dairy farmers and in particular, implementing 

Rule 13-1B of the One Plan which controls the new use of land for dairy. 

2. Prior to joining MWRC I was employed by Fish and Game New Zealand for 

twenty seven years based in Manawatu.  My role was Senior Fish and Game 

Officer providing technical advice to the Fish and Game Council on sports 

fish and game bird management, and resource management advice for the 

protection of sports fish and game bird habitats for the lower North Island.  I 

have therefore been participating in regional plan and resource consent 

submissions and negotiations since the inception of the Resource 

Management Act 1991.  Before this I had eight years with the New Zealand 

Wildlife Service and four years working on farms. 

3. I have read the Environment Court’s practice note ‘Expert Witnesses – Code 

of Conduct’ and agree to comply with it. 

Scope of Evidence 

 
4. In my evidence I will:  

i. Explain Rule 13-1B of the Proposed One Plan as Amended by Decisions 

(DV POP), focusing on new standards introduced to control non point 

source contamination of water.  
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ii. Describe my experience with the processing of nine applications made 

and granted pursuant to this Rule. 

iii. Present farm data showing that the new Rule’s standards were met, 

how comfortably they were met on some farms, and what mitigation 

options were required to ensure they were met on other farms. 

iv. Analyse the position of 18 dairy farms I presented information on 

(Technical Evidence Bundle (TEB), Volume 4, pages 1757-1824) 

against the cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum values in the 

proposed rule which will be attached to Ms Barton’s evidence. 

Executive Summary of Evidence 

New dairy farming land use 

5. Rule 13-1B has controlled activity status and its purpose is to control non 

point source contamination of water from land being converted to dairy 

farming.  It introduces new standards on activities never previously 

regulated within the MWRC region which require the preparation of Nutrient 

Management Plans that demonstrate compliance with nitrogen leaching 

limits and stock exclusions from water ways and water bodies. 

6. Nine applications under this Rule have been granted since DV POP was given 

effect to in August 2010. 

7. The locations of these farms cover a wide geographical area, with highly 

variable rainfall and Land Use Capability classes.  Farm size and herd size 

range from 48 to 406ha and 100 to 1,200 cows respectively. 

8. The experience gained from the implementation of this Rule has resulted in 

a very workable process and outcome for farmers. 

Existing dairy farming land use 

9. A proposed new Rule (which will be attached to Ms Barton’s evidence) sets 

out the same mechanism used in Rule 13-1B for establishing the cumulative 

nitrogen leaching maximum for existing dairy farms in certain Water 
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Management Zones.  For farms that exceed their limit, a step down 

reduction over three years is proposed. 

10. Using 18 dairy farms described in my TEB, Volume 4, pages 1757-1824, I 

calculate the limits and reductions required for these farms should this Rule 

apply to them. 

11. Ten of these farms would need to reduce N leaching.  Three of these farms 

would achieve this by the end of year one, two by the end of year two, 

leaving five to be compliant by the end of the third year. 

12. For the majority of these farms achieving these reductions would be 

relatively easy.  For two farms it would be possible but with some difficulty 

and for three farms very difficult. 

13. The mitigation options for reducing nitrogen leaching to the extent identified 

exist: The greatest barrier is likely the farms financial ability. 

14. The proposed new Rule sets out an alternative regime to enable farms 

meeting certain criteria (high rainfall and high proportion of high Land Use 

Capability Class) to reduce N leaching.  Two of the FARM Strategy farms 

would meet the criteria, one each in the moderately challenged and highly 

challenged groups. 

Background 

 
New dairy farming land use 

15. Rule 13-1B has controlled activity status and its purpose is to control non 

point source contamination of water from land being converted to dairy 

farming.  It introduces new standards on activities never previously 

regulated within the MWRC region. The new standards are: 

a. A “Nutrient Management Plan must be prepared…” 

b. That the Nutrient Management Plan “…must demonstrate compliance 

with the cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum for the land used for 

“dairy farming.” 
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c. “Dairy cattle must be excluded from…  

i. wetlands and lakes…”  

ii. “Rivers that are permanently flowing or have an active bed width 

greater than 1m…” 

iii. “Rivers that are permanently flowing or have an active bed width 

greater than 1m, that are crossed by more than 1350 dairy cattle 

movements per week, must be bridged or culverted…” 

16. Nine applications under this Rule have been granted since DV POP was given 

effect to in August 2010. 

Existing dairy farming land use 

17. Rule 13-1 of the DV POP seeks to control existing dairy farming in certain 

Water Management Zones, particularly with respect to minimising 

contaminant loss from dairy farms and stock exclusion from lakes, wetlands 

and rivers.  This Rule was appealed by some parties.  As a result of 

mediations with appellants, MWRC proposed a revised Rule regime (refer to 

Ms Barton’s evidence) to control nitrogen loss from existing dairy farms 

within certain catchments.  The revised Rule proposes the existing 

cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum (Table 13.2, DV POP) as the basis 

for calculating an acceptable loss from these farms. 

18. Detailed in my TEB, Volume 4, pages 1757-1824, are the implications to 18 

dairy farms of the Notified Version Proposed One Plan (NV POP) Rule 13-1. 

Fundamental to Rule 13-1 was the preparation of a Farmer Applied Resource 

Management Strategy (FARMS) that sought to identify and manage nutrient, 

sediment, and faecal bacteria loss from specified farms, including dairy.  The 

implications I refer to are the assessment of existing farms and to what 

extent they would comply with the proposed nitrogen leaching limit, and if 

they exceeded their limit what mitigations, with what relative ease or 

difficulty, could be used to enable compliance. 
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Evidence 

 
Processing of applications made pursuant to Rule 13-1B 

19. Upon receiving an enquiry regarding a possible dairy conversion the 

following steps were taken: 

i. I organised a meeting with the farmer and/or their consultant at 

which, an information package containing Nutrient Management Plan 

Information Requirements and the Conditions/ Standards/Terms of 

Rule 13-1B was provided and discussed.  

ii. In most instances farm maps showing location and area of LUC Classes 

were prepared at regional scale (1:50,000) to provide the farmer with 

a guide to the N leaching limit for the property. 

iii.  If after these discussions the farmer wished to proceed, a choice of 

people suitably qualified to prepare a Nutrient Management Plan 

(NMP), and their contact details, was provided. 

iv. I usually had a number of discussions with the consultant(s) preparing 

the NMP and commented on at least one draft prior to application 

being made. 

v. Once application was received Consents staff prepared draft consent 

conditions which were sent to the applicant. 

vi. Consents staff organised at least one meeting, which I attended, with 

the applicant and their consultant(s) to discuss the draft conditions. 

vii. Consents staff then granted the consent once conditions were mutually 

agreed. 

20. Initially consent conditions relating to farming under the cumulative nitrogen 

leaching maximum were viewed as too constraining given the climatic 

variables that challenge farm management. The consent conditions were 

reviewed and a revised set of conditions prepared focusing on the outcome 

to be achieved rather than mimicking the inputs described in the NMP. This 
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approach was accepted by the applicants a template of which is in  

Appendix 1. 

Summary information on the conversion farms  

21. Table 1 provides relevant information on each farm and in particular: 

i. shows the nitrogen leaching limit each farm had to meet as calculated 

from the farms Land Use Capability classes and Table 13.2 values (see 

paragraph 29 of this evidence); 

ii. the amount of nitrogen leached according to the farms NMP; and 

iii. the extent to which each farm had to exclude dairy cattle from 

waterways and other at risk or threatened habitats.  

22. The other information is presented to show the wide geographical coverage 

and range in rainfall, farm size, and cow numbers of the conversions. 
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Table 1:  Overview of farms converted to dairy under Rule 13-1B, Proposed One Plan as Amended by Decisions. 

Farm Location Catchment 
and rainfall 

Total 
farm 
area 
(ha) 

Maximum 
number 
 of cows 

Cumulative 
nitrogen 
leaching 
maximum 
(kg/ha/year) 

NMP N-loss   
amount as 
modelled by 
Overseer® 
(kg/ha/year) 

Specific N-loss 
mitigations 
identified in the 
NMP* 

Stock exclusion 

Hare Cheltenham Kiwitea 
980mm 

406 1200 25 25 None  2ha native bush fenced 

McArley Waikawa Waikawa 
1082mm 

138 250 21 16 None 
necessary 

200m stream 
2.6ha native bush fenced 

Murdoch Maxwell Ototoka 
1180mm 

111 225  20 20 125 cows wintered 
off for 10 weeks 

6,050m stream bank fenced. 
2 culverts installed 

Oliver Feilding Oroua 
943mm 

123 350 27 19 None necessary 3,200m stream bank fenced. 
1 culvert installed 

Richfield 
and Gee 

Tokomaru Tokomaru 
1000mm 

98# 270 25 25 None  4,630m stream bank fenced. 
1 bridge installed. 

Seymour Opiki Lower 
Manawatu 
949mm 

108 300 28 21 None necessary 2,380m river bank and 1,600m drains 
fenced. 
3.8ha oxbow wetland fenced. 

Sievwright Waituna 
West 

Kiwitea 
943mm 

86 200 27 16 None necessary None required 

Smyth Maxwell Okehu 
915mm 

48 100 23 22 None necessary 62m stream bank fenced 

Te Tarata 
Trust 

Waimiha Ongaruhe 
1508mm 

396 625 19 19 390 cows wintered 
off for 10 weeks. 

29,435m of wetland perimeter and 
20,548m stream bank to be fenced. 
1 bridge installed. 

*  Not applying nitrogen during winter months is considered a mitigation option.  All farms stated they would follow this practice. Also, two of the farms, Hare and Richfield and 
Gee, while not identifying specific mitigations, may have limited N use (for example) to ensure they achieved their leaching maximum. 

#  This farm converted 28.8ha of new land to dairy to add to an existing dairy unit of 69.6ha. The farmer opted to apply the NMP and Rule 13-1B requirements to the whole 
property. 
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Discussion 

23. All nine applications received pursuant to Rule 13-1B have been granted 

as controlled activities.  That is, none had to be assessed under Rule 13-

1C as Restricted Discretionary activities.  An example of an application, 

including the NMP, is in Appendix 2. The practice of working with farmers 

and consultants through this exercise has been useful and while in some 

cases management practices are required to minimise nitrogen leaching, 

the conversions went ahead and consents granted.  Initially there was a 

degree of perplexity expressed by the farmers with the new requirements 

and concern regarding costs of preparing an NMP.  Latterly, concerns 

were expressed regarding the overly restrictive nature of the draft 

consent conditions which led to the conditions being revised.  Overall this 

was a useful learning experience for the Council where initial concerns 

were allayed and resolution of consent conditions mutually agreeable. 

24. The farms ranged from the sand country near Levin, to pumice type soils 

near Taumarunui.  They ranged widely in size (100 to 1,200 cows) with 

the average herd size for the conversions (391) similar to the average 

herd size for existing dairy farms (400) in the region.  There was also 

considerable range in rainfall (but not extreme for the region) and Land 

Use Capability (LUC) classes (Table 5) where it is recognised that higher 

rainfall and a higher proportion of high LUC classes act to make meeting 

a nitrogen leaching limit more difficult. 

25. A critical challenge to the consent holder is to understand the 

consequences of various farm practices on N leaching.  The impact of 

climatic variation especially, will demand an understanding of the use 

(manipulation) of farm management practices not previously needed.  

The dairy industry and the Council need to assist farmers with this 

building awareness and competency of advice. 

Conclusions 

26. In my opinion the experience gained consenting these nine conversions 

has resulted in a very workable implementation of the Rule. 

27. The Rule requirements do not appear to have restricted the nature of 

conversions as they are geographically widely dispersed with considerable 
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ranges of rainfall and LUC class. Equally there has been a wide range of 

farm size and cow numbers.   

Analysis of FARM Strategy farms against the cumulative nitrogen 

leaching maximum of a proposed new rule 

28. The proposed rule attached to Ms Barton’s evidence sets out: 

i. a starting point at which farm N-loss is estimated using Overseer®; 

and  

ii. if that amount (kg/ha/yr) is greater than the cumulative nitrogen 

leaching maximum then; 

iii. provision is made for a 33% reduction in that amount, or 

2kgN/ha/yr, which ever is greater, each year over three years to 

meet the amount calculated in ii above.  

29. The Cumulative Nitrogen Leaching Maximum is calculated by: 

i. Measuring the area of each Land Use Capability (LUC) class at farm 

scale within farm boundaries, including support blocks if within the 

same priority catchment; 

ii. Multiplying each area of LUC from step one by the permissible N-

loss amount for each of the LUC values in Table 13.2, (DV POP - 

replicated in Table 2 below) and; 

iii. Adding the permissible N-loss amounts for each LUC (if more than 

one class), and; 

iv. Dividing by the total farm area.  

Table 2: Cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum by Land Use 

Capability Class 

LUC 
I 

LUC 
II 

LUC 
III 

LUC 
IV 

LUC 
V 

LUC 
VI 

LUC 
VII 

LUC 
VIII 

30 27 24 18 16 15 10 2 

Note: The numbers relate to kilograms of nitrogen leached per hectare per year (kg/ha/yr). 
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For example: 

Table 3: Method for calculating cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum 

LUC class Area (ha) Table 13.2 value kg/ha/yr
1 0 30 0
2 0 27 0
3 28 24 672
4 36 18 648
5 0 16 0
6 25 15 375
7 12 10 120
8 0 2 0

Total 101 Total 1815
Cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum 18.0  

30. Table 4 shows which farms are leaching nitrogen in excess of a 

cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum. For these farms, a 33% 

reduction of this excess, or 2kg N/ha/yr whichever is greater, is calculated 

for each of the years following demonstrating the amounts to be reduced 

to be compliant by the end of the third year. Two of these farms, Jala 

Enterprises and Janssen, would meet the criteria of >1500mm rainfall 

and >50% LUC class 4 or greater. The relevance of these criteria is 

explained in paragraph 31 of this evidence.  

 

Table 4: FARM Strategy test farms state of N-loss assessed against the 

proposed new Rule 13-1 for existing dairy farms in certain 

Water Management Zones. 

Farm Name 

Farm 
type 

N- loss 
(kg/ha/yr) 

Current 
(whole 
farm) 

Table 
13.2 

Year 1  
target 

Difference Residual 
at end  
Year 2  

 

Residual 
at end  
Year 3  

 

Residual 
at end 
Year 4  

 

Barrow Dairy 25 23 -2 0   

Glenbrook  Dairy 26 22 -4 2 0  

Flockhouse 
Dairy/Dry
stock 18 24 +6 n/a  

 

Tutu Totara  Dairy 17 24 +7 n/a   

Stoney Creek Partnership  Dairy 31 20 -11 -7 -3 0 

Jala Enterprises  Dairy 31 21 -10 -7 -3 0 

Windwood  Dairy 25 22 -3 -1 0  

Muskit Enterprises  Dairy 34 19 -15 -10 -5 0 

Waka Dairies(Revised)  Dairy 23 25 +2 n/a   
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Farm Name 

Farm 
type 

N- loss 
(kg/ha/yr) 

Current 
(whole 
farm) 

Table 
13.2 

Year 1  
target 

Difference Residual 
at end  
Year 2  

 

Residual 
at end  
Year 3  

 

Residual 
at end 
Year 4  

 

Janssen  Dairy 28 21 -7 -5 -2 0 

Johnston Dairy 25 19 -6 -2 -2 0 

Byreburn  Dairy 28 27 -1 0   

Hokio Farm  Dairy 26 25 -1 0   

Whirokino Farm   Dairy 18 19 +1 n/a   

Moutoa M Farm  Dairy 32 27 -5 -3 -1 0 

Martyn Dairy 16 27 +11 n/a   

Ivo Farms  Dairy 18 26 +8 n/a   

Koot Dairy 13 22 +9 n/a   

 

The proposed new rule and farms with rainfall >1,500mm 

and >50% LUC classes 4 or greater 

31. Ms Barton proposes that farms with rainfall >1500mm and >50% of LUC 

classes 4-8, can, by employing best management practices, work more 

gradually toward achieving their cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum. 

Of the 18 FARM Strategy test farms, two would qualify: Jala Enterprises 

and Janssen (TEB, Volume 4, Table 11, page 1790). Interestingly, one of 

the farms voluntarily converting to dairy under the cumulative nitrogen 

leaching maximum regime meets these criteria (Te Tarata Trust, Table 5) 

and had to employ a significant mitigation option of wintering 63% of the 

cows off the farm for 10 weeks to achieve its N–loss target. 

Table 5: Proportions of LUC relative to other farm data 

Farm Rainfall 
(mm) 

Effective 
farm 

area(ha) 

Stocking 
Rate 
over 

effective 
farm 
area 

%Total 
LUC 

classes 
1-3 

%Total 
LUC 

classes 
4-8 

Farming 
at their N 
leaching 

maximum 

Already 
using 

mitigation 
options 

Hare 980 364 3.3 93 7 Yes No 
McArley 1082 122 2.0 66 34 No No 
Murdoch 1180 76 3.0 39 61 Yes Yes 
Oliver 943 117 3.0 100 0 No No 
Richfield 
and Gee 

1000 89 3.0 95 5 Yes No 

Seymour 949 99 3.0 94 6 No No 
Sievwright 1000 82 2.4 87 13 No No 
Smyth 1200 46 2.2 70 30 Yes No 
Te Tarata 
Trust 

1508 328 1.9 40 60 Yes Yes 
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Discussion 

32. Ten of the 18 FARM Strategy dairy farm test farms, under Ms Barton’s 

proposed Rule Regime, would need to reduce N leaching. Three of these 

farms would achieve this by the end of year one, two by the end of year 

two, leaving five to be compliant by the end of the third year. The range 

of reductions required is 1 to 11kg N/ha/yr. For the majority of these 

farms achieving these reductions should be relatively easy. For two farms 

it would be moderately difficult but feasible. It would be increasingly 

difficult and perhaps very difficult for three farms, where their financial 

situations would likely dictate the extent to which they could comply. 

Accepted mitigation techniques (page 8-47, Decisions on Submissions to 

the Proposed One Plan) can, either individually or in combination, reduce 

N leaching. I presented various N mitigations and the effect of these on 

the farms listed in Table 4 (TEB, Volume 4, Table 12, page 1791). It 

shows reductions of between 5 and 10kg N/ha/yr are possible depending 

on the farm. 

33. I presented data on rainfall and proportions of LUC Class 4-7 (TEB, 

Volume 4, Table 11, page 1790) and discussed the implications of this on 

18 FARM Strategy farms (TEB, Volume 4, paragraphs 107 and 108, page 

1794). The purpose of this was to show that existing farms in such 

circumstances would have greater difficulty achieving N-loss targets than 

farms not in such circumstances. Under Ms Barton’s proposed Restricted 

Discretionary Rule, two of the FARM Strategy test farm farms would 

qualify and would be presented with an alternative regime of working to 

reduce N leaching.  

Conclusions 

34. In my opinion, based on the information in my TEB, Volume 4, pages 

1757-1824, five of the ten FARM Strategy farms that would need to 

reduce their N leaching would comfortably meet the cumulative nitrogen 

leaching maximum as proposed by Ms Barton. For two farms it is possible 

but more difficult, and for three farms likely very difficult. 
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35. Two farms are located where rainfall is >1,500mm and their LUC is 50% 

class 4 or greater. Their ability to achieve an N leaching limit is, in my 

opinion, reasonably feasible for one farm but very difficult for the other. 

36. The mitigation options to reduce N leaching are available and the 

comparative efficiency of them can be modelled. It is the individual farms 

financial ability to implement these options which is unknown. 
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Rule 13-B Conditions Template 
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RULE 13-1B CONDITIONS TEMPLATE 
 

 
General 
 
1. This consent authorises the use of the property legally described as X, Y, Z 

located at approximate NZMS260 map reference < xxx-xxx >, for a dairy 
farming operation. 

 
2. The consent holder shall undertake the activity in general accordance with 

the Nutrient Management Plan submitted to the Manawatu-Wanganui 
Regional Council (hereafter referred to as the Regional Council) on < date >. 
 
Advice Note: The purpose of the Nutrient Management Plan is to satisfy the 
Regional Council that the consent holder can operate in a way that will 
achieve the requirements of the Rule and therefore the conditions of 
consent. It is not intended that there will be enforcement of any specific 
management practices as it is acknowledged these can vary depending on, 
particularly, climatic conditions. Rather, it is an assurance that the framework 
within which the farm will operate will not be altered to the extent that may 
compromise the ability of the consent holder to achieve compliance with the 
following conditions. 

 
3. The cumulative nitrogen leaching maximum on the land authorised under 

this consent must not be greater than < xx > kilograms of Nitrogen per 
hectare, per year (< xx > kgN/ha/yr). 

 
4. The consent holder shall ensure that the maximum number of lactating or dry 

dairy cows (hereafter referred to as the herd) on the property does not 
exceed < xx > cows.  

 
Stock exclusion  
 
5. The consent holder must ensure that dairy cattle are excluded from: 
 

i. Wetlands and lakes that are rare or threatened habitat; or 
ii. Beds of rivers that are either permanently flowing or have an active 

bed width greater than one metre, except for where access is required 
for animals to cross the river. 

 
Advice Note: Rivers include streams, creeks and modified watercourses. 
Active bed means the bed of a river that is intermittently flowing and 
comprises sand, gravel, boulders or similar material. 
 

6. The consent holder must ensure that permanently flowing rivers or rivers 
with an active bed greater than one metre, which are crossed by more than 
1350 dairy cattle movements per week, must be bridged or culverted and 
any runoff from the bridge or culvert must be discharged in accordance with 
a current resource consent. 

 
Advice Note: A movement is considered one way across the river, not 
across and back. 
 
Advice Note: A separate resource consent may be required to install a 
bridge or a culvert. Please contact the Consents Team on 0508 800 800 to 
discuss whether another consent is necessary.   
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Reporting  
 
7. Prior to mid June each year, and beginning after the first full dairy season 

of this activity being undertaken, the consent holder must complete and 
submit to the Regional Council’s Environmental Protection Manager, a new 
Nutrient Management Plan which details the farm management practices 
undertaken over the previous 12 month period and which demonstrates 
compliance with condition 3 of this consent.   

 
8. As part of the Nutrient Management Plan process outlined in condition 7, the 

consent holder must submit the following information to the Regional 
Council’s Environmental Protection Manager:  

 
a. Records of all fertiliser and feed supplements purchased and used 

(including any invoices and/or receipts of purchase) on the property 
described in condition 1.   

 
Advice Note: For the purposes of this resource consent, invoices and 
receipts to be provided to the Regional Council need to have the suppliers 
name and the amount of product visible (i.e. tonnes of supplement), but do 
not need to have any further details.  Other details (i.e. cost of product, bank 
details) can be removed from the documents (i.e. blacked out, whited out or 
electronically removed). 

 
Review 
 
9. The Regional Council, under section 128 of the Act, may initiate a review of 

all conditions of this resource consent during July in the year <year > for the 
purpose of reviewing the effectiveness of these conditions in avoiding or 
mitigating any adverse effects on the environment.  The review of conditions 
shall allow for: 
 
a. deletion or amendments to any conditions of this resource consent to 

ensure adverse effects are appropriately mitigated; or 
b. addition of new conditions as necessary, to avoid, remedy or mitigate 

any unforeseen adverse effects on the environment; or 
c. if necessary and appropriate, the adoption of the best practicable 

options to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on the 
environment. 
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Sievwright Consent Application and 
Nutrient Management Plan 

 

4808



 

 

4809



4810



4811



4812



4813



4814



4815



4816



4817



4818



4819



4820



4821



4822



4823



4824



4825



4826



4827



4828



4829



4830



4831



4832



4833



4834



4835



4836



4837



4838



4839



4840



4841



4842



4843


	Peter Taylor Evidence 20120202 Part 1
	Attachment 1 - Part 2



