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Teenaa koe 

Submission on the ETS Review 

Our submission relates to the introduction of offsetting for pre-1990 forest landowners in 
the NZETS proposed by the consultation document. 

The NZETS was expected to lead to a significant reduction in emissions due to avoided 
deforestation and new afforestation. It has done this to great effect. There have also been 
significant co-benefits, especially with respect to soil erosion and water quality. 

We are supportive of allowing flexibility in land use change. In particular, such offsetting 
would further encourage the planting of approximately 600,000 to 800,000 hectares 
nationwide of eroding hill country land that is currently not in forestry but for which forestry 
would be the best land use, especially when all environmental factors, including greenhouse 
gases, erosion and flood prevention, biodiversity and water quality, are all factored in. 

Offsetting has both positive and negative impact on the environmental.  It can provide 
flexibility where you replant - for the establishment of setbacks off streams, wetlands etc 
where trees have been planted too close in the past.   The ETS has created a strong driver to 
plant back to the stump line where this would not have been the case in the past.   While 
offsetting doesn't fully solve the issue it does allow some options to establish trees in a 
more suitable location.   

However, there are costs to the environment too. We consider that a number of policy 
options should be explored by the Government in recognition that providing land use 
flexibility will result in degradation in water quality under current controls. 

To achieve good sustainable and enduring outcomes in the river catchment we are of the 
view that it is going to take combination of rewards and controls to induce behaviour. 
Rewards to encourage people in the right direction to manage their activities to reduce 
leaching, improve biodiversity, etc, and controls in the form of regulation and enforcement 
where people are polluting above a level that is either necessary or acceptable. We would 
caution about the risk of discouraging people from undertaking good activities for fear of 
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losing property rights, and at worst encouraging people to pollute to protect their future 
options - and there is evidence that is happening at present in the Waikato catchment.  

We note at this point in time it is significantly cheaper and simpler to purchase NZUs 
(currently hovering around $6-$7 a unit) than buy land and establish an equivalent forest.   
We consider supporting the proposal to place restrictions on the proportion of international 
units an ETS participant can surrender to meet its ETS obligations, in line with many of our 
trading partners including Australia.   There have also been calls to restrict the types of unit 
that can be imported into NZ such as cheaper units generated by CDM (Cleaner 
Development Mechanism) projects.  Both of these issues are contributing to downward 
pressure on NZU price which is jeopardising the effectives of the ETS. 

We consider that there are significant sequencing issues that need to be thought through. 
The Waikato region, like other regions, has not put sufficient land use controls in place to 
address land use change from forestry, but has instead relied on the ETS to constrain land 
use change.  Allowing for land use flexibility under a revised ETS has the potential to impact 
on water quality.  

This issue has been recognised around Lake Taupo under Variation 5 of the Waikato 
Regional Plan. Particularly relevant to farming operations, Variation 5 is designed to protect 
water quality from the effects of nitrogen leaching from land. These changes mean that all 
landowners in the catchment now need to consider whether they comply with the new 
permitted activity rules in the Waikato Regional Plan, or whether they need to apply for 
resource consent for their land use activities. Even small block owners with limited stock 
numbers have nitrogen emissions restrictions to comply with. 

However, the same controls do not apply for the rest of the Waikato Region. For example, 
there is potential to convert 20,000 ha of pine to pasture in the Tokoroa area and this could 
lead to the following: 

◼ 800 Tonnes of additional Nitrogen per annum reaching the Upper Waikato. 

◼ 20 plus Tonnes of additional Phosphate per annum reaching the Upper Waikato. 

◼ Significant sediment run-off as result of forestry clearance. 

◼ Faecal coliform load increase due to 2.8 -3 cows per ha extra on 20,000 ha – the 
equivalent of an additional 840,000 people in the area from Aratiatia to Broadlands. 

The consequence of a further 20,000 ha of dairying in the upper catchment is of significant 
concern to the Waikato River Authority in trying to meet the objectives of the Vision and 
Strategy for the Waikato River. 

We note that the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment submitted to the 2009 
review of the ETS that “forestry conversion activities in New Zealand, which would increase 
if forestry offsetting were provided for, would generally exacerbate water quality issues and 
potentially other environmental issues, such as erosion”. We also note that the Government 
report “Scoping Report for an Environmental Assessment of the New Zealand Emissions 
Trading Scheme and Closely Related Measures” dated April 2008 recognised that further 
environmental assessment was required if the ETS was amended to create more flexibility 
for land use change from forestry to other land uses. We would recommend this be 
undertaken.  

The government should also consider introducing an exemption for foresters retiring land 
from production (setbacks of waterways, exceptionally steep areas etc) in recognition that 
retirement of land by a landowner has a public good value.  This is absolutely relevant to the 
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Waikato River Authority as there will be parts of the catchment (including directly alongside 
the river margins) that would be better retired, but may not meet the native regeneration 
targets and will therefore be penalised forcing people to plant back.  

We believe options should be considered addressing: 

◼ Sequencing of the new legislation to address land use flexibility in time to address the 
limit setting directions coming out of the Land and Water Forum. 

◼ Potential for in-catchment offsetting requirements as a condition of the land use flexibility 
proposed under the ETS. 

We consider the full costs of policy options should be investigated not just those to address 
a climate change response.  We would be pleased to expand on or talk to the issues raised in 
our submission.  

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

Robert Penter 

Chief Executive  


