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SUMMARY

The story ofGi s b oWharekbpsaNater Quality Improvement Proje¢the Rere Projectyill strike
chordsacross New Zealand.

E.coli contamination from sheep and cattlefflictingthe Wharekopae River. The Rere Falls and
Rockslide that form part of th River are major swimmirgitesfor locals and visitors. Permanent sign
at these sites warn people not to swim due to the risk posed by E.coli bacteria, which many ignore.

Since 2015, Gisborne District Council (GDC) and Beef and Lamb New Zealand have been engaging with
Rere Farmers to try and raise water quality together to a swimmable stanBarther interest and
participation in the project has bedrighand tis report €lls the story of the Rere Project to date
includinglessons, next stepand strategicimplications.

The corengredierts of the Rere Project ar@s follows.

Interagency collaboration between GDC, Beef and Lamb, AgFirst and the Ministry for the
Environmen

A farmer centred approach and a commuriigsedprocess involving workshopggrm visitsand
engaging three farms in water quality monitoring

E.coli research exploring most cost effective and high impact E.coli mitigation measures on hill
country farms

Increagd water quality monitoring in the area
These incentivesvere providedio encouragdarmerengagementn the project
Theinvitationto improve water quality in the river

Freeexpertiseand face to face assistance from an AgFirst Consulbazdmplete a
voluntaryFarm EnvironmentPlan for their farm

Ability to apply forgrantsfundingfor water quality improvement actionvia a GDC fund set
up for this project (the Rere Fund)

Accesgo useful research (the E.coli research).

Theproject reflectedthe agenéescommitment toworkingwith farmers to shape the projectakinga
whole farm approach, bringing farmer and technical knowledge togetivewing the state of
knowledge about the Rivend learning by doing.

Fourteen farms inhe Rere aredavevoluntarily completed a Farm Environment Plan for their farm
plus a further six farms in the wider Wharekopae Catchment (20 voluntary FEPs completed in total).
Further farms have committed to completing an FEP and are being followé&daymd 810 farms had



significant involvement in the Rere Project amjagementwashighest from those with farms
bordering the River

The‘swimmable rivergoalof the projectheld strong appeal for farmer©ther factors driving farmer
engagementverethe incentives above, plus a desireliaild community goodwill towards farmerthe

open and positive approach of GDC and Beef and Lamb, the chance to learn more about water quality
and to connect with neighbours.

Farmer engagementvas hampered bilackof interest orperceived relgance fortheir farm; some
perceptions that the Ri vwatelqualitybaingeiewedasuawerptioyity i s ‘ no
on their farm than other issues such as erosiagmt being able to afford to address watguality or

concern aboupotential coststo improve water quality

Tangible orfarm impacts of the project to date include 4.2km of new fencing, increased stock exclusion
from waterwaysjncreased numbers afpplications to the Rere Funinproved water gality

monitoring andthe Farm Environment Plamng procesgositivelyinfluencing thinking and action en

farm.

The offfarm impacts include positive media and profiling of farmer action on water quality, building
relationships and goodwill between GDC, Bared Lamb and Rere farmers, raising awareness around

water quality and gaining national attention thro
Environment Awards.

Thecritical success factors for the project were considered to be its relationship based approach,
seeking the views and input of farmers from the stérg funding and FEP incentivegry positive
interagency collaboratioand having the right people in the mixofm agenciesskillful facilitation,
positive mediaregularcommunicationsand interactionsvith farmers and a community process that
worked for the local community.

Iwi have not been approached to engage in the Rere Project to date and this is acknalhdasdge
significant flaw, to be rectified in the next stages of the project.

Other areas for improvement were more proactively engaging the local community at the front end of
the project, being clearer at the start on project goals and process and brimgatiger parts of council

to address community issues raised. The E.coli research had a mixed reeeqatioe found the model

too simplistic while others found it insightfulnfrea to improve is that of water quality monitorirg
including bette baseline information and a greater emphasis on informing farmers about stream health
and what is happening in the stream.



KEY LESSONS FROM THE RERE PROJECT

At the heart of the Rere project is the social and recreational value of the FalRamkdglide.
Connecting water quality improvement with a local treasure supports engagement.

It is important to make a strong case for chatgdarmers including clear links to farm
practices at the outsefNot allRere farmers were convinced of the needitivesttheir time and
resourcesn improving water quality.

Develop a clear, compelling aim for the project with farmers and the local community, or
otherwiseensure that the project airhas high appeal

Prioritise engaging those whose land is closesh&owaterway concerned. Target influential
farmers and communityjnembels to engage with first and encourage them to invite others in.

The Rere Project affirms the value of taking a farmer centred, relationship based, ground up,
positive and collaborativapproach. Farmers need to feel respected, valued and part of shaping
an initiativein orderto engage anduild a sense of ownership.

Positive interagency collaboration is needed to pool expertise and resoyimgscollaborators

and people to involve shddi be carefully choserHaving a strong Beef and Lamb facilitation and
engagement role waseen as beingey to success engagementnay nothave been as high if
GDC wathe soleagencyinvitingfarmers to take part.

Provide a range of incentives to engageluding access to valued expertiss well agunding
andother resourcego take action.

The FEP process was a key foundation of this project and FEPs hold promise as levers for change
for better environmental outcomes.

Seek to achieve sonmuick vis b1 e * wi n se’'the @mnyible resalts ihandars be gained
farmers and agencies need to see momentum and clear changtaytengaged.

Ensure good communication with farmers arep the media spotlight away until there is

something substantial tshare Do the legwork to ensure a positive media positioning. Farmer
sensitivities are high around land and water issues and any negative media coverage needs to be
avoided.

Identify success indicators for the project with farmers and create feedloagls that speak to
those indicatorsSeek to improve the state of data and evidence surrounding the waterway.

Undertake robust water quality monitoring over time and support a learning focus through
meaningful evaluation. Educate people about thegterm nature of water quality
improvement.

If including research components, think through the value to farmers and applied practice when
scoping this research, and involve farmers in this scoping.



NEXT STEPS AND STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS

Most farmers want the Re Project to continueSome wantit to become catchment wide ano spread

to other catchmentsThere wasomedesirefor more joint farm planning in Gisborne, and eventually to

have joint FEPs involving collectives of farmers and catchment scaleAf&#sw of someRereFEPS is

pl anned in a year’'s time to update them and check

In April 2017, GDC applied to the Freshwater Improvement Fund for $800,000 to scale the Rere Project
to the Wharekopae Catchment. A decision is expected aroundriloge2017.

Srategic implications arising from the Rere Projeatiude the following

How can Farm Environment Plans be maximised as levenslistic farm management and
better environmental practicesPo be effective, FEPs need to be compulsoryebealarly
reviewedandhave amonitoringsystem and incentives built.ilncentives could includaccess
to funding and expert advice, arah accreditation or quality assurance system.

How can subcatchment projecssich as the Rere Projdot scaled succsfullyto catchmens?
Saling issuegelate to funding how to retain a farmer centred approagdrovidingattractive
farmer incentiveshow to maintain successful interagency collaboration and communication
and achieve quality monitoring of progress and change.

Supporting farmers to investigate and trial more sustainable land uses such as native forest
reversion, honey and ecotourism in places such as Rereeded This would hold particular
appeal for farmers with large areas of unproductive land those stuggling to keep their farm
viable

Anotherissue to explore is the developmentfafmer-to-farmeradvisory services and
collectives to support holistic farm management, undertake joint FEPs and seek funding for
things such as water reticulation at subdatment or catchment scales. These would nek&ilful
facilitation andsupport to be established and maintained.



1.INTRODUCTION

The need to improvéreshwater qualityis the focus of intensaational attention in New Zealanth the
Gisborne District, .Eoli contamination of waterways froffarmingsheep and cattlés a serious,
widespread problemThe2017Proposed Gisborne Regional Freshwater Hientifies water quality
improvements in the Wharekopae River as a priority.

In 2015 Gisborne District Count{{GDCpandBeef and Lamblew Zealantbeganan initiative to

improve water quality in the Rere Falls and Rock Slide area, which forms part of the Wharekopae River.
The Rere Falend Rock Side are amajorlocal and tourist attractiondespitetheir water quality
regularlyfalling belowsafe swimmingtandardsdue to E.coli contamination.

The Wharekopae Water Qualitynprovement ProjectinvolvedGDCand Beef and Laméngagingwith
local farmers, to work togethdo improve water qualityThere has been a positive buzz about this
project from the start. Local méal have picked it Ujpand the project was inalist in theGreen Ribbon
Environment Awarslin June2017.

The Ministry for the EnvironmerfMfE)hasa keen interest in understanding whdtives behaviour
change to achieve better environmental outconmesural communities.lt hasfunded this social
researchto seewhat can be learned from the Rere experience to infatimer water quality
improvementefforts. This report describes the approach taken ineReow the project waperceived
by the farmers andagencies involvedilong with lessons, next stepsdstrategic implications arising

http://www.gdc.govt.nz/proposeefreshwaterplan-2/.
http://www.gdc.govt.nz/.
http://www.b eeflambnz.co.nz/
http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/AK1702/S00168/remmmunityworkingto-improve-water-quality.htm
http://gisborneherald.co.nz/localnews/270365435/rere-water-quality-showcasehttp://gisborneherald.co.nz/environment/2822813
135/rere-water-quality-project-a-finalist



http://www.gdc.govt.nz/proposed-freshwater-plan-2/
http://www.gdc.govt.nz/
http://www.beeflambnz.co.nz/
http://greenribbonawards.org.nz/
http://greenribbonawards.org.nz/
http://www.gdc.govt.nz/proposed-freshwater-plan-2/
http://www.gdc.govt.nz/
http://www.beeflambnz.co.nz/
http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/AK1702/S00168/rere-community-working-to-improve-water-quality.htm
http://gisborneherald.co.nz/localnews/2703654-135/rere-water-quality-showcase
http://gisborneherald.co.nz/environment/2822813-135/rere-water-quality-project-a-finalist
http://gisborneherald.co.nz/environment/2822813-135/rere-water-quality-project-a-finalist

2. METHOD

Between January and M&p17, faceto-face and phone interviews were held with agency
representatives and farmers involved in the project.

Farmers from 12 farms were interviewed for this research, including all farms immediately adjacent to
the Wharakopae River. Two of these interviews waieefto face, the rest were by phone. One farming
couple sent feedback via email. Three short case studies are included of farmer experiences of the
project. Quotes are not attributed to any agency or person in this report, to preserve anonymity.

Agenciesnvolved, their role and representatives are listed in Table One.

AGENCY ROLE/S REPRESENTATIVES

Gisborne District Council | Project lead, funder, organiser and | Laura Savage (initial project

facilitator lead)
Alice Treelyan (project lead)
Nicki Davies
Lois Easton
Beef and Lamb New Joint facilitator fundingcontribution | Mark Harris
Zealand Kylie Brewer
AgFirst Led and undertook Farm EricavanReena@
Environment Planning with
landowners
AgResearch E.col researcher looking at options ' Dr. Richard Muirheatl
to address E.coli ohill countryfarms
University of Waikato Economic analyst assessing most ¢ Dr. Graeme Doole
effective E.coli options for farmers
Ministry for the Funder of research and keenly Jo Armstrong
Environment interested in the projecgtapproached

by GITto fund the research

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ndm1cLgEmB

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y xwyJgAFgXw:



http://www.beeflambnz.com/about-us/meet-the-team/farm-team/
http://www.beeflambnz.com/about-us/meet-the-team/farm-team/
http://www.agfirst.co.nz/member/erica-van-reenen/
http://www.agresearch.co.nz/people/richard-muirhead-2/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YxwyJqAFgxw
https://www.linkedin.com/in/joanne-armstrong-5698ba25/?ppe=1
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ndm1cLqEmBU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YxwyJqAFgxw

2.1 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Aroundl15farmshave been directly involved in th&harekopae Water Quality Improvemetoject
(hereafter the Reréroject) Most are owner operatedoy families, though there are several managed
farm stations and some DCG(@d Landcorgand (DOQvas notinvolved in the project). Several farms had
been sold or were in the process of being sold during the last two yedrsome succession is
occurring as farm management passes from one generation to the @& of theparticipatingfarms
was the subject of a Country Calendar feafuineAugust 2016Many of theparticipatingfarmers hae
livedthere a long time and hav&rongties with the area.

Whil e ther e ar erihsstoricabamdycultural ties @ thid ardd,&here has been no iwi
involvement in this project to datélhis is an acknowledged flaw of the project and will be addressed in
the next stages of the projecbnce these have been confirmégskenext steps.

3. CONTEXIT

G ¢ KS Y 2sahéapmnd bdlef@aiming are having on water quality is
through nitrogeneaching and phosphorus, sediment and faecal coliforrroftin
There are a number of practices to mitigate these impacts such as riparian
fencing and planting, erosion control on steep hill country, avoiding pugging anc
compaction damage, smart use of filiger and sensible management practices
with crops, particularly in winteg

van Reene?, 2012(p2)

Freshwater quality issues are looming large in Gisborne and nationally. In Gisborne, steep hill country
makesuppr ound 70% of Gdnddnaep ancbeef farmiagnpkils. bn the Hall country

water quality is affected by the issues notablove.In the Poverty Bay flats sediment and nutrient
loadingfrom fertilisers, cropping and phosphates are key issudth all of these issues plistormwater

and septic systemaffecting waterwaysn urban areask-orestry is also impaicty negativelyon water

https://www.tvnz.co.nz/shows/countricalendar/episodes/s2016/e24



https://www.tvnz.co.nz/shows/country-calendar/episodes/s2016/e24

qualityin the Gisborne DistrigtSeehere! for potential stream pollutants on farms and how they can
find their way into waterways.

The Wharekopae Rivés 30km in lengthwith acatchment sizef 32,000 hectaresnvolving50 hill
country sheep and beef farmEhe river is accessible for swimming for makits length andisthe
highest use freshwater swimming river in the regidhe Rere Rockslide and Falte significant
swimming sites for locals and visit@sdthe river alsgrovidesimportant habitat for Long Fin Eel,
Trout and Bluéuck.

E.colt* levels routinely exceesafeswimmingstandardsat the Rere Rockslide and Fallmecowpathas
around one billion E.cglwhichis enough taontaminate around one million litres efater. Initial
faecalsource tacking? by Gisborne District Coun¢isDC)evealed that E.coli in th&/harekopae River
was derivednainlyfrom farm sources.

Gi sbor ne Di BroposedcFresh@aien Plaeduitesals farms classified as dairy farms or
intensively farming to complete a Farm Environment REEP)Farm Environment Plans identitye

goals of the farm, the existing farm management approach and planned environmental objectives and
practices. These #er nutrient management, soil management, riparian and wetland management,
livestock management, offal pits, silage and waste management, cropping management and biodiversity
managementOnly oneof the Rere farms involved in the projastequiredby GDGo complete an FEP

(thisis amanagedarm station)

https://www.niwa.co.nz/ourscience/freshwater/tools/shmak/manual/l0manage

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Escherichia_coli



https://www.niwa.co.nz/our-science/freshwater/tools/shmak/manual/10manage
http://www.gdc.govt.nz/agendas-and-minutes-2/
https://www.niwa.co.nz/our-science/freshwater/tools/shmak/manual/10manage
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Escherichia_coli

4. RERE PROJECT EMERGENCI
AND APPROACH

Beef and Lambad a small amount of funding available and discugsgdntial joint projects withGDC
staff. After discussing a range of hotspots Rere was choBerse staff then brokered funding and input
from their respective agencies to form an interagency collaborafitve. GDC staff membécontacted
afarmerthey knewin the Wharekopae Catchment atigat farmeroffered to fostthe first community
workshopon the projectat their home.

4.1 PROJECT AIMS

The stated aim of the project was to bring the river up to a swimmable staratatde able to remove
the health warning signs at tHeereFallsand Rock Slidd he focus of the project was on E.calihough
other relevant water contaminantsuch as sediment from erosion, phosphatei,ogen,solidwaste
and fertiliserswere raised in the Farm Environment Plan process (described.later)

4.2 PROJECT INGREDIENTS

The core ingredients of the Rere Projaod the principks underpinning its approadare summarisedn
Diagram Onand DiagranTwo. Thecore ingredientsare furtherdescribed in Table Two.
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CORE INGREDIENT ROLE/S WHAT HAPPENED AND WHEN

Interagencyand Joint funding and = GDCandBeef and Lambegan the project by inviting
farmer facilitation, farmersin Rereto acommunity workshopBased on farmer
collaboration working together = feedbackat this workshopGDC approache®IfE to fund the

E.coli and social researdhgFirst was brought in to run the
FEP process.

Community Engage farmers Workshop Onen a local farmintroduced the project,

workshops and drive action sharedthree water qualityimprovementexamples from
Ha wk e 'RegioBabGouncia local farmeanda
Taurangdarmer, asked for views on how to proceed,
went ona farm walk, discussed €arm issues and
shared some resourcéSeptember 2015)t also aked
farmers what they wanted the project to include and
how it could runAll landowners whose land impacts ot
the Rivewere invitedto each workshopplus thewider
communityvia local media and the Beef and Lamb e
diary network

Workshop Twat the RereSchoolntroducedFarm
Environment Planing (FEPgsand offered assistance to
farmers tocompletean FERor their farm. It includedh
localfarmer pgerspectiveonthe FEP process
introduced theE.coli researcfiuly 2016andasked for
case study farms to do watguality samplingn their
farm. Two farmersvolunteeredand athird wasinvited
to do this sampling

WorkshopThreeon a local farnpresentedinitial
findings fromthe E.coli research, introducetie social
researchand included a farm visit to @éallengingsite
involving a steep slopeoming dowrto a stream, to
discus<E.colimitigation options(March 2017)

Case study farms | Support water Three farms undertook water quality monitoring at fioe-
guality monitoring | farm locationsin 2016 They kept a diary of rainfall and
and learning about | reportedwhat they were doing on their farm in relation to
water quality high or lowE.®li readingsThese farms alsmformed the

E.coli model descrilsefurther below.



CORE INGREDIENT ROLE/S

WHAT HAPPENED AND WHEN

Farm Environment
Plans

Rere Fund

E.coli research

Water quality
monitoring

Farmerand
community
communication

Take a whole farm
approach to
improving water
quality and
environmental
practices on farms
funded by Beef anc
Lamb and GDC

GDCfund setup to
support onfarm
changes to improve
water qualityin the
Wharakopae
Catchment

To identify cost
effective onfarm
mitigation
measures for E.coli

Improve water
quality data

Keep Rere
community
informed, raise
public awareness

Farm Environment Plans enable farmers to assess their
current farming operations and ideffifiareas where they
can make environmeil and economiémprovements This
includes identifyinde.coli hot spots and othesources of
contaminants on their farmg:rom March 2016,raAgFirst
Consultant met with each farmeggenerally at their home,
took them through an FE&nd captured their responses to
form adraft FEPThiswasemailedto the farmer b review
and amend before being finalised areturned. Annual
reviews of FEPs are planned with each fa8ee more on
FEPdurther below.

Farmers who completed a Farm Environment Réaa high
standardwer e abl e to apply to
Fund (set up for this purpose), to assist witiplementing
E.coli mitigation strategies such as fencing of waterways,
riparian planting, water reticulation systems and sedimen’
traps.GDC contributes 75% and farmers 25% (cash-kinoh
through labour, for exampleAs of June 2017, three round:
of funding have been heltbtalling around$100k

The ideao do E.coli researcbame out of the first
community workshopDr. Richard Muirhead from
AgResearch in Dunedivas comnssioned tadentify on-
farm options to mitigate E.coli water contaminatidb.
Graeme Doole from the University of Waikatas
commissioned t@reate an economic model identifying the
most cost effectiveof theseoptions. See more on th
research below.

Annual water quality monitoring undertakenonthlyin the
summer season at the Rere Falls and Rockslide was
increased to weeklgummermonitoringand monthly winter
monitoringin 2017 E.coli multipliesvith heat The three
case study farms also monitored figdditionalsites.

Regular(sometimes monthlygmail communication was
held with Rere farmers and media releasesl
communications were regular and positive abthg

project Quarterly updates were given via the Conservatio
Quorum,anda local farmer posted on thearming Women
T ai r &achbodk pge.



CORE INGREDIENT ROLE/S WHAT HAPPENED AND WHEN

Social research To understand The Ministry for the Environmerfitinded this researcko
perceptions and understandmore aboutwhat supportsbehaviar change on
drivers of success | the ground in rural communities, to improwesvironmental
for this project outcomes.

4.3 E.COLI RESEARCH

The E.coli research sought to identifyy mitigation measursthat can be implemented ofarm to
effectively reduce E.coli levelBhese measures focused on:

Fencing and othertack exclusion from streams, wetlands and seepage alieakidingflat land
versussteep land, sheepersis cattle exclusion

Changing stcking rates andype the numbersand ratios olsheepand beej
Water reticulation without fencing
Land use change (pastoral to indigenéugstry reversion)

Stock crossings (culverts or bridges)



This researchlso sought to identify the most cost effectimgtigation options for farmersFarmers

were asked to complete guestionnaire which followed the Farm Environment Plan framewdrke
researchmodel estimates the E.coli load into the stream, effectiveness and cost effectiveness of
different options.The model was tested dihe three case studyarms in the catchmenfThe modebnly
deals with norflood, low flow conditions, as E.coli aaot be controlled in flood events and high rainfall
situations.Researchers emphasise the indicative nature of the model.

Combined Cost and Effectiveness
Replacing cattle with sheep
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A key finding of the E.coli research was that replacing cattle with sheep was the most cost effective way
to reduce E.coli on these farmSee the research reports for full findiriys

alice.trevelyan@gdc.govt.riz
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4.4 FARM ENVIRONMENT PLANS

Farm Environment Platfprovide a template for farmers
to build an environmental plan for their farm that can be
tailored to the individual farm system, and complies with
the relevart regulations of their Regional Coundil.
Gisborne Specific Template was developed by GDC and
Beef and Lamb, with input from the AgFirst consultant
who undertook the FEP process in Rere.

GCco9ta FNB y2i
but the right person will make
it a valuable process ¢

Gisbornespecific FEP guidelines The FEP process began with farmers being sent an email
with an offer of free assistance to complete FEPs. Several
people replied. In the July 2016 workshop in whioé

FEP process was introduced there was a good response,
followed by direct phone contaatith farmersseeking

their agreement to complete an FEP and making a time to
visit to fill out the plan. The AgFirst Consultant involved
was upfront about the % haur time commitment

required and most visits involved a walk over of parts of

PLAN GUIELIN the farm.

By farmers. For farmers

E‘NVIR‘NMENT

Funding assistance through the
mentioned when people were approached to complete an

FEPKey success factors behind the high uptake of

voluntary FEPg€ompletedincluded:

A Emphasisinghat doing an FEP @cumentedproof
that farmers arebeing proactiveabout water quality

A Sating clearlythat the process is not about telling farmers what to do, that it is their plan for
their farm,and thatadvice offered that does not have to be taken up

A Noting that it ispossiblethat GDC or government will require farmers to do FiiRise future
A Noting that Gisborne has its own guidelines and offering this for free to farmers

A Applying someéencouragemeritt f needed by saying that a far mer
complete an FEP in their community

A Three farmers in this project had reportedly been asked if they had an FEP as a quality assurance
mechanism (by a meat company for example).

Formore on FEPsséeg Research (October 2016), | t ' -savéhiclefor ymplenteytinggpoli®/ uAsréporte s s ©: Wh o |
for Horizons Regional Courhttp://www.horizons.govt.nz/news/bespracticefarm-planshit-milestone
16 Seehttp://www.beeflambnz.com/farm/environment/farmenvironmentplans/.
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The AgFirst Consaltt signed off the Rere FEBsit noted that who will do this in Gisborne overall is
still being finabed. Sheconsideredhat farmers are realising that sooner or later they are going to need
to do FEPs.

5. WHAT SUPPORTED FARMER
ENGAGEMENT

GLGQAa KINR G2 adG2YFIOK 0SAy3a @a&ftATASROD

a ¢ KA awayslbeen d gbod community, we back each other, we all live around the
WAODGSNE 6S ag6AY YR LXF& Ay AdGo LaEQa |y

Farmers were askeathat motivated them to get involved in the projettey themes are shared below.

5.1 THE POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE WATER QUALITY AND
FARM SUSTAINABILITY

Love for the river and being able to swim safely in the river are key farmer motivations for engaging in
this project. Many of the families involved have lived in the area for multiple generations and recall a
pristine riverin times past withteemingwith fish, eelsand other aquatic lifeOne farmer used to use

river water to make whiskey.

Handing land on in a lteer state and making a sustainable profit are also motivators for farmer
involvement.Water quality is important to a farm busines$or exampleto keep animalfiealthy. There

is however some feelingt he community that the water quality o
whencompared with some other riveiia New ZealandSome farmers were not convincethat the

water is not safe for swimmingvhen they have not personalhyad anyproblems wih E.coli.



5.2 THE OPPORTUNITY TO IMPROVE LOCAL IMAGE

The fact that the Rere Falls and Rockslide are a local

tourist attractionisone drivers 2 S gy G2 NBGI A
Ot Sy aANBSYy AYI3IST AGQa AYLERN
asLJS 2 LXh&kad press about water quality nationally
wasnotedd 2 S gl yid G2 F@2AR 6KFG KU
NAOSNE Ay GKS {2dziK Lafl yRE

Several farmerseferredto publichostility towards them

from nonfarmersregarding farming impacts on the
environmentda2add FFNXYSNA FTSSt Fdadl O
those who have put a lot of effort into the environment,

we are lumped in with the worst ogeRere is a well

cared for area. If GDC can help us get there quicker then
OKIFGQa¢ ®ff 3I22R

Wanting to build goodwill andaise the perception of farmers in the community was a driver for some
to get involved. The positive media coverage of the project supported farmers to engage and to keep
engaged.

5.3 A POSITIVE APPROACH BASED ON OPENNESS AND
RELATIONSHIPS

Afriendly approacho the community by agencies and
428 32 fevdlof KA JK goodrelationships between agencies and farmdrsve
engagement across the board. GDC staff involved were
seen a®openandapproachablewith positive attitudesand
offering usefuincentives (all carrots and no sticks).

engagement even though costs
NS tA1Ste G2 |
now, as we are not asking
people to spend money. Community goodwill towards GDC has been lifted in the
Engagement will drop off if Rere community through this project. For example, the
local community had been putting in complaintsda
requests for service from GDC for a long time regarding
waste and litter left by people at the Rere Falls and
Rockslide. A GDC staff member involved in this project
followed this up within GDC and got some action. There
and we will be like everwafer was general acknowledgement fraiarmers interviewed
elseci2Ay 3 G2 O2dzM ofthe positive approach taken by GDC in this project.

regulation comes in or we ask
people to spend money. If we
keep incentivising engagement
will continue, if noit will drop

The Beef and Lamb role was said to be critical in engaging farmers and bringing people togettgr
due to its role in supporting the farminigdustry andthrough personal relationships held by Beef and



Lamb staff in the Districkarmer egagement levels may have been different if GDC had made the first
approach to the community on its own.

Direct relational approachds farmersappeared to work weih this prgect, especially from Beef and
Lamb and AgFirstphoning people and meeting face to face, talking and building connections. Beef and
Lambstaff noted that this approach is low cost from their perspectiag jtutilisespersonal networks
andworks with the mostwilling and interested people in the community

There was an absence in this project of adversarial organisations and attitudes. The focus was kept on
the aim of making the River swimmable, one that everyone can get behind. The positivity objait pr

has been bolstered by incentives and openness from agencies, though some question what would
happen to all the goodwill and engagement if incentives disappear or if regulations raise their head.

5.4 ATTRACTIVE INCENTIVES

The offer of free expertise toadan FEP and access to funding were good motivators to participate.
Requiring people to do an FEP before accessing funding was smart tactically and has partly driven the
high success rate of FEP completion.

The AgFirst Consultant was well received and &afrftiendships through the FEP process, coming to
peopl e’s homes an thanghounstalking marel svorléng thraudh the ¢-ERrmers
generallyshared openly about their situation (financial and otherwise) and valued the opportunity to
consideroptions and make some plans.

5.5 CONNECTING WITH
NEIGHBOURS AND LEARNING
MORE ABOUT WATER QUALITY

This is a&loseknit community, with an email

network and a Friends of Rere grdipgHaving

community workshope n peopl e’ s f ar ms
positive and walking their land and discussing farm
challenges together brought people closer. Some

people were attractedo the community workshops
because they wantetb learn more about what was

going on in terms abcalwater quality. Theyalso

provideda chance taatch up withthe neighbours.

W



5.6 PEER INFLUENCE AND WORD OF MOUTH

The agencies involved approachadll-knownand

influential farmersin the community firsabout the project
andtodoan FEB 2 2 NR 2F Y2dziK A& Y2ad
faimersd L G Q& LISNA 2 Yy I f &£Onkethése | 6 2 dzii
farmersgot involved andook up the offer to do an FEP,

that drew others in.

GCFNYSNBR NBalLRy
other farmers @ and what has
g2NJ] SR T2NJ 0KSY

At the third workshopn March 2017, several farmers from the wider Wharekopae catchment attended,
who were interested in being part of the project.
project and came along to check it otihis isatestimony tothe goodpublic communicatios
throughout the project.

Some values and beliefs emerged from the Rere farming community that hold keys to understanding
what will support farmer engagement and behaviour change on the ground.

A strong sense of equality and for everyondtotreated equally
A supportive community where people are keen to help each other out
Pride as farmers and a passion for farming

Optimism and ability to face challenges such as drought and storms (resilience and ability to
adapt)

Love for the land and gemnally strong bonds to land, water and animals
Tendencies to skepticism, straight talking and cynicism
A desire for action and tangible results alongside theory

A desire for evidence and a need to be convinced to make significant changes.



6. DISINCENTIVES TO ENGAGE

& ¢ K Saspectium of environmental attitudes. Those who are on the River are
supportive of doing something about tRever;those who are further off wonder why
aK2dzf R ¢S YI 1S 62N] F2NJ 2dzNESf @SakK LGQ
some perception it the River is fine, we should just keep out of stagnant areas and
when there is a floo# €

There were arangeof attitudes andresponses from farmert® this project from those who were
resistant to getting involved to those who were open and ketame farmershadsignificantlygreater
involvementas case study farmandertakingwater quality monitoring meeting with the E.coli
researcherand having regular interactiongith GDC staff to discuss findings.

Any hint of requirement, threat or regulation from GDC (or any other agency) in relation to this project
would reportedly have had people fleeing.

6.1 FARMERS NOT ON THE RIVER LESS ENGAGED

Distance from the river or laa waterways moving through the faraffected engagementt ¢ K2 &Sy 2
on the River are not engagéd

Even some who do have the River and tributaries flowing through theirdanfiel thattheir farm
doesnot contribute significantlyto waterway containationnd2 S R2y Qi R2 ONRLILA Y3 2 N
farmiy 3 &2 GKFG R28S&ayQd FLILX & (2 dzaé

6.2 UNWILLINGNESS TO FACE IMPACT

It can be easy fdiarmers and landownemot to face the
impactof their activitiesonwater quality ¢ WA @S NE | NB i NJ&
you can make a mess and not have to deal withtigoes
R26yAGNBIY® 28 Yre y20 68 a2 Ay

a! t24 2F LIS2
their heads in the pond in

terms of water , & 6 A Y YA Y @ne fayher haieél that in some cases farm
managemen® ¢ impactsonwa er qual ity can’t easily b
example of a dead cow in a strea

without use of heavy machinery.



6.3 COSTS AND PERCEIVED TR&BE BETWEEN
ECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENT

Demonstrating the value of improving water quality to some
farmers can be challengingspeciallyfithere are no clear
economic benefits involved, and potentially significant costs
Some farmers were wary of engaging for these reasons.
Environmental pradces and economic retunend to beset

y up in opposition(i.e. you canonly have one or the other)

A

a{2YS 2F (KS
want you to do [on your
farm], in practical terms
iKSe8 R2y Q0 1
GKSe@QNB i1t
There are differences
between what people think

For some, the financial bottom line will always dictate the
course of action taken:

can happen and farm !4 GKS SyR 2F G(KS RIFe& L Y GNEBA

realities- sometimes the possible folJ Ye SYLX 28SNA® 9OFSNE?2 y SQa
§92y2YArAda R2S LT &2dz R2yQid 24y (KS LINBLISNIEZ
up®d € iy . Lo . 3
Ol yQuQd® 2SQNBE UNEBAY3 02 R2 2dzNJ
Several farmers noted that ten years agwimg waterways on a farm for stock was a selling point, but

that now it could be a negative thing. There was a clear feeling from farmers that requirements and
regulations governing freshwater management are going to intensify. This causes some anxiéty abo

the cost implications and future viability of their farms.

CASE STUDY ONE

“We can do better on our farm for the River, but if we fence the stream off it will get full of weeds
The Falls are surrounded by weeds. We need exclusion and good plantgng/ant to do
beneficial stuff without creating more problems.

We have a long list of things to do on our farm before we can make majoads on water
quality. We will exclude cattle on the fl at
schml get on board with monitoring and how to care for the stream. Show the schools what we
are doing, bring them out to us.

Even with good press people moan because farmers are being given funding. We need to keep
messages simple. The environmental piethas exploded in Gisborne and farmers are under the
gun.

People are attracted tsuccessyorking quietly in the background improving things is not going
well, farmers need to shout about our successes. The people that matter are on the streams. Lo
people have ownership, make sure people support and believe in better water quality. We need f
shine a careful light on all of this and not get information out there that will blame p€ople.

aK2dzAZ R 6S R2Ay3 G4KAa IyR GKIG o

B
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6.4 LACK OF ALTERNATIVE WATER SOURCES

Water sourcesn Gisborneon dry, steep hill country farms are few and alternatives to streams, wetlands
or swampy areas are expensive (such as water reticulatiomyany placefresh waterways ar¢éhe sole
water source for animaland dl animals are attracted to streams, espaly in the hot weather typical

of Gisborne summers. Unless stock and other animals are effectively excluded from watanddyee
high qualityalternative water sourcethey will access them

6.5 ISSUES WITH FENCING AND RIPARIAN MARGINS

On steep hiltountry farms fencing is expensiaad not alwayschievable given land movement,
topography and weather eventissues weralsoraised about what becomes of riparian margins that
are fenced. There are issues with willows-seléding andveeds suh as blackberry taking off in riparian
margins.One person pondered what riparian margins are worth in economic terms.

6.6 GOOD ENVIRONMENTAL PRACTICE CAN BE HARD TO
WORK OUT AND LOWER PRIORITY

At the March 2017 community workshpjparticipantsvisited a chdénging siteon the host farmand

discussed what tactics could be used to farm in this area while protecting the stream. This demonstrated
how difficult it can be to find workable solutions to different farm terrain, especially where steep slopes
come downonto streamslt also showed the value of local farmers discusang management

optionswith each other, alongidetechnical experts and farm consultants.

Farm realities in th Rerearea include those above plus erosion issardthe needto stabilizehills: ¢ !

f20 2F FINya ySSR (GNBSa 2y UBeS practicdoOvatzigGaliticdga S NBE A &
be difficult to work outand compete with other priorities. While there is no recipiegre is some

generic good practice such as:

Keepingwater sources for animals away from streams
Keeping cattle out of streams
Providing lots of shade and water for animals

Thinking like an animal and making it easy to guide their ebg for example training them
via the use of hotwires

Taking differenpproaches in times of high and low rainfall and river flamg duringsummer
and winter.



People in this project noted the complex nature of water quality and the wide range of influences on it,
including seasonal effects and weather events. The arddl isugely affected from the 1988 Cyclone
Bola, also by drought and rainfall patterhs this context, aising understanding of the greatest-farm
impacts on water qualitys of huge value to farmers.

One farmer would like to see the use of chemicmidarmsaddressedd L ¢2dzf R f A1 S G2 aSSs
0SAY 3 ALINI & SHI &ydF WEILINIE & evenghitof weizéaShias baek Ginted oyR N

Up. | would rather keep the River clean through no use of chemicals, but this is not a peputar vi

have,no oneis interested in this. The younger ones are worse than the older ones, they are out to

LINE RdzOS Y2y Seé |yR ljdaydArAdes y20 ljdatArdeso

CASE STUDY TWO

“Our farm is above the Rock Slide and Falls and the river runs through-# fem3We have
been here for three generations. | have been sad to see the changes stream;we
haven’t seen trout for six t o gsvewsedtohgve ar ¢
Blue Duck in the river all the timethey vanished after Cyclone Bola.

This project has enabled us to get ideas about what is causing poor water quality. The FEP
made us look at our nutrient budgeting and loading, to make sure we@rever applying
fertilizer. The FEP plan has been good, we are implementing it. We got funding to fence off
1km and are doing voluntary fencing ourselves.

Everyone is buying into the concept of ir
handed; theyhave been coming to ask our advice, with no threats. The collaborative
approach has been appreciated. The project has created goodwill and a sense of
togetherness.

We will need extra funding to ensure better water quality on our farm. Sheep and beef
farming hasn’'t been as profitable as dairy,
measures. We need helpfunding to plant and fence and to do water reticulation. We would
put water reticulation in and hot wires but the cost is prohibitive and thered economic
return. We are applying for funding now to exclude all stock from a tributary.

To do a | ot of these things, unless you I
showed an attitude that other areas migfailow; we have picked up the lHaand run with it.
l't"s not as hard as you might think.

The media has a huge effect, it is usually very negative. All farmers | know want to protect t
environment but we run a business.



/.PROJECT IMPACTS AND
ACHIEVEMENTS TO DATE

New fencing at Mokonui Station along the edge of the There have been a range anojectimpacts to date, with
Wharekopae River

some farms making significant practical changes, some
planning them and some noting i
changel anything, we are more aware of fences that we
may need to put in over time, we are not highly stocked,
we will do what we can but won’

On and offfarm impacts to date are summarised below.

7.1 ONFARM IMPACTS

C 4.2km ofnew fencing

C 14 Rer Fund®applications

C Thinking widened fencing not only option

C Increased stock exclusion from waterways
C Installation of new water reticulation systems
C Improved waterquality monitoring

C Fewer E.coli exceedancés

C FER influencingplanning, budgeting and

action

8n the first round of the Rere Fund two applications were received, four in the second and eight in May 2017. Applicatiamsohehifted
from support for fencing to osite water reticulation such as ponds.

¥ Therewere fewer E.coli exceedances identified through water quality monitoirntpe summer period of 2016/201but it is too early to
attribute causes for this. At least three years of data is needed to see trends.
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7.2 OFFFARM IMPACTS

8. WHAT PEOPLE LIKED ABOUT
THE PROJECT

8.1 FARMER PERSPECTIVES

When asked what they liked about the Rere Project, three themes emerged from faitherse align
with the factors that supported farmer engagement in the project.

GYy2¢gAy3ad D5/ Aa Sy3IFr3ISR YR gAff LINRPOARS NBaz2dz2NDOS
GDC that staff and management have engaged with us. The team need a pat on the back from
Councillorg; great communications taé

TheGDGand Beef ad Lambapproachof coming out into the community at the stadsking farmers
about their views and what would work best for them, built trasid goodwilin the processFarmers
liked to see the collaborative approach between GDC and Beef anddraithinging scientists and
researchers into the mix.



Farmers valuedelarning about different options to mitigate E.coli and imapheir thinking broadened
out from fencing being the main solutigwhich is not seen as practical on steep hill country land): S

thought the pressure was to fence, but we can now see differentoibdS 2 LX S | NBy Qd 3I2 Ay 3
F2NOSR G2 FSyOSé¢o

The FEP process supported some farmers to be
more tactical and strategic about their farm
managementthrough itswhole farm approach

and facus on risk managementhey found the
FEP process helped them to make choices and
lift their game environmentallyd 2 S £ A 1 SR
different way of thinking about the farm, what

we do and where, the philosophy of looking at
RAFFSNEBY(l 2LIiA2yasé

et
ey
w»

Some valuedhe bringing in of fresh ideas

through the FEP process, for example to move

farm tracks out of boggy areas:| | Ay 3 9 NR OF
involved with the FEP process was the biggest

help. She looked at the farm as a wha@&evironmental, scientific, stock, personnelafinial issues

[and]i 221 | K2fAaGAO | LILINRBIF OKEé @

For some the FERocesshighlighted things that they were doing that were not usefuld KS C9t 2 LISy ¢
2dzNJ SeSa GKIFIG a2YS 2F o6KIFG 6SQ@S R2yS Aa y2G o0SyS
2F AadadzSa 2y 2dz2NJ FFENY FyR ¢6KIG (2 R2 lo2dzi GKSYé D

The principle of providing farmers with skilled support to do FEPs was suppdried) the FEP lifted a
gSAIAKG 2FF 2dz2NJ aK2dzZ RSNE® ¢KS YSRAIF A& ONBIFGAy3d ¥

Severaf ar mers however who compl et &d SarRAREP yddm'tt «iCrott
62yQi0 085 FREf{20AgAY AGEAYS I WBsRRAEIT 2 dzNJ



CASE STUDY THREE

“This has been our family farm for four generations, since 1907. Our farm is below the Falls
and the River flows through our land, we are custodians of it for others. The health of the
River is vital for ouland and our animals and for the future of our business as a farm.

The best thing for us has been the FEP process. We now have a five to ten year plan and a
using it to budget. We are being more tactical atichtegic;we are doing research on the

best tang for buck in terms of our priorities. We are focusing on financial return in the next
year. The FEP helps us make choices.

Already we are improving water reticulation, we have a new pipe going in and new water
troughs planned. We are focusing more oe #nvironmental side. This project has helped us
step back and be more stratedic.

8.2 AGENCY PERSPECTIVES

When asked what they liked about the Rere Projsitthemes emerged from agencies.

Thoserepresenting agencies liked the way tHatmers were involved in developing project goals and
also likedhavingregular contact with farmersThey felt that this project skillfully brought together
farmers, agencies andresearch2 S 32 G ( KS tptégtie® agorridsyYsdishde and farmers
YR aK2gSR ¢S Oly g2N)] G(23ISIKSNEO®

Having a flexible approach and seeing where things went were also highly véalued: tha facStiat

the project took a leap of faith, with no guarantega real return in ¢rms of water quality

improvement2 S R hdeaQrédeterrh Y SR 2 dzii O 2 Y Sutltayg&s, meBsuBshaRdy” Q (
2dz02YS& | NRPdzyR Al 20KSNE®KIY (GKS wAOGSNI 6SAy3

Agencies considered that the right people and a positive dynaming the agencies was a great

feature of this projectd L 4 Q& F £ f | 62 dzi KI @ AgyhestiighrSgoodpegpfefi LIS 2 LX S



having faith and agency support. The team of people who worked with the farmers has been the right

YA EThekeypeople nvol ved from each agency arwhoaseeen as ' peé
responsive to the community and understand how to work with people in commun#iesf them

have farming backgroungghich improves their credibility with the farming community

Agencies likette project being grounded in data and researkisting water qualitydatawas reviewed
as a first step for the E.coli researdiiswasreportedlyenough to show that the Rere Falls and
Rocksliddell way below accepablewater quality standards and to be able to make a clear link to the
farms.These findings helpef@drmersto accept thek.colissue andts relationshipto their farms
(although not all were convinced)

Agencies appreciated that theientistswere prepared to engag®iith the farmersandyvisit the
catchment Having the scientistspend time there and visfarms supported buyn from farmers Credit
was given tdhe Ministry for the Environmertfor investing in the research and seeing the valuehef t
project’'s cappoacmi ty based

Bringing FEPs into the mix this project was seen as very posititzsing thedriver ofimprovingwater
gualityin the Wharekopae Rivevas considerea useful lever to introduce farmnvironmentplanning
to this community Taking a tailored approach to each REfsviewed asgood practiceincluding being
flexible to accommodate a time and process that workeddomersto do ther FEP

Ensuring FEP recommendations reflect farm tiealand are responsive to their situatidsy working to

findwinwi n situations rather than ‘balancing’ or c¢omg
issueswas seen as a success of the project. The FEP proceassbdingboundariesin terms ofwhat

can be achieved environmentalthhirough building good relationshi@sd offering valued expertise to

farmers.

It was considered efficient to have a joint FEP workshop to get initial engagémtbet FEP process
One person felt that aostbenefit aralysiscomparing theone to one approacko doing FEPs, versus
the cost of taking a regulatory approaaiould be useful

The joint resourcing of this project among three agencies was viewed positively. In tefunsliof
contribution, Beef and Lamb funded the community workshop process and part of the FEP process, the
Ministry for the Environment funded the research aspects and GDC fymmgett managementpart of

the FEP process, the Rere Fund and water qualiyitoring.



Having GDC funding available to support people to take acteothe Rere Fundias considere@ key
successgactor in this project.

This project providd good publicity for farmers and aif the agencies involved, antteateda sense of
communityactionemergingaround water quality

Overall, fom a GDC perspectivpositives were GDC commitment to the projetayving skillecstaff
involved having fundig available, taking time to assess who can do the workeamgloying the AgFirst
Cmsultant

9. WHAT COULD HAVE BEEN
ADDED, CHANGED OR
IMPROVED?

Perceived areafor improvementfell into three categories: engagement, reseasdopeandbetter data
and information

9.1 ENGAGEMENT

A significant perceived weakness from GDC’'s persp
project and working to understand cultural values and associations with the area. This is a priority to
address in the next stges of the project.

Agencies commented thatonr e pr oacti ve targeting of those who ¢
occurred in hindsight, including doing the groundwork to get more community involvement from the
start.

One farmer would have liked to seeone pager of the proposed process at the start, including crisp,

clear communications about what is being offered (although this was not entirely known at the start of

the project). Tis personwanted indicators of succe$s have been identi&d earlyon and tangible

deliverables to keep people engagédt NP @S (2 NBAAAGSNRE GKFG AdQa 3ISad



This farmer also suggested involving Federated Fa
involved- Federated Farmers have not begwolved in the project, although several farmers involved
are part of Federated Farmers.

Stronger involvement from the Reserves part of GDC from the start of the project would have been
preferred to address waste issues quickly at Rere Falls and Recidfidugh understaffing issues for
this team were acknowledgetlvhen a community project such as this occaishole of council
approach is needed

9.2 RESEARCH

The E.coli research received a mixed reception from farmemne felt the model was tosimplistic

and coul dn’t ac c o u specifitfasms. Themeavascconoemlaklout the quadity of dafa
that local and central government uses to base its policies and decision making on and that this data can
be too far from farm realities.

Ecoli was noted as one of the most difficult pollutants to study #r&lE.colresearch was said to be
pushing the boundariesf current knowledgeA keyquestionraisedby one farmer wasvhether it is
actuallypossible tamprovewater quality when therés sheep and begbastomal farming above the
Rere Falls.

In future research of this kindne of the researchers suggested thhaviour change measurement
linked toE.coli mitigatiorstrategiesdentified in the research modé¢br to any ofthe strategies
identified in FEPS) could be developed. Then behadbange could be tracked through these
strategiesand qualitative research undertaken on the main driverspiositive onfarm actions to link
farmer motivationswith behaviar change.



93.9¢¢9w 5! ¢! > Wwo{
STORIES

Farmers reportedhaving receivedmixed information about

what is happening to water qualiip theiraread 2 S g I y (i
good information about where things stand in terms of water
jdzt t A& AYLNRB@SYSyiGéo

The data and evidence about what is going on

environmentally is importantt CI NY¥SNE f 23S Ay T2 N
evidence to go with their observations. It would be great t

give a monitoring pédcto the local school and get the kids to
NBEO2NR 4KIG GKS& FTAYREOD

An agreed set of stream health indicators could have been

identified eary on and a more intentional approach to water

guality testing developednd communicatedFamers were very interested in water quality monitoring

and wanted to see more findingsonthis¢ KS I 01 2F AYF2NXNI GA2Yy | o2dzi 01
FEfFNYAY3IT 6S KFER y2 ol aSt Ay SMoredokolv @p oV\@akeyialith & &1 & |
monitoring on case study farms was also sought.

Farmers commented that would be important to keep sharing what is happening in the project and to

get results into the public arena. There is also a strong desire to tackpetbeived us and t hem’
culture between farmers and nofarmers around environmental issues. Good stories of positive farmer
practices need to be shared more, locally and nationally.

10. WHAT NEXT FOR THE RERE
PROJECT?

GThe dream scenario is to expand to the wider catchment, the whole Wharekopae Stre.
and replicate the basics in other catchmenrtkse basic model is to workshop issues in the
community, support them to pick it up and incorporate changes into their farm pradtices



Forall of the agencies involved and fengaged farmershiere was aleardesire to keeghe initiative
going ando broadenit out to the whole catchmenand beyondFrom the work in Rere to date, specific
next geps called for were as follows

An annual or biannual follow up witRerefarmers who have an FEP to check on progress and
adaptthe FEP.

Farmers would likéhe Rere Fund to continue and other assistatecbe made availablsuch as
labour to help planaind fence One farmer suggested that farmers having access to a water
systems design expert would be useful.

Continuing to communicate with the Rere commuratyd Gisborne widen water quality
monitoring results and showcasing great work being undertakemgdrs through the Rere
Fund was suggesteBeople wanted the good media profile and communications to continue.
Social media could also play a part hateugh it was noted that social media has drawbacks in
terms of people potentially posting negative comments.

There were suggestions to put signs up at the Rere Falls and Rockslide about this ifthiative
is planned to occur by November 2017)

Tracking tangible impacts over time from this projestas suggestedsuch as fencing, planting
and water systemput in place, FEPs completed, new farms brought on board and dmpact
on water quality in terms of E.coli also needs to be monitaulistly.

Some farmers would like to see a farmers' collective in Rere explowmefarmemproposed a
smaller grougnvolving landowner$o be formed from this project to continue the warform a
collective plarand take it catchment wideSupportto estalish sucha collective would be
needed.This person suggested paying someone to sit down to draw an overall plan of what
needs to be done to address water quality in the catchment, to thrash out with the géo@ipS
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people will come on boa¢dThe collective could look at seeking funding and getting good deals
on things such as poles, planting and water reticulation.

In April 2017, GDC applied to thReeshwater Improvement Fuétfor $800,000 to scale the ReReoject
approachto the Wharekopae CatchmenA decisionis expected in November 2017.

Key ingredients to scale include a farnsentredprocessjnteragency collaboratiora funding
mechanismsgkillful facilitation,use of FEPs as a lever for chaagdquality monitoringand evaluation
to track progress.

Future projects of this kind weredvised to prioritise communities who are willing, open and proactive.
There was some concehoweverthat GDC fundingpr Rerewould be dilutedor disappeaif this
approach moves to other catchments2 K2 gAff FdzyR ff GKS 62NJ] YSSRSH

http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/funding/freshwaterimprovementfund.



http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/funding/freshwater-improvement-fund
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/funding/freshwater-improvement-fund

11. STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS
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bush around waterways. People also need to be more conscious about what they sprin
onto their land. The more costs you put on people, the more stock you havedo fout
cover them. To work with farmers, it has to be their idea. Work with them reasonably ar
gradually;strict rules and restrictions will get their back up. You need to go out to peopls
and work with then® ¢

The backdrop téhe Rere Projects thethorny question of how to fund water quality and other
ecological improvements at local and catchment scales, especially on private land.
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There is a expectation among Rere farmers that regulatory requirements around land and water for
farmers are set to increas€&armer feedback dm this project indicated a range of responses to this
expectation, fromdefiance, to uncertainty andcceptance
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see more of this kind @fork; groups need to stop worrying about fiefdoms. Some people who
are commercially drivewill miss the boaby going it alone&

Some would like farmers to be adequately compensated if they have to retire land surrounding
waterways and implement water reticulation:
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Rere Falls and Rockslide are from overseas, tax payefélan@l S LI @ SN&E ySSR (2 02y

Strategic implications from the Rere Project are identified below.

11.1FEP POTENTIAL

As one currently available mechanism to supguwtistic farm management and betten-farm
environmentalpractices, how can FEPs be maxgail?FEPs can be weak mechanissithout support
and support for farmers to complete FEPs now is generally@ouncils and othergencies would do
well to investin the development of FEP advisors who can influer@ange at the farm leveEngaging
farmersin FEP$s likely to be more effective when done by a rapuncil agency.



FEPsiso need regulareviewto be effectivetr b-@e has cracked the review issugldow to have a

a0 NR2yYy3 Y2 RREGdingFcarNie ©0ghtfodelelop and implement national software to track and
update FEP&.he Rere Project provides a good opportunity to track the extent to which FEP actions are
implemented over time and what spprts or inhibits their implementation.

11.2HOW TO SCALE?

The Rere Project has identified key ingredients for success at the sub catchment level. Scaling issues
includefunding, how to achieve a farmer centred approalsbw to build in effective farmer incentives,
successful interagency collaboratj@gopodcommunication and robust monitoring of change. This
research affirms the view that farmers will need funding and other assistance to improve water quality
and other enwronmental outcomesvyanReena 2012 p2).

11.3SUSTAINABLE LAND USE POTENTIAL

Economic viability is an issue mmefarmers and moving to more sustainable agricultural practices is
one of the keys to improving water qualiiynd other ecological outcomes

On face valueRereis not an areathat isteeming withoptions in terms of alternative land usekanuka
forestry was mentioned as one potential alternatiaong with ecotourism and walking tragikehich at
least one local farming family has already gl Some farmers are reportedly talking about having
sheep only strategies, fencing off bush and planting fBugporting local farmers to explore
alternatives to sheep and beef could be a positive next step in this catchmaeidientify economically
viable andmore environmentally friendly land use alternatives.

Another useful step would be to support farmers around what to do with unproductive areas of land in
the short to medium term. If these are planted there is concern howeverttigtwould notbe able to

be utilized later A key role for research is to identify high impact strategies on farms to address
environmental issues, in this case for example putting in alternative water systems.

11.4FARMER COLLECTIVES AND ADVISORY SUPPORT

Some farmers in the Rere Project expressed interest in forming a farmer collective to undertake joint
FEPs and seek funding for things such as stock exclusion and water reticulation. Rere farmers also valued
the farm site visits in which people shared viean how to improve water quality in tough areas.

Farmer led mentoring and support scheseould be established in Rere and more widely in Gisborne,
to help improve practices efarm. Thesecould be as informal as meeting once a year to discuss
challengng farming issues in Rere, to GDC and other agencies helping to sdicgichment
catchmentand district wide farmer mentoring schemes.



