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DECISION

On behalf of the Canterbury Regional Council, parguo section 127, Resource Management

Act 1991, we have determined as follows:
1. That Resource conseapplication CRC071927 by HG Campbell to take and use

groundwater in the Chertsey Groundwater Allocatiéone is granted subject to

conditions.

The duration of the consent is for ten years froendate of this consent.

See Annexure 1 for the Conditions numbered 1-13.

O

Glossary of Termsand Abbreviations:

Act: means the Resource Management Act 1991 sisfescified otherwise.
AEE: means an Assessment of Environmental Effects.
Council: means the Canterbury Regional Council.
CRC: means the Canterbury Regional Council.
ECan: means the Canterbury Regional Council.
GAZ: means a Groundwater Allocation Zone.
10: means the Investigating Officer in terms oft8m 42A of the Act.
NZMS: means the New Zealand Map Series.
PNRRP: means the Proposed Natural Resources Regiana
RMA: means the Resource Management Act 1991.
RO: means the Reporting Officer in terms of Seci@A of the Act.
RoR: means the formal right of reply exerciseddmynsel for the Applicant.
RPS: means the Canterbury Regional Planning Séstem
TRP: means the Transitional Regional Plan.
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INTRODUCTION

This is the decision of Independent Commissionel@ ANithy (chair) and Tom
Heller appointed by the Canterbury Regional Coufi€IRC") to hear the application
by HG Campbell which was granted on 30 March 2@0&hority was delegated by
CRC Letter dated 17 October 2008 from Mr DonaldsEraConsents Officer.

1. TheApplication

This application to take and use groundwater wandigly notified in the
Ashburton Guardian on Saturday 12 May 2007.

It relates to an existing bore L37/0626 (diamefe3@D millimetres and depth of
149 metres) at or about Map Reference NZMS 2603086 — 0698.

The application seeks consent for a maximum ratekef of 47 litres per second
with a volume not exceeding 3,892 cubic metresdpgr and not exceeding
447,150 cubic metres between 1 July and the folig@0 June in any year.

Water will be used for the spray irrigation of 1éctares of crops and pasture at
the corner of Gardiners Road and Kyle Road, Perdarv

The application is for a new ‘take’, and a duratidrien years is sought for the
activity.

2. Submissions

Three submissions were received within the stagutoreframe. Two were in
support of the application, and one neither suggonor opposed the application.

The two submissions in support of the applicatioted the application relates to
the only bore on the applicant’s property. Neithéshed to be heard, and neither
considered themselves potentially adversely aftecte

The Water Services Manager of the Ashburton Dis@muncil filed a submission
neither in support nor opposition. It noted his @abwas potentially affected as
the owner and manager of the Chertsey Communityek\&uipply, which is
located approximately 5 kilometres from the appiitabore. It indicated support
for granting the application, provided there wil bo adverse effects on the
Chertsey Community Water Supply. The submitter estpd to be heard at the
hearing, but subsequently withdrew the right tdbeard.

3. Statutory provisions
This application is subject to the provisions oftbtihne Proposed Natural

Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP) as well as thesiti@mal Regional Plan
(TRP).



The IO advised (and the applicant did not chall¢miget:

a. The proposed water ‘take’ is a discretionary agtiunder the TRP as the
proposal exceeds the requirements for general asdtion.

b. Rule WQN22 of the PNRRP deems this proposed wetke" to be a non-

complying activity.

The proposed water ‘use’ is a discretionary agtivitder the TRP.

Rule WQN25 of the PNRRP deems the ‘use’ permitted.

e. Overall the proposed activity is considered tonoa-complying, because
that status under the PNRRP is more restrictivi tha discretionary
status under the TRP. However, the proposed usmnsdered to be
discretionary, commensurate with the more restacpirovision in the
TRP.

a0

4. Appearances and evidence

Ms Rachel Dunningham presented the application for the HG Campbelltésta
and described it as a ‘true exception’. She expthihwas part of a group of
twenty applications to be heard in 2009 and CRGc&f$ had accepted it should
be given an earlier hearing on “urgency” grounds.

She explained that the Campbell family have relipdn consents to drill bore
L37/0626 and to take groundwater, granted in 19f@#ia 1995 respectively. She
said they indicated an expiry date in 2030 andaioat no reference to a lapse
date. Furthermore she asserted that the CRC ekpeeissed that the application
for water take was still current as recently as 2306, when in fact it had lapsed.

Ms Dunningham pointed out that the Applicant’s exgeidence and that of the
CRC 10 align in every respect except whether‘giagential adverse cumulative
effects on other groundwater users would be maaa thinor”. She argued that in
the absence of submitters in opposition, and gdiscretion to grant the
application in terms of the relevant plans, theliappon should be granted.

She referred us to case law, in support of thevetig propositions:
a) The RMA operates on a “first come, first servedhpiple.
b) This application has priority over others not re&atynotification.
c) This application should be considered without exfiee to any higher
priority applications.

She argued that despite this groundwater zone Beilhgallocated’, this
application is a “true exception” and comprises lg®n 0.4% of the total ground
water allocation available in the zone. She dreengibn to policy
WQN214(9)(d)(iif) which provides for a water ‘takei excess of an allocation
limit, where it can be demonstrated ttt&e proposal will not compromise the
environmental values sustained by groundwater $evedr compromise the
reliability of supply of existing users”.



She also pointed out that the applicant has in daitid invested approximately
$180,000 in irrigation development, which wouldvieested without consent to
take water. She concluded thttere is no compelling evidence that the grant of
consent will have more than minor adverse effectdhe environment, and there
are good reasons for granting the consent ...”.

Mr John Campbell gave evidence about the history of the propertyemy his
father, Mr HG Campbell, the applicant. He describaduiries he had made of the
Regional Council and why his family had assumedcthesents granted in the
mid-1990s were still current. He also describedrimt arrangements for obtaining
irrigation water in the previous season and dutirggcoming summer.

Mr Neal Borriea Senior Environmental EngineerAdualinc Research Ltd,
holding qualifications in agricultural and civil gineering, gave evidence in
support of the application. His evidence coveredfttiowing matters:

a) Background to the application.

b) The application and submissions.

c) lIrrigation currently occurring on the property.

d) Description of the groundwater environment.

e) Assessment of the potential environmental effects.

f) Comments on the CRC IO Report.

He described the irrigation of the property undshart-term consent which will
expire at the end of May 2009. He described thatSég Groundwater Zone in
detail, and described the potential effects ofpteposal on the zone and
neighbouring bores. He then considered cumulaffeets of the proposal and
commented on the Council IO Report.

He highlighted the main issue upon which he didagree with the Report, and
said the 10 had offered no substantive reason ‘ashy the granting of this
consent will affect the reliability of supply ofiging users of groundwater given
the modest size of the proposed take of less tH&a 6f the interim allocation
limit of the Chertsey Groundwater Zoné1e supported granting of consent
subject to the conditions recommended by the I@) ame exceptioricondition
11(c) is not required as it is included in conditi8”.

Mr David Just, Investigating Officer for CRC described in his mieculated
report:
a) Background to the application.
b) Lapse dates, notification and submissions.
c) The proposal.
d) Legal and planning matters.
e) The environment.
f) Actual and potential effects.
g) RPS and PNRRP policies and objectives.
h) RMA matters.
i) Recommended conditions.



In his report, he identified “Branfield Farms” withree existing bores as the only
property likely to be significantly affected by theoposal in terms of priority
issues over cumulative drawdown, and pointed attith2006 the application
would have been treated as a discretionary actigityer than non-complying as
is now the case. He expressed concern for the @ apts “in the queue”, but did
concede that this property had been “somewhat médled” and that this was a
valid consideration in this case.

He concluded that he could not recommend conseng lgeanted'without the
effects discussed above being determined and owedito be minor"He
nevertheless recommended a ten year period andskRofe conditions.

He elaborated on his written report at the heaaimgjanswered questions from the
commissioners.

Mr Mike Thorley, a groundwater hydrologist employed by CRC gavdenie
regarding:

a) The hydrogeology of the Chertsey Groundwater AlfimraZone.

b) Background to the PNRRP policy on groundwater allioc.

c) Policies and methods contained in the PNRRP.

d) Measured groundwater levels in the zone.

e) Potential cumulative effects on groundwater levels.

He indicated that actual water use in the zon@tgully monitored and anecdotal
evidence suggests that the existing allocationsatréully utilised. He described
the relevant PNRRP policies as “conservative”, duised a precautionary
approach to groundwater allocation.

He elaborated on his written report at the heaaimdj answered questions from the
commissioners.

Right of Reply — Ms Dunningham drew comparisons between the Thauhel
Borrie evidence, urging the commissioners to retyerupon that of Mr Borrie.
She contended that Mr Thorley’s graphs were mishggpand therefore his
conclusions less reliable than Mr Borrie’s.

She emphasised the minimal effects that grantimgexat would have on the
environment and urged the commissioners to redergtoposal as a true
exception and worthy of approval.

General

It was apparent that there was general agreememébr CRC officers and the
applicant’s consultant Mr Borrie on the likely efte of the application. Messrs
Just and Thorley took a more conservative appraadhwere not convinced that
the proposal met the requirements of Section 1Q4eAct. Mr Borrie on the

other hand, considered the proposal would havenmaineffects on the
groundwater zone and nearby properties, and belitheeproposal meets the tests
of Section 104.



Our preliminary appraisal of the submissions aridesnce led us to conclude that
the modelling results and conclusions providedheyapplicant’s advisers on the
one hand and the investigating officers on therpthiere significantly different.
We therefore adjourned the hearing and soughtduittiormation.

6. Further information

Following adjournment of the hearing, further imf@tion was requested from the
CRC Officers and the applicant pursuant to Sectibf@) of the RMA. The
information requested covered the following points:

i. Provision of an additional draft condition to adekgossible
concurrent use of groundwater for the requestedarnwith other
sources of water, on the same land parcel are#ispeor
irrigation in the application.

ii. AWQN10 assessment of current applications to ¢tgkendwater
in the Chertsey GAZ, which are ahead in the quédendthin 2
km, of this application.

iii. In connection with the Aqualinc modelling resultgemn in
evidence, provision of expanded time-series graplksamulated
and measured groundwater levels for specific mango
wells/sites.

The additional information was received in Decen{#8 and referred to each
party for comments. They were then received byidate January and the hearing
was formally closed and the parties notified.

7. Evaluation of effects

Any actual or potential effects on the environment

Following the template provided for in Section 2d will now consider the actual or
potential effects on the environment of allowing tctivity. We have broken down
those effects in to the following sub-sets:

« Groundwater allocation zone setting

- Cumulative effect of takes on other groundwatersise

« Adverse effect of the take on groundwater allocatio

« Adverse effect of the take from sea water intrusion

- Adverse effects of takes on aquifer stability

« Adverse effect from cross-connection on groundwatedity
« Adverse effect of the take on surface water flow

« Adverse effects of well interference/take on sunding groundwater
users

« Adverse effect of inefficient take on other grourader users
« Adverse effects of use of water on water quality



« Adverse effects of the take on Tangata Whenua salue

We will now move to apply these subsets of efféathe application before
us.

Groundwater allocation zone setting

The application subject to this hearing is locatétiin the Chertsey GAZ. The
Chertsey GAZ is located between the Rakaia Riwethig North), and a water table
divide depicted by Chertsey — Kyle Road, JamisooadRLine Road, Waimarama
Road and McLennans Bush Road to the south. Theatdesindary of the zone is the
Pacific Ocean, with the inland boundary being tasebof the Canterbury Foothills.

The Chertsey GAZ is described as being typicahefG@anterbury Plains, consisting

of a series of coalescing Quaternary gravel fanset from erosion of the Southern
Alps. The zone is predominantly made up of the Ratan, which consists of glacial

outwash, and interglacial and post-glacial alluvi@@noundwater within the Chertsey
GAZ is located within the alluvial sediments thaikae up the aquifer system.

There are very few natural surface water featuitsmthe Chertsey GAZ. However,
the most notable feature within the zone is thegRata Diversion Race, which
bisects the upper area of the zone. Groundwatecksarged from rainfall, river flow,
stock water and other water supply race lossesleidage from irrigation water
applied to the land. The age of groundwater withenChertsey GAZ is typically
younger than that of the Christchurch Artesian Agubystem, indicating faster
through-flow.

Mr Thorley had broadly summarised the occurrenagrofindwater within the
Chertsey GAZ as being:

* To the east of State Highway One, two semi-confaguifer zones
consistently occur, the first between 60 and 85@sdtelow ground, and the
second between 130 and 160 metres, separateddrg lafyclaybound gravels

*  More recent exploration inland has identified d@egquifer layers screened
at various depths between 90 and 249 metres, geluttween 9 and 53 litres
per second, with fewer at greater depths possibby i@sult of the expense of
drilling. Where available, geological logs for ekig wells indicate a
sequence of variably sorted gravels, with aquibexairring where there is a
lower proportion of clays and silts

» Adjacent to the Rakaia River there is a narrow bafrghallow wells within
the terraces of the Burnham Formation.

Mr Borrie had described the groundwater environnsemtounding well L37/0626
(within 5 kilometres) as:
» The groundwater is flowing in a SSE direction, watlgradient of 0.0026 (i.e.
2.6 metres per kilometre)
* There is a preferred water bearing zone in thdshat aquifer between 40-60
metres below ground level, with water levels doa®Tmetres
» The preferred water bearing zone in the deepefexrcappears to be less than
105 metres below ground level



» Groundwater level measurements of the bores atépth range of 90-110
metres appear to be lower than that of immedisa#isher bores. This
indicates that bores shallower than 90 metresadistrater from different
aquifers than that of the deeper bores.

We feel that the aquifer descriptions provided bthithe applicant and the reporting
officers were of a factual nature, consideringaahilable information for the
Chertsey GAZ. However, Mr Borrie’s comment thatdzhspon a differential of
water table and potentiometric surface levels, shatlow wells may abstract from a
“different” aquifer appeared to be the only incatesncy with Mr Thorley’s
information. The detail surrounding the degreeaffmement or separation of
various water bearing layers was not provided idexce at the hearing, and we did
not consider any further information in that regp@actthe basis of the assessment of
cumulative groundwater allocation upon groundwatars. We discuss this matter in
further detail below.

Although, both the applicant and the reportingasffs agree that for short to medium
term WQNZ10 well interference assessments, thendisdn between water bearing
layers (and lower permeability layers) was accdptab

Cumulative effect of takes on other groundwater users

It was clear that the key determination for us \wremerged during the course of the
hearing and in consideration of all of the materfaovided was whether or not there
were any adverse effects of the proposed take cpamlative groundwater
allocation in respect of other groundwater usetstaa receiving environment.

However, this determination was also in consideratif the “exception” associated
with this application, as it was also clear tohat through no fault of any party, the
applicant was potentially disadvantaged in termiheftiming of this application and
the subsequent priority for allocation of the (grdwater) resource. We elaborate
further (as below) in respect of this matter.

We now turn to matters of the cumulative effeceristing takes in relation to the
proposed activity, which is an application to t&kew” water in a fully allocated
Groundwater Allocation Zone. The Chertsey GAZ itedmined to be more than
100% allocated to existing consent holders.

The cumulative effects of groundwater takes spetifithe Chertsey GAZ are in
terms of the control of the amount of water alledaso that there is not a significant
continuing long-term decline in mean annual grouaidwlevels and artesian
pressures. Information from the applicant and répgofficers has been provided to
us in evidence at the hearing and in our furthirmation request, as to the status
and trend of groundwater levels in the Chertsey GR#s information has been
presented in terms of time-series hydrographs lamdesults of modelling of existing
takes.

Mr Thorley (in evidence) identified from groundwatevel time-series hydrographs,
that there was strong evidence of major declingganndwater levels in the Chertsey
GAZ. This has been due to rapid development of mplazater. However, existing
users of the resource had not experienced anygirablvith reliability of supply.



Mr Borrie, whilst largely concurring with the S48aports, suggested that in
consideration of regional groundwater allocatiod hance, regional groundwater
levels, that some groundwater level indicator dited relatively short terms of record.
Hence, when considering short term variability limate, it was difficult to draw any
conclusions upon level trends, particularly wherasuged winter groundwater levels
may be affected by below average rainfall recharg several seasons.

Our examination of the groundwater level hydrogsapitovided by Mr Thorley leads
us to the following positions on aquifer trend:

* Whilst we agree with Mr Thorley that a straightlifit to the hydrographs
produces a declining trend in all cases, thereetieets of seasonality of use,
climate and possible surface water interaction ifibany conditions) which
have not been allowed for in all of the analyses.

* We recognise that only one hydrograph presentethitna data record length
in excess of ten years. However, Well L37/0024ntoflerate depth 61 — 70
metres) record does reflect the recent decliniegds (since about 1997), but
also exhibits a relatively static period from 1980997 (17 years).

* There appears to be discrete hold points withintrog series, indicating
that trend analyses would be better served by siher form of model rather
than a linear interpolation. However, we accept MaThorley has presented
the hydrographs for illustration purposes to aduatext to the existing
groundwater allocation regime and had not relieahugny statistical
significance test in respect of confirming trenads$he data.

Based upon the time series information it is ctears that a recent declining trend is
evident, albeit by linear interpolation and or \@kassessment. However, based upon
the one longer-term time series, it is difficultatscertain the long term trend.
Although, we do note the recent increase in thembade of seasonality in the data,
which as referred to earlier, may be borne outiofate variability as well as
groundwater use.

Mr Thorley also presented some time-series groutetvwpuality graphs (in evidence).
These graphs were for visual reference only anstatistical analysis had been
undertaken on them or relied upon in evidence.SOadter of data points in each
graph did make them difficult to interpret. Howewvelr Thorley accepted this and
indicated that we may treat the data as furthekdracind information.

An overview of the modelling work completed for tRakaia-Selwyn resource
consents hearing was presented by Mr Borrie ineaxdd. This modelling work was
provided for that hearing to predict the resporfdb® groundwater system to changes
in land use and groundwater development. Mr Batieepts that this modelling is

one of regional scale, and was not undertaken fgedby for the Chertsey GAZ, or in
relation to the applicant’s proposed activity.

However, Mr Borrie considered that as the regiomaldelling covered the area of the
Chertsey GAZ, the regional scale impacts upon giaarter levels from the
simulation of abstraction (from all consents grdras at July 2005) would provide a
fair representation of the potential for adverseugiative effects upon existing
groundwater users and the aquifer environment.



Time-series graphs of simulated groundwater lewels presented which showed
“no abstraction” and “status quo” abstraction scesaMr Borrie concluded that
under the status quo abstraction scenario, grouedvevels declined on a seasonal
basis in response to abstraction, but fully reced@very year to the level at which no
abstraction would have occurred. The overall outd®ing that those levels of
groundwater abstraction were sustainable and hleagtoundwater system was not
being mined.

Mr Borrie also commented on the recent period obré which showed a downward
trend in groundwater levels. He stated that basetti® modelling work completed,
other factors (such as climate) were responsibl¢hintrend. The evidence for this
was in examination of winter groundwater levelsathshowed little recovery due to
below average rainfall recharge that had occurved several seasons.

It was noted that it is unlikely that further conteto take groundwater in the
Chertsey GAZ have been granted in the interim &R@05). As such, the current
level of abstraction in the zone will be similarthat as modelled.

In response to our further information request,Bdrrie provided plots of the “no
abstraction” and “status quo” scenarios with avddanonitoring data overlaid for
each indicator well. He concluded that whilst sqgredicted groundwater levels were
higher than measured, some were lower and othaes aeasistent. This goes to the
purpose of the regional model, being primarily agi¢ator of relative trend and not
necessarily exact replication of levels in all cadér Borrie repeated his initial
comments on the recent declining trends in grouneiwavels being driven by
climatic influences rather than unsustainable gdwater abstraction.

Mr Thorley wrote that in his opinion the plots betsimulated and measured
groundwater levels provided by Mr Borrie show ttieg numerical model does not
sufficiently replicate predictions of groundwatevél response to abstraction. He also
indicated that the information and comments pradidg the applicant that rely upon
the numerical groundwater model should be treatéd caution.

At this time we did not seek to obtain any furtiidormation on the calibration or
verification of the model. We have taken both iheetseries plots as provided by Mr
Thorley and the time-series plots of model reduitsn Mr Borrie at face value. On
the basis of providing certainty in either longateor more recent groundwater level
trends, and for completeness of this decision wientiae following observations of
the modelling results:

* The time series plots as presented do show hiatlyri@nd in more recent
times that if current levels of abstraction hadwoed, then a plausible
outcome would be for consistency with the non-ausiton scenario post
irrigation seasons, within each season.

» The groundwater model reflects climate variabiiityerms of recharge and
thus, the no-abstraction time series data shofikectehe recent declining
trend, in which it does to some degree

» The model also predicts with some consistencyaaa®able magnitude of
seasonal variation, albeit, with relative incoresisty with measured
groundwater levels. The inconsistency with meashestls does equate in
some cases to approximately over 5 metres.



» The key aspect of the plots as presented is thatglthe recent period of
groundwater decline, the difference between siredlatatus quo and
measured groundwater levels tends to increase.cé@hive brought about by
one of two reasons assuming that all other hydraurdd water balance
components of the model are in order. Firstly, thatmodel under-predicts
the true effects of climatic variation and secorttiigt it under-predicts the
inter-seasonal effects of groundwater abstractiobpoth.

On the basis of the time-series data provided byrMirley and the modelling data
provided by Mr Borrie, we agree that in recent sintere has been a downward
trend in groundwater levels in the Chertsey GAZe §houndwater model indirectly
confirms this trend. Although, we are not convinbgceither sets of information that
each model does truly “explain” such trends. Asdatéd above, we did not feel it
necessary to explore model validation or trendysmmatechniques in resumption of
this aspect of the decision. This is in relatiomto assessment of the exception to
groundwater allocation in this instance, as disedigzelow.

Adver se effect of the take on groundwater allocation
We now move to address the proposed activity irctmext of allocation of
groundwater in the Chertsey GAZ.

The PNRRP has established 29 Groundwater Alloc&ares within the Canterbury
Region. This application occurs within the “Cheyts6éAZ and Policy WQN14 sets
out the allocation regime for this zone. The lifoit each allocation block (for each
GAZ) is an annual volume, the size of which hassst as a numerical limit in
Table WQN29 resulting from the notification of Vation 4 of the plan.

The volume of water currently allocated from thee@bey GAZ has been determined
using the formula set out in Schedule WQN4(c) amtes to 116.80 million cubic
metres per annum. Therefore, the effective allooatas at 6 October 2008) is
currently 103.92% of the allocation block set ag.4Imillion cubic metres per
annum. There are applications ahead of this agjgitén priority for water in the
Chertsey GAZ. If this application and all higheropity applications were granted,
the effective allocation would increase to 116.20%.

There has been no debate over the calculation Bf &rSeffective allocation for the
Chertsey GAZ and there was no debate over theaidyclimit set for the zone.

These was a suggestion during the hearing thdtdudonsideration of additional
intermittent streams should be made in respeadaiarge contribution at the upper
part of the zone, and that of possible Rakaia Re@kage at reaches below SH1.
This was noted by Mr Thorley and he explained @aincil was not in a position to
validate those potential recharge sources atithis tNeedless to say that Council was
actively looking into possible additional sourcésexharge.



We do note that in Mr Thorley’s evidence, he oatithat Alpine river recharge
provides a large component of groundwater rechtargiee Canterbury Plains. This
has been assessed as being of a similar magnautdeger than land surface
recharge. In the provision of groundwater alloaatito selected Canterbury Plains
aquifer allocation zones, this recharge is assum@dovide a base-surface, being the
level groundwater would naturally fall to if no @usurface recharge occurred.

Mr Borrie stated that in the Chertsey GAZ, ther o spring-fed streams that are
connected to shallow groundwater. Therefore, urdik@e other groundwater zones
in Canterbury, there is little reliance upon growater to sustain spring fed streams,
in relation to groundwater takes that may lowemugiwater levels.

The applicant had requested that the applicaticindaged as a replacement to an
existing entitlement that up until as late as OetdD06 was included in the
groundwater allocation for the Chertsey GAZ. The raolumes and area to be
irrigated (as sought) are the same as those catsantder CRC951132 (the
previously lapsed consent). Given this applicaisofor the same amount of water as
CRC951132, Mr Borrie considered there to be no esdveumulative effects from the
proposed abstraction.

Mr Just stated that the lapsing of a current cang@RC951132) means that the
consent holder is no longer entitled to the waier lsence this application was treated
as a water permit to take “new water”, as the appli was not able to apply for
“replacement consent” under S124 of the RMA.

This application was very different from most ithhe Applicant was under the
very firm opinion that he held a “right” to take i@aand that this opinion was
reinforced by actions of Officers of the Counciltiugh the legal position is clearly
that the “right” had lapsed, it is equally cleaattthe Applicant in good faith believed
that the “right” continued. Enquiries of Councilf@érs appear to have reinforced
that belief and the Applicant was given no reasosuspect that the “right” might
lapse, or had lapsed. We believe that in this nt&athe applicant had performed all
that might reasonably be expected in terms of gagtine “right” and in confirmation
of such matters with the Consent Authority.

If at the time of initial enquiry, the Applicant i@ome to the conclusion that the
“right” was in jeopardy, there were reasonablyighltdorward options available to
secure that “right”. However, due to “favourabl@hemunication with the Consent
Authority, the applicant had not sought to make application for water at that time.

Overall, we conclude that this is a relevant cogrigition in determining this
application with respect to groundwater allocatidfe also noted that Mr Just (at the
hearing) indicated when questioned on this mattet, he did not disagree with these
circumstances surrounding the application.

Although, Mr Just identified that the applicant haat obtained written approvals
from those ‘ahead’ in the queue of applications#ater from this zone. Obtaining
written approvals from these parties would havemh#zat all parties approved of this
application to be considered ahead of their apjioa.



Apart from effects upon cumulative groundwater @diton, applications with a
higher priority within 4 kilometres of this appliman were considered in assessment
of on-site effects.

Mr Just indicated that consideration should bemgieeMr Thorley’s report, as it
provides evidence of a decline in groundwater uekthe Chertsey GAZ, along with
evidence of rapid groundwater development whiclicatés that the effects of the
current allocation may not yet be apparent in gdoater level records. His
conclusion was “I do not consider that there idicigint water available within the
Chertsey Groundwater Allocation Zone to grant gpplication”.

Mr Just also indicated that should we be of a wi@granting this application, the
most current measuring and monitoring conditioreuhbe included as conditions of
consent to ensure that the volume of water is atelyrrecorded. In addition to those
conditions, he recommended a condition requirirgaiplicant to undertake regular
measurements of the standing water level in thé Welexplained that this will assist
in determining if the abstraction in combinatiorttwexisting consents is not
contributing to a long-term decline in groundwdesels.

Mr Borrie suggested that under the interim allamatilock the Chertsey GAZ is fully
allocated, but the PNRRP policy WQN14(9)(d)(iiippided for the taking of water in
excess of an interim allocation block provided thatould not compromise the
environmental values sustained by groundwater $eanetl will not compromise the
reliability of supply of existing users provided fa Policy WQN14(7)(a) and
WQN14(7)(b). Mr Borrie in evidence confirmed thla¢ proposed take would not
compromise the aforementioned values and therefmreent may be granted.

After considering all of the information providegle agree with the reporting
officer’s position of caution when considering het allocation in the Chertsey GAZ.
However, in respect of the exception to this, theliaant does have a legitimate
claim of being disadvantaged over this matter. Thugecognition of the existing
allocation of water and the evidence from eithetypas to the status and trend in
groundwater levels, and by applying the exceptidonciple as clearly exists in this
case, we do not accept that the applicant’s prapaoswill be adverse upon
groundwater allocation.

However, whilst we agree with the applicant in termf exception on the allocation
issue, we also assessed if any other well or agifwic for groundwater take may be
adversely affected by the current proposal, whiehcaver in the following sub-
sections of this decision.



Adver se effect of the take from seawater intrusion

Effects of coastal seawater intrusion can occpoténtiometric levels in an aquifer
sufficiently fall adjacent to the coastal interfaoaeverse the hydraulic gradient and
allow inland movement of salt water. Also, specifiell abstraction may have a direct
effect on groundwater levels near the coast andindce localised intrusion or up-
coning of the saltwater interface.

The CRC saltwater intrusion guidelines specificadliate to activities of well drilling
and groundwater abstraction within 2,000 metrehefcoast line. The location of the
proposed abstraction before us is in excess oD2tres from the coast and has
thus not been considered as increasing any riskltfater intrusion.

The potential effects of cumulative allocation @égard to seawater intrusion have
been broadly covered in the above sub-sectiorsi®fiecision. This is in relation to
groundwater level trends and potential adversetffepon cumulative allocation in
the Chertsey GAZ.

Adver se effect of takes on aquifer stability
There was no suggestion from any party that agstasility would be compromised
by the proposed take and we concur with that ositi

Adver se effect from cr oss connection on groundwater quality

We have been advised that the well consideredsragbplication (L37/0626) is to be
screened in one aquifer only. The screen deptiaiedsas being greater than 140
metres below ground level. We agree with both gh@ieant and the reporting
officers, that given the above details, the profdasdestraction is unlikely to result in
any adverse effects from cross-connection uponmgiwater quality.

We also accept, that to avoid potential contamamatif the aquifer from accidental
spills, fertiliser use or metals exposure, thatadié backflow prevention be installed
at the well.

Adver se effect of the take on surface water flows

The only concern for the application before us witbpect to adverse effects on
surface water flows was the case where taking lyidedly linked groundwater may
deplete adjacent surface waters. This dependseotetpth of the groundwater take,
the size of the take, the distance to the connexttefdce water body and the degree of
connection from the stream bed and hydraulic cotidtycof the aquifer material
present.

Mr Borrie had stated in evidence that the subjesit is installed to 149 metres below
ground level and that the nearest surface watémieéthe Rakaia River) was at least
8 km from the site. He suggested that any stregtetien effect of the proposed take
would be negligible.



Based on the well depth and location details, weesatisfied that the proposed take
from deep well L37/0626 would have a less than maitect upon surface waters
considering the semi-confined nature of the taageiifer (as reflected in hydraulic
calculations) and the distance to the nearestcikiater feature.

Adver se effects of well inter ference/take on surrounding groundwater users

The level of acceptable well interference outlimethe PNRRP from a nearby
pumping well, is defined in Policy WQN20 as beiramsistent with a level in the
subject well which is “protected available drawddwas determined in Schedule
WQN10. This is specifically “the protected avaikblrawdown shall be determined
as 80% of the drawdown available at a groundwatezllthat is exceeded 80% of the
time during the period of proposed water use, lataken into account individual
well and pump installation details”. This may benddy reference to spot levels in
other nearby wells and related back to the longien record in the nearest CRC
monitoring bore. Having done this, the availablavaitown in the subject well is
calculated and 80 % of this drawdown is protectedinterference is unacceptable if
80% of the drawdown calculated is not available8@©b of the time. The levels of
interference applied also take into account theatlicumulative affects of all
abstraction on the subject well, provided it adegjygpenetrates the aquifer to allow
effective access to the resource.

A de minimisthreshold of 0.05 metres is set for direct drawd@ffects, below which
effects are considered to be insignificant.

Mr Borrie had used a Hunt-Scott ‘leaky’ assessmegthodology to identify
potentially adversely affected groundwater useega@rom an aquifer test performed
on L37/0626 provided the parameters used in thesassent. They were for:

» Transmissivity of 2,620 square metres per day

» Storativity of 0.0001, and

« K/B’ (leakage) of 1 x 10 metres.

Mr Borrie’s assessment considered bores shalldvear 80 metres below ground
level to be within an overlying water bearing layldis assessment uses a seven day
pumping rate (Q7) of 45 litres per second and adeg0Opumping rate (Q150) of 27
litres per second.

Mr Borrie had also cited the report by Davey (20860 concluded that based upon
the distribution of aquifers and semi-confiningdey within the Chertsey GAZ at
about the applicant’s well, that to be conservativells between 80 to 180 metres
depth have been included in the assessment ofoemvéntal effects on neighbouring
wells. Mr Borrie has explained in evidence thatasoshallower than 100 metres in
depth will have only a minor connection to well L3G26.

Mr Borrie explained that a selection of wells waralysed within 5 kilometres of
L37/0626 and that he found groundwater to be flgwima SSE direction with a
gradient of 0.0026. The lowest levels of wells haeen assessed with the use of
neighbouring well levels and by integrating the\abgradient for the area.



The results of the assessment indicated that timelletive drawdown’s (including the
direct drawdown from pumped well L37/0626) werehivitthe acceptable limits as
set out in Policy WQN20; for all wells at depthsbaftween 80 and 180 metres, within
a two kilometre radius. Hence, the effects of treppsed take from well L37/0626
were assessed as minor upon surrounding groundusdes.

In audit of Mr Borrie’s well interference assesst&@RC staff recommended using a
more conservative Transmissivity of 2,300 squar&geseer day and the application
of the ‘Theis’ assessment to all wells of a depmter than 75 metres below ground
level. The resulting CRC audit of Mr Borrie’s wéiterference assessment indicated
that no wells would be potentially adversely aféeCtAt this time however, it was
suggested in evidence of Mr Just, that there may atentially affected application
for groundwater take (CRC041357 Branfield Farmsited), ahead in the queue of
this application.

We requested in further information, that a WQN#&8essment be undertaken to
assess if any applications to take groundwater tt@Chertsey GAZ that were ahead
in the queue of this application would be potehtiativersely affected (for their
individual WQN10 analyses) by the cumulative drawdaesulting from this
additional take. This analysis was based on corgggplication notifiable dates and
was undertaken for all wells of sufficient depttihin a 2 kilometre radius of this
application. The assessment also considers andtkiEzmetre radius of each
identified well within the initial 2 kilometre rads.

In reply, Mr Just advised us that application CRGI®¥ Branfield Farms Limited

had been withdrawn and no longer required condideraf priority. No additional
applications within the area of analysis were fotmte ahead in the priority queue of
this application. The resulting outcome of the gsiglwas that no nearby wells would
be adversely affected by this application (CRCO07)%#ing granted ahead of
priority.

There were essentially no differences in approativéen the applicant and the
investigating officer in estimating well interfei@neffects. However, there were
some small discrepancies in the parameters usieé idrawdown interference
assessments.

We are satisfied that on the basis of the initi@M10 assessment and as provided in
additional information sought by us, that potenititéérference effects from deep well
L37/0626, upon any existing or higher priority Wiake, will be of a minor nature.

Adver se effect of inefficient take on other groundwater users

Efficiency of take has been assessed for the aiit before us. The abstraction has
been reviewed for annual volumes calculated baseédedomethods prescribed in
Schedule WQN9 of the PNRRP.



The maximum daily water application rate of 3.5lmétres (3,892 cubic metres) and
the seasonal volume of 447,150 cubic metres ispé@bke to the applicant and was
accepted by the reporting officers. Mr Borrie haopmsed a maximum abstraction
rate of 47 litres per second from well L37/0626eThporting officers indicate that
this flow rate is less than the maximum testeddyee#lthe well, therefore, the
abstraction rate would be reasonably obtainable.

The aspect of concurrent water supplies from atbermercial water schemes for
individual land parcels was also questioned inti@ieto comments by the applicant
on this matter. We requested in further informatmsme feedback on a possible
condition relating to concurrent use of groundwatgh future “scheme” water for
the requested consent. Upon examining the infoomatrovided to us by the
reporting officers (which was reviewed by the apgtit), we did not seek to apply
such a provision to conditions of consent.

Given the above, and the mitigation proposed irfdhm of a daily and annual
maximum volume of take, we agree that the advdfeetef inefficient take on other
users is likely to be minor.

Adver se effect of use of water on water quality

The adverse effects of the use of water on thewiegeenvironment (water quality)
are dealt with specifically for: prescribed wateafity standards to be met, promotion
of land use practices and acceptable limits taceffef non-point discharges for
groundwater quality.

It is noted that the application does fall intosaea which has been identified as
having some sensitivity to diffuse contaminant e@feand there are potentially many
shallow wells drawing water from the Chertsey GAattare used for a potable
drinking water supply. We also note that the appian before us is for an established
cropping and non-dairy cow grazing unit.

Mr Borrie provided a mass-mixing model assessmepbtential increases in nitrate-
nitrogen concentrations in the water table aqufesing from the use of the requested
irrigation water in conjunction with existing (famg) land uses. His assessment
showed that nitrate concentrations would incregse. B9 milligrams per litre, to

bring the total concentration to 9.99 milligrams |iee. These increases are within
those specified in Objective WQL2 of the PNRRP. Dhgective states that the down-
gradient concentration of nitrate shall not inceshg more than two milligrams per
litre, and the maximum concentration shall not exc#l.3 milligrams per litre.

The reporting officers have reviewed the applicamtater quality assessment and
agree that the potential effects upon water qualigylikely to be minor. However, a
condition precluding the use of water for the imtign of pasture used to graze
milking dairy cows was recommended to us. We agiigethe suggested condition.



Ordinarily we would be concerned at the currenglef nitrate within the water table
aquifer, as it is suggested as being in exces8%f & the NZ Drinking Water
Standard MAV. However, as the nitrate assessmedehpredicts a relatively small
increase and that there will be little change ®dtrrent land uses on the applicant’s
property, we consider that the potential effectthefproposed use of water upon
water quality will likely be of a minor nature.

Adver se effect of the take on Tangata Whenua values

CRC had informed Te Runanga O Arowhenua in resgidtie application upon
receipt and again when the application was pubtidtjfied. No such submissions on
the application were received, and at the timeSéh2a report was prepared, there had
been no response from Te Runanga O Arowhenua.

The reporting officers had stated in evidence tiney were not aware of any impacts
that the proposal may have on Tangata Whenua vglues that in particular, effects
on surface water flows and water quality have lBs®ssed as minor. We concur
with that position.

8. Objectivesand Policies

There are objectives and policies in the operdtigegional Policy Statement (RPS)
which are relevant to the taking and use of growatdw The PNRRP contains much
more focused policy provisions, but is at an intedmate statutory stage on its way to
eventually becoming operative, so the weight thean be given at this time is more
limited. Although this is a matter for us to det@renbased on the relative merits of
relevant policies and rules in the PNRRP in refatmthis application.

As indicated earlier under the heading of "Stagutrovisions", the application of
Section 88A of the Act to this application meanisas to be assessed under the
objectives and policies applicable at the timeaiffitation. Within this GAZ, the
taking of water for irrigation purposes is a nom@bying activity under Rule
WQN22 of the PNRRP.

The taking of water for the intended purpose withifully allocated "red zone" is
subject to Objective WQN 3(b) and Policy WQN9 ie PNRRP, which states as
follows;

“Control the total amount of groundwater allocatéat abstraction so that there is
not a significant continuing long - term declinenir@an annual groundwater levels
and artesian pressures".

The application may arguably be contrary to the GidHcies that we may apply in
this case. Similarly, it appears that the applaratnay also be contrary to Policy
WQN214 (9) (d) (i) in the PNRRP which addressesuiistances under which
resource consents can be granted under allocagimes. However, as eluded to in
“Appearances” and “General” there are extenuatir@umstances to be considered in
relation to our determination under these policies.



In terms of effects of water takes on other grousmigwusers, Chapter 9, Policy 6 of
the RPS states that;

"In considering a permit to take water, a consemharity should, as part of the
requirements of section 104 of the Act, considemgbed to:

(c) provide for existing water permit holders tovlgoriority for the term of their
permits"

Policy WQNZ20 in the PNRRP specifies that any new slall not have a direct
cumulative interference effect of more than 20%aow other well within 2 km with

an existing authorisation, unless that effect isgaied. The evidence before us,
considering both the information provided by Colfficers and the applicant’s
consultant, satisfied us that there would be nerfatence effect which would be
more than minor resulting from the proposed takes &lso extends to any potentially
adverse effect upon existing applications withim @hertsey GAZ, ahead of this
application, in the priority queue.

Turning to assessment of any potential adversetsftd an inefficient take on other
groundwater users, Policy 3 in Chapter 9 of the RIR% to promote efficiency of
the use oivater’. This is supported by Objective WQNS5 and PoME®N17 in the
PNRRP. Objective WQNS5 seeks to;

"achieve a high level of efficiency in terms of tese availability and the use of
water".

Policy WQN17 sets out a range of criteria for taasonable and efficient use of water
including assessments of the rate and timing dfattons, on-site physical factors,
and irrigation application efficiency. The eviderpresented to us, and supported in
the Officer’s reports, was that the proposed talewse of water involved in the
application would be efficient.

Recognising that abstractions from groundwatericaome circumstances have an
adverse effect on surface waterways, regard mugiviea to policies WQN3(2) and
WQN8. Policy WQN3(2)(c) states that;

"Controlling the taking and using of water from awlividual bore or borefield where
this causes a high or moderate stream depletiateff

The evidence presented to us was that well L37/0625screened at depth (149 m
below land surface) such that there would be nec&dfon surface waterways.

Finally, consideration has to be given to poteradlerse effects of the use of water
on water quality. This is addressed in generahseunder Chapter 9, Objective 3 of
the RPS, and under Chapter 4 (water quality) oPIN&RP. Chapter 9, Objective 3
in the RPS states as follows;



"Enable people to gain benefits from the water quah Canterbury water bodies
while safeguarding: drinking water resources, kigoporting capacity of water,
Maori cultural values, preserving natural charactg@rotecting habitat of trout and
salmon”.

Objective WQL2 in Chapter 4 of the PNRRP contaibgactives relating to
groundwater quality, while Policy WQL12 refers keetneed to avoid potential
contamination of community drinking water sourcBise application involved no
proposed change of use on the property concerngdoundwater nitrate assessment
of the proposed activity also indicated a no mbesmtminor impact upon the
receiving environment. Accordingly we were satidfibat the application would not
be contrary to objectives and policies relevanwater quality.

9. Part 2, Resource M anagement Act

The purpose of the Act (Section 5) is to promoteghstainable management of
natural and physical resources. This is defined as

"... managing the use, development, and protectioratfral and physical
resources in a way, or at a rate, which enablegpteeand communities to
provide for their social, economic, and culturalliaeeing and for their health
and safety while —
(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and phykresources
(excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably forabkeneeds of
future generations; and
(b) Safeguarding the life - supporting capacityawf water, soil, and
ecosystems; and
(c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any advee$iects of activities
on the environment.”

The proposed taking and use of water sought thrthighapplication will enable the
applicant, and indirectly the community, to provfde their social and economic
well-being through either increased agriculturaldarction, or increased security of
water supplies supporting current levels of productWe are satisfied that the
proposed taking and use of water sought throughagbplication before us will
sustain the potential of groundwater resourcesdetrthe reasonably foreseeable
needs of future generations, will safeguard theediipporting capacity of water, and
avoid or mitigate any adverse effects on the envirent subject to conditions of
resource consent and in relation to matters ofgtiae for this application.

The relevant matters under Section 7 that we apeined to have particular regard to
in this case are;

“(b) the efficient use and development of an ereglphysical resource;
(f) maintenance and enhancement of the qualite@environment; and
(9) any finite characteristics of natural phydicasources”



We are satisfied that the activity in the applicatpresented will represent an
efficient use and development of the groundwatsouwece, and will not result in an
unsustainable abstraction from groundwater in gieant’s area.

On the evidence presented to us, it did not apipeathe application would conflict
with matters of significance to Tangata Whenua, laexace would not be inconsistent
with Sections 6 (b) and 7(a) of the Act.

10. Section 104 Resour ce Management Act

As noted earlier in this decision, the applicati@s to be considered as a non-
complying activity within the Chertsey GAZ. Sectit@4D of the Act applies to non-
complying activities. We can only grant consera taon-complying activity if the
effects on the environment are of a less than ratuire, and the proposal is not
contrary to the objectives and policies of thevatd planning instruments.

We were satisfied on the evidence before us tleaptbposed activity may have a less
than minor effect on the environment in relatiohacalised site on site effects. In
terms of groundwater zone allocation, we considat the “exception” applies in this
circumstance. That is, that all reasonable endeavtave been made by the applicant
to confirm what was an existing lawful groundwad#ocation within the Chertsey
GAZ. Matters of clear communication and timing wéets had led to what we see as
an unfortunate situation with respect to securimgadditional allocation under either
replacement or any new-application process. Apan fthis matter of exception

when considering S104, we believe the proposagterttirely consistent with the
objectives and policies of the PNRRP and the TRiRoAdingly, we are satisfied that
S104D tests have been met, and we have the dstteteither grant or decline the
application with respect to the matters set olBection 104.

Section 104 (1) states as follows;

“(1) when considering an application for resourcensent and any
submissions received, the consent authority mubjest to Part 2, have
regard to -
(a) any actual and potential effects on the enwinent of allowing the
activity; and
(b) any relevant provisions of -
(iii.) a regional policy statement or proposed regal policy
statement:
........... and
(c.) any other matter that consent authority coassdelevant and
reasonably necessary to determine the application.”

The effects of the proposed water take on the enmient have been assessed earlier
in this decision and have been found to be of ammature on the receiving
environment with respect to localised site onisiteacts. The proposal is consistent
with the objectives and policies of the RPS andRN&RP.



We consider that the “exception” in this case, ityeelates to allocation, and for the
reasons contained within this decision in relatmthis matter, we are satisfied that
the application is consistent with Section 104hef Act.

11. Review of Consent Conditions

A review under Section 128 of the RMA is discretionand is triggered by the
Consent Authority to ensure that conditions dobestome outdated, irrelevant or
inadequate. It is not a mechanism that enablesngé&ht Authority to amend existing
conditions or impose new conditions to preventabigvity for which the resource
consent was granted.

Amendments to conditions are limited only to théeekthat they do not prevent the
activity for which consent has been granted, anthanging consent conditions
Consent Authorities need to consider whether @saltrof the change, the consent
would still remain viable. Although this does niigly a limit on the power to amend.

We do note that the power to review conditiond idva heart of an adaptive
management regime, as without the ability to redheeeffects of an activity through
reducing its scale, there can be no adaptationetetibsequent identification of
adverse effects arising out of the activity. Thevpoof review allows a Consent
Authority to consider changing conditions to matkernh more appropriate in the light
of the circumstances triggering a review.

We also note other provisions in the RMA which gatarly in the future may impact
on this issue. Here we are referring to Sectidi@)6&8nd Section 130(5). Section
68(7) provides that where a regional plan inclualesle relating to maximum or
minimum levels or flows or rates of use of watenmonimum standards of water
guality ... the plan may state:

€) Whether the rule shall affect, under SectiontB3@ exercise of existing
resource consents for activities which contravéeetle; and

(b) That the holders of resource consents may cpmiph the terms of
the rule, or rules in stages or over specifiedquii

Section 130(5) provides that if a regional platestdhat a rule will affect the exercise
of an existing consent under Section 68(7) the €ain&uthority is not required to
comply with Section 93(2) or Section 94(1) but musar submissions only from the
consent holder that the consent holder so requettsn 20 working days of service
of the notice under Section 129 to be heard.

We note that there are similar provisions in Secfig8 of the RMA in relation to a
water permit when a regional plan has been madetipe which sets rules relating
to maximum or minimum levels or flows or rates eewf water and other matters. In
that circumstance in the Regional Council’s opinibiit is appropriate to review the
conditions of the permit in order to enable thevliplevels, rates or standards set by
the rules to be met, it may do so. This of coiss#fferent from the power provided
in Section 67 and Section 130 and it is a mattéineénRegional Council’s discretion to
exercise that power or not.



We note within the PNRRP under regional rules f&d€4, item 5.6 that rules 6-11
inclusive and rules 19-29 inclusive shall affectl@nSection 130 the exercise of
existing resource consents for the taking, divgronusing of surface water or
groundwater. The water permits will be reviewedider to enable flows or levels set
in Schedules WQN1 or WQN3 to be met. It is furtheted that the plan provides
conditions addressing rates of use (including alvalame) and water measurement
and recording may also be reviewed to allow coodgiin Schedule WQN9, Schedule
WQN11 and Schedule WQN13 to be met.

The plan also provides that when the above merdionies become operative, CRC
may serve notice under Section 128 of the Act dddre of all such consents, of its
intention to review the conditions of the resouroasents where in the Council’s
opinion, it is appropriate to do so in order toldaahe standards set by each rule to
be met.

The PNRRP is a notified plan, and these rules afidigs and objectives which
support those rules are in receipt of submissiand,the final position of the PNRRP
on these matters will be determined as a resuhlaifreview process. While we
cannot surmise as to the outcome of that reviewga®we do note the existence of
these statutory provisions and the fact that tpeseisions have been referred to in
the PNRRP.

12. Duration

Our decision concludes that this consent to takergdwater from the Chertsey GAZ
be granted for a maximum period of 10 years.

We consider that the period of 10 years is appatgiaving regard to the sequence
of factors to be considered, as laid out in Secti@5 of Chapter 1 of the PNRRP
which provides:

"(@) The nature and sensitivity of the affectediremwment, including:

(@) the degree to which the sensitivity of theetd environment
may become more sensitive over time; and

(i) the risk of unforeseen adverse effects arigiog the
consented activity and;

(i)  the level of knowledge about the affectedimmment".

The consideration of the PNRRP WQN4 analysis insplet with over allocation
and intensive abstraction in certain areas of thertSey GAZ, there may be adverse
effects, and as such, must be effectively managedigh resource consents.

The applicant has requested 10 years for any darafiresource consent.
Recognising the nature of the environment and thequlents set in terms of recent
court decisions on groundwater takes in highlycated groundwater zones of
Canterbury, we find that a 10-year duration isrettiapplicable here.



13. Determination

Accordingly it is our decision that pursuant to t&@sts 104, 104D and 108 of the
Resource Management Act 1991, this applicatiomastged consent for a duration of
10 years on the specific terms and conditions asueén Annexure 1 for CRC071927
(HG Campbell).

DATED the 30" day of March 2009

A L Withy, Commissioner T B Heller, Commissione



ANNEXURE 1

CRC071927 (HG Campbell)

Conditions:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Water may be taken only from bore L37/0626, 80limetres diameter and
149 metres deep, at map reference NZMS 260 L371308697.

Water may be taken at a rate not exceeding#s Iper second, with a
volume not exceeding 3,892 cubic metres per day 44,150 cubic metres
between 1st July and the following 30th June.

Water shall only be used for irrigation of cr@wl pasture for grazing
stock, excluding milking dairy cows, as describedhie application, on the
area of land shown in attached plan CRC071927,wfaions part of this
consent.

The consent holder shall, before the first eserof this consent, install an
easily accessible straight pipe(s), with no fitirgg obstructions that may
create turbulent flow conditions, of a length asel5 times the diameter of
the pipe, as part of the pump outlet plumbing dhinithe mainline
distribution system.

The consent holder shall before the first exseraf this consent:
(a)

() install a water meter(s) that has an intermal@accreditation or
equivalent New Zealand calibration endorsement,tasdpulse
output, suitable for use with an electronic recagdilevice,
which will measure the rate and the volume of wedken to
within an accuracy of plus or minus five percenpas of the
pump outlet plumbing, or within the mainline dibtrtion
system, at a location(s) that will ensure the ttathé of water is
measured; and

(i) install a tamper-proof electronic recordingvi® such as a data
logger(s) that shall time stamp a pulse from the/ fineter at
least once every 60 minutes, and have the capacitygld at
least one season’s data of water taken as spetifidduses
(b)(i) and (b)(ii), or which is telemetered, asdfied in clause
(b)(iii).

(b) The recording device(s) shall:
0] be set to wrap the data from the measuring deyiseh that
the oldest data will be automatically overwrittgntbe newest
data (i.e. cyclic recording); and



6)

7

8)

9)

(i) store the entire season’s data in each 12 mpatiod from 1
July to 30 June in the following year, which thesent holder
shall then download and store in a commonly useddiband
provide to the Canterbury Regional Council uporuesq in a
form and to a standard specified in writing by @anterbury
Regional Council; or

(i) shall be connected to a telemetry system Wwidollects and
stores all of the data continuously with an indejesm network
provider who will make that data available in a coomly used
format at all times to the Canterbury Regional Guiuend the
consent holder. No data in the recording devicg{a)l be
deliberately changed or deleted.

(c) The water meter and recording device(s) shall bmsmible to the
Canterbury Regional Council at all times for ingp®t and/or data
retrieval.

(d) The water meter and recording device(s) shall bstailed and
maintained throughout the duration of the conseradcordance with
the manufacturer’s instructions.

(e) All practicable measures shall be taken to enwatthe water meter
and recording device(s) are fully functional attales.

Within one month of the installation of the ma@sg or recording

device(s), or any subsequent replacement measurirggording device(s),

and at five-yearly intervals thereafter, and at tamg when requested by the

Canterbury Regional Council, the consent holdell ginavide a certificate

to the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RNMAmpliance and

Enforcement Manager, signed by a suitably qualifiedson certifying, and

demonstrating by means of a clear diagram, that:

(@) The measuring and recording device(s) has beerallggt in
accordance with the manufacturer’s specificatiamst

(b) Data from the recording device(s) can be readilgeased and/or
retrieved in accordance with clauses (b) and (cpoidition (5).

The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RNMAmpliance and
Enforcement Manager, shall be informed immediabalyirst exercise of
this consent by the consent holder.

The taking of water in terms of this permit $lealase for a period of up to
48 hours, on notice from the Canterbury Regionalr@d, to allow
measurement of natural groundwater levels.

(@) If the irrigation system used to distribute watgken in terms of this
permit is used to distribute effluent, fertiliser any other added
contaminant, a backflow preventer manufacturedccoedance with
AS 2845.1 (1998) or the American Society of SagitBngineers
standards shall be installed within the pump ouytletnbing or within
the mainline, to prevent the backflow of water itite bore.



(b)

The backflow preventer shall be tested to the stahdet out in AS
2845.3 (1993) or an equivalent method within onentnoof its

installation and annually thereafter by a suitatplialified person. A
test report shall be provided to the Canterburyiéted Council,
Attention: RMA Compliance and Enforcement Manageithin two

weeks of each inspection.

10) The consent holder shall take all practicable steps

(@)
(b)
(€)

11) (a)

(b)

Ensure that the volume of water used for irrigatimes not exceed
that required for the soil to reach field capacayd

Avoid leakage from pipes and structures; and

Avoid the use of water onto non-productive landhsas impermeable
surfaces and river or stream riparian strips.

The standing water level, relative to ground levelpore L37/0626

shall be measured as follows:

® once at the start of the irrigation season befanaging has
commenced,;

(i) once two days after the cessation of pumping aetiteof the
irrigation season; and

(i)  once within the first seven days of each calendantm
outside of the irrigation season.

All measurements of the standing water level ande daf
measurement shall be recorded in a log book kepthiat purpose,
and supplied to the Canterbury Regional Counciergion RMA
Compliance and Enforcement Manager, each yearglthisnmonth of
June, or when requested in writing.

12) The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per y@agny of the last five
working days of May or November, serve notice sfiiitention to review
the conditions of this consent for the purposedeafling with any adverse
effect on the environment which may arise fromeRercise of the consent
and which it is appropriate to deal with at a |at@ge.

13) The lapsing date for the purposes of section 128 bk 30 March 2014.
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