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Patake/Purpose

1

The purpose of this briefing is to seek your agreement to commence Ministerial consultation
on the draft Cabinet paper and Regulatory Impact Statement, decisions on two minor policy
matters relating to the secondary use permit system, and to update you on stakeholder
feedback, afforestation and managing wilding conifer risks, marginal strip provisions, and the

timeline for upcoming advice.

Panui whainga/Key messages

Cabinet pa

.@ Regulatory Impact Statement

Following ﬁartmental consultation, the draft Cabinet paper and Regulatory Impact

Stateme have been prepared and are ready for Ministerial consultation. Departments
were broad| pertive of the proposals. LINZ will work with your office to finalise the
documents aheadfof ement with the Cabinet Office on 30 October, for consideration by
ECO on 5 Novem

Minor policy decisions to erfabl@’secodary uses

3

LINZ recommends includi gi ﬁe power to amend the schedule of secondary use
activities by Order in Council,"guiffledBy clear criteria and consultation requirements, to ensure
opportunities. LINZ recommends aligning this

pnary pastoral activities and including a five-

flexibility to respond to evolving la
approach with existing mechanisms for

year review cycle.

Following stakeholder feedback, LINZ recommends se€king Cabinet delegation to make final
decisions on how the statutory tests for discretiona al activities and secondary uses
relate to each other, particularly on enabling activiti ects on inherent values are
“more than minor”. This would allow LINZ to undertake fi icy work, and identify
potential legislative amendments so that the two tests are a@tel aligned.

Other updates

5

Since the last round of major policy decisions in late September, LIN h@ged with the
High Country Accord Trust (HCAT) and High Country Advisory Group (H 1 eedback
has been incorporated into the Cabinet paper and RIS. HCAG and HCAT werege Ily
supportive of the high-level design of the secondary use permit, and have expressed more
substantial feedback on the secondary use decision making criteria, and design of the
legislative pathway for land disposal. LINZ has also shared information with Ngai Tahu, who
have expressed concerns about the timeframe and lack of detail, and have not yet been able
to share substantive feedback. LINZ will continue to proactively engage with stakeholders and

share further policy work where appropriate.



8 Between late October and early November, LINZ plans to provide you with further advice on

the desig land disposal legislative pathway, decision making criteria for secondary
uses, a s€hed econdary use activities, and mechanisms to manage liability as a result of
secondary u

Tohutohu/Reco

comments in Appendix 1. -

Indicate in Appendix 2 your p} ferr jons on two minor T
secondary use decisions:
e A power to amend the schedu secondary use activities. A

i )
2. e Seek Cabinet delegation to make ﬁnaﬁ)ns on relativity @
| acki and secondary

between tests for discretionary pasto

= ____use. e — . - = [—
Amine/Agree to circulate the attached Cabinet pa
3. Impact Statement for Ministerial consultation subject @e‘\/disagree
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Crown land legislation review Cabinet Paper and Regulatory Impact

Statement (RIS)

9  Toenable you to take proposals on the changes to the CPLA and Land Act to the Cabinet
Economic Policy Committee on 5 November 2025, LINZ has prepared a draft Cabinet paper
(Attachment 1) and a draft Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) (Attachment 2).

10  The draft Cabinet paper recommends changes to the CPLA and the Land Act and seeks
approval to begin drafting legislation. It reflects policy decisions you made in September and
Octo F 26-053, BRF 26-056, BRF 26-064, and BRF 26-071 refer).

11 ok departmental consultation on the draft Cabinet paper between 1 and 8

OctobeWepartments were broadly supportive of the proposals. Minor wording
S

sugges rifications have been incorporated into the paper.

12 LINZ has co economic analysis from specialist rural economist AgFirst on the
potential return f ndary uses across the Crown Pastoral Lease estate. The draft RIS

includes informatio ik preliminary report. Their final report is due to LINZ on 27
October, and any updatéd inf |ozwill be incorporated into the RIS prior to Cabinet

lodgement. d/
13 AgFirst’s preliminary report in at#astoral farming remains economically viable, with
eqgi

case study farms outperforming th&¥egi erage.' Selected secondary land uses could
significantly enhance economic returns @n ble sites, with the following “upper-bound”
d

estimates highlighting the potential of secohdary u

e Solar energy showed the highest potential, #ith of up to $18,500/ha.
nd $600/ha.

Cherries followed at $9,700/ha, and carbon fore

Other horticultural and tourism options also showed o@ough more moderate,
gains.

14 If you agree with the recommendations in the draft Cabinet paper, r mends
forwarding the draft Cabinet paper and draft RIS to your Ministerial col@fm feedback
between 15 and 22 October 2025. You may wish to note that the RIS con

' inary
economic analysis and that final analysis will be included in the paper submiabinet.

15 LINZ will provide you with final versions of both documents on 27 October, for lodging with
the Cabinet Office by 30 October.

" However, the preliminary report also found that practical constraints, including water availability, slope,
biodiversity protections, and regulatory factors, would strongly influence what is achievable in practice.
Examples of regulatory factors include prohibition of Douglas fir in some regions due to wilding conifer risks,
and consent under regional plans that are typically needed for new irrigation or land conversion.



Further secondary use policy decisions

Decision 1: including a power to amend schedule of secondary use activities

16

17

18

18

20

21

You previously agreed for a permit system to be the main legislative mechanism to enable
secondary use, along with a list of activities set in a schedule (BRF 26-053 refers).

LINZ previously advised that the schedule will be set outside the main body of the CPLA,
allowing it to be amended more easily via Order in Council to respond to changing land use
practices and stakeholder needs. LINZ proposed that the main body of the legislation also
inclu ower and set of criteria for amending the schedule (BRF 26-064 refers).

at this approach is consistent with the list of discretionary pastoral activities in
schedu%vhlch can be amended through Order in Council provided that a set of criteria
10

in secti t in the main body of legislation) is met.

Confi rmatlo ision on whether to include this power is required prior to the
lodging of the C per. While the final decision on the list of secondary use activities (in
the schedule) can ou through Cabinet delegation, the power and criteria to
amend said schedule negds to @ved by Cabinet. This is because this is a significant
power that sits in the main legislation. If this is not approved by Cabinet, there will
be insufficient authority for d g ifstructions.

LINZ's recommended approach is as fol irst, consistent with the definition of secondary
use, an activity may only be included a dary use activity in the schedule, if it meets the

activities listed in schedule 1AB of the CPLA)

following criteria: ‘
a. that the activity is not a pastoral farming acfivity @ample, discretionary pastoral

b. the activity is not more appropriately provided for usi r permrssmn that applies to
Crown pastoral land (for example, the commercial recreation

the Minister’s
jIRbe Bonsistent with

c. the activity is suitable to be located on Crown pastoral land, '
opinion, it is likely that the activity can be carried out in a way thé

decision-making outcomes as set out in section 4 of the CPLA:

LINZ also recommends that, for avoidance of doubt, the provisions clarify tha@

a. an activity being included in the schedule does not require the Commissioner to grant a
secondary use permit

2 These are maintaining or enhancing inherent values while providing for ongoing pastoral farming of pastoral
land, supporting the Crown in its relationship with Maori, and enabling the Crown to get a fair return on its
ownership interest in pastoral land.



22

23

24

b. an activity not included in the schedule does not imply that the Commissioner cannot
grant a permit for said activity.

Similar to the power to amend schedule 1AB for discretionary pastoral activities, LINZ
recommends that the following consultation requirements be included:

a. the Minister must consult with the Minister of Agriculture, the Minister of Conservation,
and other Ministers as necessary; and

inister must be satisfied that the chief executive or Commissioner has consulted
iwi and leaseholder representatives, published a notice of the proposed
ndation on the department’s Internet site, and invited public consultation.

b. the

Finally, c;ﬁnt with the approach for schedule 1AB, LINZ proposes that the chief executive
of LINZ fus the schedule every 5 years, and advise the Minister on any recommended
changes.

Appendix 2 sets roposal for your decision.

Decision 2: seeking Cabin

25

26

27

28

29

e@ §on to make final decisions on relativity between tests
for discretionary pastoral acti S?S@C{Jndary use
t

e tests for allowing a discretionary pastoral activity
rethan minor”) should have commensurate

Stakeholder feedback indicat
(when effects on inherent values args

consideration of the economic benefits foRgastoral farming and good land stewardship as the

equivalent test for approving secondary Wseapplications.

LINZ considers that there is value in undertakinggtirthecpolicy work on this point, including

considering whether any further legislative amend

be in addition to your decision to issue guidance to

tests for discretionary pastoral activities (BRF 26-056 refef). Q
LINZ will undertake this work in parallel with finalising decisi 2

£
cl

w

iteria for secondary
use activities with “more than minor"” effects on inherent values a @ oral farming.

LINZ recommends that you seek delegation from Cabinet to make final{po ecisions on the
relativity between the two tests, and any legislative amendments needed. t paper
has already been updated to reflect this delegation.

Appendix 2 sets out the proposal for your decision.

3 LINZ advised at the time that legislative amendment, if carefully scoped, could address uncertainty in a
durable way, but risks re-opening wider debates on the design of the decision-making process for
discretionary pastoral activities that could be contentious.



Other updates
LINZ has undertaken a round of engagement with HCAT, HCAG and iwi

30

31

32

33

Since the last round of major policy decisions on 25 September (BRF 26-071 refers), LINZ has
engaged with the High Country Accord Trust (HCAT) and High Country Advisory Group
(HCAG) on the overall package of proposals.

Key themes from engagement with HCAT and HCAG and LINZ's response are summarised in
Appendix 1. Feedback from HCAT and HCAG has been incorporated into the Cabinet Paper
and d will inform upcoming policy work. On balance, HCAG and HCAT have been

g portive of the high-level design of the secondary use permit, and have expressed
more su tial feedback on the secondary use decision making criteria, and design of the
Iegislati\ﬁva for land disposal.

a
LINZ has als @

Tauihu. Ngai
uses, land use ch

i information on policy decisions made to date with Ngai Tahu and Te
aveSignificant interest in this work, particularly in relation to secondary
@ w section 5 of the CPLA (Maori interests) applies. However, Ngai

Tahu have expressed*coficern t the timeframes and the fact that final details of the
proposals are not yet av H&ve not yet been able to provide their views on the
proposals, but are likely to h e cdncdrns about proposed changes to create a clearer pathway
for removing land from the CroWn estate and how right of first refusal (RFR)

entitlements will be included.

LINZ will continue to engage with iwi an r stakeholders to inform the further advice we
will provide to you in the coming weeks.

Afforestation on Crown pastoral land may exacerb inggonifers, but this risk can
be mitigated through a combination of measures

34

35

Following your meeting with officials on 24 September, ed advice on whether
enabling secondary uses will increase the risk of wilding con

Mapping analysis shows that a large portion of the Crown pastor high risk of
invasion by wilding conifers. Enabling exotic afforestation as second isks exacerbating
this issue. LINZ considers that this risk should be managed through a co

is issue. i isri f the
following measures:

e Existing regulatory regimes. Afforestation activities involving exotic species must comply
with the National Environmental Standards for Commercial Forestry (NES-CF) under the
Resource Management Act (RMA).* LINZ expects that leaseholders and the Commissioner
will use this framework to address and mitigate risks from afforestation as a secondary use.

4 The wilding conifer risk is assessed using a calculator that scores from 1 to 21. A score of 11 or less allows
the activity as permitted; a score of 12 or more requires a restricted discretionary consent from the regional
council, which can be declined if risks are not manageable.



LINZ will provide you with further updates on the implications of the RMA reforms and
how this framework may be applied.

e Conditions upon issuance of permit. Drawing from existing conditions for commercial
recreation and discretionary activities, LINZ can put conditions on the secondary use
permit to help manage wilding conifer risks. Examples include setbacks from waterways or
native forest, and using species that have a lower likelihood of becoming a pest issue.

e Robust operational policy. LINZ proposes to work with applicants and DOC to ensure
thatgthe proposed afforestation activity minimises effects on inherent values. This may

| Iteratlons to the proposal, developing a new set of general conditions, and where
phepriate, bespoke site-specific conditions on the permit.

LINZ que to update you on how this risk can be mitigated, in parallel with work
progressing on the AOCL (Afforestation on Crown Land) programme.

w
(o}

w
Xo)

N
o

(o0] | | |



Timing for upcoming advice

41

42

43

LINZ notes that you will be seeking Cabinet delegation to make final policy decisions on the

following matters:

e Design of a clearer legislative pathway for removing land from the Crown pastoral estate
to enable significant changes in land use away from pastoral farming

e Decision-making criteria for secondary use activities with “more than minor” effects
e List of secondary use activities in a schedule

o '@ sms to manage liability created as a result of enabling secondary use

Rela%tween the tests for discretionary pastoral activities and secondary use

LINZ wilfpro u with advice on these matters in late October and early November, so
that draftin tigns can be issued by early December.

¥ with updates and advice on addressing the risk posed by wilding
giNal strips provisions in the Conservation Act in the coming

5
b@,
S
S

LINZ will also pro
conifers and amending
weeks.

Se



Appendix 1: Summary of HCAG and HCAT feedback

The following table summarises fe Aﬁ@ eived from HCAG and HCAT. Unless otherwise noted, the feedback is shared by both groups.

Themes Stakeholder feeaback LINZ response

Design of the Pastoral farming sh@tld Be at forefront of any changes; No changes required.
secondary use permit  secondary use should o& e-proof and enduring, and not

compromise pastoral f

Supportive of the high-level @, f the secondary use permit
(separate permit system, flexibt® of secondary use not
restricted by a list set in legislation,{Secon e permit should
be linked to the lease and only occ c&nsent, and
Crown should receive a fair return on se M activities).

Allowing exotic Some members from HCAT: permanent exotic f Crown  Secondary use may exacerbate wilding conifers, and the risk must be
forestry on Crown pastoral land may not be best use, mixed views on a managed through a combination of measures, including existing
pastoral land exotic production forests due to wilding pine issues. regulatory regimes, conditions upon issuance of permit and robust

operational policy.
HCAG: concerns about exaotic forestry's impact on pastoral ﬁ

farming and inherent values. will continue to update you on how this risk can be mitigated, in
| with work progressing on the AOCL (Afforestation on Crown
gramme.

10



Themes
Decision-making
criteria for secondary
use

Stakeholder feedback

ia for secondary use should be enduring,
or discretionary pastoral activities.
should not be easier to receive than
oral farming.

activities that suppo

Some members of HC
effects on inherent valte
permitted.

Vities with “more than minor”
ral farming should not be

Decision-making criteria for approvifig actiyities with “more than
minor effects” should not be broad€r than'it oraermitted and
discretionary pastoral activities.

LINZ response

LINZ recommends retaining the proposal for the Commissioner to be
able to approve activities that have "more than minor" impact on
inherent values and pastoral farming (subject to a robust decision-
making criteria), because:

e LINZ's operational definition of "minor” is very tight.
Constraining secondary use only to activities with "no more
than minor" effects may substantially reduce the number of
activities that can be enabled.

e Some activities could have “more than minor" impact, while
still managing to achieve the purpose of the CPLA. A small
solar farm, for example, may have more than minor effects on
one inherent value (landscape) but may substantially improve
the viability of the lease and align with purpose of the CPLA
("providing for ongoing pastoral farming”).

s Allowing approvals of both “no mare than minor” and “more
than minor" impact activities is consistent with discretionary

ﬁ pastoral activities, and commercial recreation permits.

in account of stakeholder feedback, LINZ considers that
I3 d se's decision-making criteria should be enduring, and
hefwork on relativity between the tests for secondary use and
di i astoral activities is required.

LINZ wi i with further advice in late October/early
November.

ik



Stakeholder feedback

HCAT: supportefl offsetting being defined for LINZ to develop
guidance abét @ phibition and how it applies.

Themes
Offsetting

HCAG: wants to be erstand what could be offset, the
impact of offsettip@’on iphegent values and pastoral farming, and
differences in offsetti mitigating effects.

*

LINZ response

Your proposals are to maintain and clarify the offsetting prohibition, to
provide the Commissioner with greater certainty on when the
prohibition applies, and when positive effects can be taken into
account. This is a fine distinction, and may be easily misinterpreted.
Care will be needed to manage perceptions that prohibition is being
repealed.

LINZ will provide you with further advice and update on the targeted
amendment to clarify the prohibition on offsetting.

LINZ will continue to engage with HCAG on how the targeted
amendment to offsetting will be undertaken.

Preference toward removal of barriers on Cfown/fpa
avoid duplication and reduce time and costs.

RMA duplication | land to

LINZ was provided with a list of policy decisions made by the Minister
for Resource Management Reform during the RMA reforms’ policy
development phase. This list indicated that “the use and scope of
consents (under the new Planning Act and Natural Environment Act)
ill be narrowed through the system architecture, specifically through
the requirement to not manage anything already managed by
er piece of legislation".

tinue to work with the Ministry for the Environment to
ent to which the approach above impacts consents
Z will update you after receiving drafts of the
Natural Environment Act in late October.

Planning Ac

12



Themes

Removing land from
the Crown pastoral
estate

Stakeholder feedback

Stakeholders made a number offcogime
the "land use change pathway", in

to only specific
there were ¢ghcer
ensure land was
there are concer
the possibility of a signifi

ivities preferred by Government?
about how the government would

ging value of the land, and
alth transfer to lessees.

about the design of
ding P

use of the pathway should be lessees

competitive allotment should appl /

impact on inherent values and pastoral fargffin

be considered

consultation with DOC and iwi should be inclu

However, HCAT thought public consultation o als

eded to

the intended process if freeholded
abg

LINZ response

LINZ notes these comments and suggestions, and will take them into
account as further advice on the design of the clearer pathway in

legislation for removing land from the Crown pastoral estate is
developed.

should not be required, while HCAG thought that public
consultation is important.

Various changes to
the Land Act (first
proposed by HCAT in
February 2025)

At the time, HCAT proposals included:

Easements — limit Commissioner’s power to grant

easements without lessee consent to utility easements only.

Transfers — treat a change of control in corporate
leaseholders as a deemed transfer; exclude trustee changes
and family succession from triggering public access
conditions; waive consent requirements for trustee changes
with no change in management.

Residency ~ remove the requirement for the lessee or
licensee to personally reside on the land, arguing they are
outdated and impose unnecessary procedural steps.

he view that HCAT's proposals may result in fundamental
e Land Act, and likely be controversial. LINZ considered
ges were outside of the scope of the Land Act review,
ited to minor changes intended to achieve efficiency.

re long-standing, and HCAT's concerns could
operational guidance.
es require oversight to ensure
tions and compliance.
t causing practical issues and help
bsentee lessees.

alignment with
e Residency provisiong ar
manage perceptions

13



Themes

Various changes to
the Crown Pastoral
Land Act (first
proposed by HCAT in
February 2025).

Stakeholder feedback LINZ response
In addition to oposals being progressed through legislative  LINZ is of the view these proposals on refusals and sustainability were
change or gdida the time, HCAT's proposals also included:  inconsistent with the existing purpose of the Act, and would have
ove ability for Commissioner to decline constituted fundamental change.
discretiona ent applications if applications meets

statutory gfGuiresagnts (s10(5)) LINZ further notes that:

“Sustainability} 3 new criterion to Schedule 1TABA i Sustalmal;Ie Iang rgjn:gemhent and ongc:tnhg Tsttc;ral ;adr.r:mg
requiring the { aissigner to consider “the contribution are.already embedoec in the purpose:dr the Act. in adgrion,

of the pastoral activityato the sustainability of ongoing the m-atters within the scope of s11(2) already Sl:lpport
. ﬁt . i ongoing pastoral farming on pastoral land. Adding a further,
pastoral farming of the &z licence” when bicedt b o atptes P X
considering whether to{@radt’an dpplication which has IAATALEONCAREO SHEEINERI PRICHUETY CREOmp e
: environmental, economic or operational dimensions, would
more than minor effects. P S —— - g di
Emergency works — make a ndertake emergency ::;o L;C-ETI‘:I erE.rlt.e a N?-Junfe inty an dis unnecessary.
works a permitted pastoral acti ° efusals: The ability to ec ine conSt_ent [ a_necessa'ry
safeguard to ensure decisions remain consistent with the

purpose of the Act and the Crown's obligations as landowner.
The clause aligns with similar provisions in the Land Act 1948.
e Emergency works: Although a discretionary activity, the clause

grants leaseholders to take immediate action in emergencies

ﬁ and to seek retrospective consent. action. This is appropriate
to ensure the Commissioner is notified of the fact and can
impose remediation conditions where needed. LINZ has issued

uidance on application of this provision.

14



IN-CONFIDENCE
BRF 26-092 Appendix 2: Options table for Minister’s decisions

BRF 26 - 092 Appendix 2: Options table for Minister’s decisions

A. Minor decisions on enabling secondary use on Crown land

Policy issues and Options Analysis and key trade-offs Cabinet-mandated criteria Stakeholder feedback Indicate your
context preferred options
Efficiency Effectiveness Flexibility Transparency
1. A power to amend 1A. Include power (recommended) tré w
the schedule of 4 o ’
— i To amend the schedule, LINZ proposes that A power to am the schedule via Orderin Council
ondary u ST :
— . the following criteria must be met: thatthe  enables the ivities to be more flexibly changed
. activity is not pastoral farming, more based o lving land use practice and stakeholder
The main legislative . appropriately provided for by another needs.
echanisms to enable issi i i - kel - b
m i al i ' permission (e.g. commercial recreation This approach atwith list of discretionary
sec ' i i Sy s
e fvtem s | permit), suitable to be located on Crown pastoral activitiin sk le hich can be
ermi S ! i i 5 s o
P . c[yus. Pgige pastoral land, and consistent with the amended through Order i neil ided that a set of
non-ex [\Y \ ision- i < ai-ie 2
e ‘ CPLA’s decision-making outcomes. criteria in section 1000 body of
activities, setina legislation) i HCAT: Keen for a “future-proof”
schedule. LINZ recommends that for avoidance of ogistation) is met. secon'd s reaiieis: epneral
doubt, the provisions clarify that an activity | weaknesses Oy g' '8
LINZ proposes to being included on the list does not imply consensus that a list of
include a power forthe ;40 ovic approval, and vice-versa. In Without a set of robust criteria to a d the sche ’ + + n + secondary use activities may be
schedule to be amend-  _ y4ition. the Minister must consult with there is a risk that the list of activities | asi useful, as long as potential
ablevia Orderin other relevant Ministers, and satisfied amendable, dampening its market-signallin ct. .actlvmes ?re not limited to what
Frequent changes to the schedule may also u is on the list.

Council. consultation with iwi, leaseholders, and the

public has been undertaken ! leases. LINZ recommends addressing this risk thfetigh a

set of criteria that is robust and consistent with other
LINZ proposes that the chief executive of permissions in the CPLA.

LINZ mustreview the schedule every 5years,

and advise the Minister on any

recommended changes.

The above proposals are generally consistent
with existing provisions for discretionary
pastoral activities.

1B. Not include power Weaknesses

The listis mare difficult to amend and responsive to 0 0
evolving land use practice and stakeholder needs,
dampening the market-signalling effect of the schedule.

IN-CONFIDENCE



IN-CONFIDENCE

BRF 26-092 Appendix 2: Options table for Minister’s decisions

Options

Policy issues and

context

2. Seek Cabinet
delegation to make

' 2A. Seek Cabinet delegation
. (recommended)
final decisions on
relativity between
tests for discretionary
pastoral activities and
' secondary use

. The amendments to the tests (if any is

' required) may be in addition to your decision
| to issue guidance to clarify the application
| existing statutory tests for discretionary
‘pastoral activities.

Stakeholders feedback

LINZ will undertake this work in parallel with

Stakeholder feedback Indicate your

Analysis and key trade-offs Cabinet-mandated criteria

preferred options
Effectiveness

Flexibility

Efficiency Transparency

| Strengths

HCAT/HCAG: secondary use
decision-making criteria should
be aligned with that of
discretionary pastoral uses. It

ing the two tests, care must be %
should not be easierto do a

o’

jonary pastoral activity test is

indicates that the tests
for allowing a
discretionary pastoral
activity (when effects
on inherent values are
“more than minor”)
should have
commensurate
consideration of the
economic benefits for
pastoral farming, and
good land stewardship,
as secondary uses.

secondary use when effects are

| more than minor, than a
discretionary pastoral activity on
Crown pastoral land.

finalising decision-making criteria for

‘ secondary use activities with “more than
minor” effects on inherent values and
pastoral farming.

| test too restric

| Risks re-opening

' decision-making proces
| activities, which would
' manage the risk through 0
{ engagement.

Strengths

4

2B. Not seek Cabinet delegation

sign
st

Avoids risk of re-opening wider debates on t
the decision-making process for discretiona

activities.
LINZ considers that

there isvalue to
undertake further policy
work, and whether any
further legislative

Weaknesses
0 0

May resultin risk that secondary use is, at least
perceived to be, “easier” to undertake than activities that
directly support pastoral farming.

amendments may be
required. May resultin perception of unresponsiveness to
stakeholder feedback.
Key:
++ much better than doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactual
+ better than doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactual
+/-  amixture of positive and negative effects
0 about the same as doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactual

- worse than doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactual

much worse than doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactual

Green shaded is LINZ preferred option

IN-CONFIDENCE





