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Before the Hearing Panel appointed by Canterbury 
Regional Council 

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act 
1991 

AND 

IN THE MATTER OF  An application CRC042124 by 
DD & VJ Chalmers to take and 
use groundwater for irrigation. 

Sec t ion 42A Of f ic er s Repor t 

Date of Hearing:   August 11th 2008 

Report of Claire Penman 

1. I have been employed by MWH NZ Ltd as an Environmental Consultant since 
December 2005. I have 2 ½ years relevant experience in resource management 
particularly focused on water resources. I hold a Bachelor of Applied Science (with 
Honours) in Environment Management from the University of Otago. I have been 
engaged by Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) to act as Investigating Officer for this 
application. 

2. This report is prepared under the provisions of Section 42A of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This section allows a Council officer to provide a 
report to the decision-maker on a resource consent made to the Council, and allows 
the decision-maker to consider the report at the hearing. Section 41(4) of the RMA 
allows the decision-maker to request and receive from any person who makes a 
report under Section 42A "any information or advice that is relevant and reasonably 
necessary to determine the application". This report will provide the decision-maker with 
information and advice related to: 

(a) The background to the application;  

(b) Details of the notification of the application and any submissions received;  

(c) An outline of the relevant legal and planning provisions; 

(d) Comments on the assessment of environmental effects provided; 

(e) Details of Council policy relevant to the application;  

(f) Comments in relation to the matters specified in Part II of the RMA; and 

(g) Comments on the decision to be made by the decision-maker including 
comments on whether the application can be granted or should be declined; if 
the application is to be granted what measures are required to avoid, remedy 
or mitigate any adverse effects; what monitoring should be undertaken and the 
duration of consent. 

3. It should be emphasised that any conclusions reached or recommendations made in 
this report are not binding on the decision-maker. It should not be assumed that the 
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decision-maker will reach the same conclusion or decision having considered all the 
evidence to be brought before it by the applicant and submitters. 

4. This report should be read together with the introductory s42A report which gives an 
overview of all applications presented at this hearing. The introductory s42A report 
covers issues that are common to all applications, and will provide the decision-maker 
with information and advice related to the notification of all applications and any 
submissions received, and an outline of the relevant legal and planning provisions. 

INTRODUCTION 

5. D D & V J Chalmers (the applicant) have applied for resource consent to take and 
use groundwater from bore J41/0124 at a rate of 34 litres per second for the irrigation 
of 90 hectares of pasture for dairying at Andrews Road, Glenavy (see Attachment 
One for map of location of take and use). 

6. The applicant has engaged Ms Keri Johnston (Irricon Resource Solutions) to prepare 
the application on their behalf. 

7. The duration requested is 35 years and this is an application for a new activity. 

Background 

8. The applicant currently holds resource consents CRC002085 (take and use 
groundwater) and CRC990250 (take and use surface water) to irrigate 28 and 200 
hectares respectively (see Attachment Two for copy of existing consents). The 90 
hectares subject to this application are currently irrigated via border-dyke from the 
Morven-Glenavy Irrigation Scheme, however, the border-dyke irrigation is to be 
decommissioned and the applicant is no longer going to receive water from the 
Morven-Glenavy Irrigation Scheme. The same 90 hectares is also incorporated in the 
200 hectare irrigation area under CRC990250. However, the applicant notes that the 
taking of water under that consent from Andrews Stream is intermittent as it is 
ephemeral and typically only carries stormwater runoff. 

9. The application was lodged on 13 April 2004. A request for further information was 
emailed to Ms Keri Johnston on 3 March 2005 with a response received on 13 April 
2005. Following the development of the WCWARP a second request for further 
information was sent out on 1 December 2006 and a response was received on 15 
December 2006. 

Notification 

10. Details of the notification and wording are contained in Appendix 4 of the introductory 
s42A report. 

Submissions 

11. Details of the submissions received for this application that are not common to all 
applications are contained in Table 1. A summary of key issues/effects that are 
common to all applications is provided in Appendix 5 of the introductory s42A report.    
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Submitter Issues Support/ 
Neutral/ 
Oppose 

To be 
heard 

G F Keeling Considers that allocation above Black Point 
should be 250 million cubic metres. 
Considers users with annual volume will be 
efficient. 

Support Yes 

S Carswell Concerns with water quality and irrigation 
runoff. 

Oppose Yes 

Waitaki Valley 
Irrigators 

Considers that allocation above Black Point 
should be 250 million cubic metres. 
Considers users with annual volume will be 
efficient. 

Support Yes 

Meridian Energy 
Limited 

Water metering, water quality, sustainable 
management and fitting with the flow 
regime for the Waitaki River. 

Support Yes 

Table 1: Summary of submissions on CRC042124. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY 

12. The applicant proposes to take and use water from bore J41/0124 (34.4 metres deep, 
300 millimetres diameter), at or about map reference NZMS 260 I41:624-854, at a 
maximum rate of 34 litres per second, with an annual volume not exceeding 464,141 
cubic metres, for the spray irrigation of up to 90 hectares of pasture for an existing 
dairying operation on Andrews Road, Glenavy. 

13. The Waitaki River minimum flow established in Table 3 of the WCWARP are 
proposed. 

LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS 

Consent Requirements 

14. The consent requirements under the RMA, Transitional Regional Plan and PNRRP 
for water permit applications are outlined in the introductory s42A report. A summary 
of the requirements for this application are provided in Table 2 below, with a detailed 
discussion of the WCWARP rules in the following paragraphs. 

Activity RMA

 

TRP PNRRP WCWARP 

    

Rule 2(1)(a) Rule 
2(1)(b) 

Rule 
2(2) 

Rule 6 Classifying 
Rule 

Irrigation S14 Discretionary

 

n/a Table 3 
row(xxiii) 
connected 
groundwater, 
therefore 
row(xvii)(a)  

Table 3 
row(xvii)(c) 

 

n/a Table 
5, row 
vi 
Ag & 
Hort 

Rule 15 
Discretionary

 

Table 2: Summary of consent requirements for application CRC042124. 

15. For irrigation use, Rule 2 clause (1)(a) requires that no person shall take or use water 
unless the flow in the relevant river is above the minimum flow. The proposed 
groundwater take has been assessed by the applicant as being moderately 
connected groundwater . Therefore, the environmental flow regime in the relevant 
surface water body applies. In this case it is the Waitaki River which is classified 
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under Table 3, row (xvii) which specifies a minimum flow of 150 cubic metres per 
second. The applicant has proposed this minimum flow.  

16. For irrigation use, Rule 2 clause (1)(b) requires that no person shall take or use water 
unless the activity is within the instantaneous allocation limit for the water body 
specified in Table 3. The allocation limit for the Waitaki River is 90 cubic metres per 
second. The proportion of the proposed take that is considered to affect the flows in 
the Waitaki River is 24.9 litres per second. This is within the allocation limit for the 
Waitaki River taking into consideration the other existing and new consents with 
higher priority (see allocation tables in Appendix 3 of the s42A introductory report). 

17. Rule 6 deals with annual allocation limits. For irrigation use, this activity is within the 
allocation limit for agricultural activities below Black Point. Details of allocation and 
priority are contained in Appendix 3 of the introductory s42A report. 

18. In summary, the proposed water permit is discretionary under Rule 15. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

19. A description of the values of the Waitaki Valley in general is provided in the 
introductory s42A report. 

Geology and Groundwater Availability 
20. The Waitaki Zone encompasses the area of the Waitaki River s last glaciation fan 

surface and floodplain, and extends as far north as Morven Township.  In the coastal 
plain area, there is a shallow water table aquifer which is utilised by domestic and 
stockwater bores.  Deeper aquifers in this area are less explored. 

21. The Morven Glenavy Irrigation Scheme (MGIS) operates on the north bank of the 
Waitaki River, providing spray and border-strip irrigation.  Groundwater level 
monitoring indicates this scheme creates substantial summer groundwater recharge.  
Groundwater flow in the lower coastal area is towards the Waitaki River. 

22. In the area upstream of Black Point and Ikewai groundwater flow may be impeded 
and separated from the eastern coastal area by faulting.  Basement schist is located 
8m below the floodplain surface in the Black Point area.  Scott (1977) postulates the 
existence of a separate groundwater basin in this area. 

23. On the south bank, groundwater flow is towards the Waitaki River, due to the 
substantial inputs from the tributary rivers, the Kurow, Otaike, Otekaieke and 
Maerewhenua.  On the north bank groundwater flow appears to be away from the 
river.  Water levels show summer lows and winter high related to local rain (Brown 
and Somerville, 1979). 

24. The Waitaki River is a braided river below Kurow.  The river bed is active and has an 
approximate width of one kilometre.  The lower plains around the river have had both 
drainage and irrigation, so that a network of drains are found.  There are also 
numerous springs near the banks of the lower Waitaki. 

25. Deeper groundwater within the quartoze gravel Papakaio Formation has been 
penetrated in some wells.  Water levels may be flowing artesian. 

26. A snap-shot survey of groundwater quality in the areas Waitaki-Waihao, Waihao-
Hook, Hook-Otaio and Otaio to Redruth area was undertaken in consecutive years, 
and a limited number of sites spread over the area are subsequently monitored 
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monthly and quarterly.   Around 2/3 of samples were found to have faecal coliforms, 
in contrast to around 8-15 % of wells measured in the Canterbury wide annual survey.  
This is indicative of the shallow unconfined nature of the aquifer, and of poor well-
head protection measures.  High iron concentrations were measured, which 
combined with low nitrate-nitrogen detection indicates reducing conditions.   In some 
localities the results reflected the influence of aquifer lithology and recharge 
catchments.  Saltwater effects were measured along part of the coastline near the 
Hook River.  Nitrate concentrations are elevated around the Morven area and 
localised contamination occurs in some rural sites.  High contamination dilution rates 
in the Waitaki Fan aquifer contribute to low nitrate concentrations in an area of 
intensive dairying  (Hayward et al, 1998). 

ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS 

27. The effects that have been considered for this type of activity (ground water 
abstraction) are presented in the introductory s42A report. That report includes the 
presentation of the relevant planning provisions which direct us to consider these 
effects. A detailed discussion regarding the assessment of individual effects for this 
application is provided in the following sections of this report. 

Adverse effect of take on surrounding groundwater users 

28. The applicant has assessed the effect of the proposed take on surrounding 
groundwater users by carrying out a drawdown analysis based on the methods 
described in Schedule WQN10 of the PNRRP. 

29. The parameters they have used are as follows: 

 

Transmissivity value of 1,868m2/day derived using the Bal (1996) equation using 
the specific capacity of the applicants bore (J41/0124) of 6.84 L/s/m. 

 

Lowest water level of 6.69 metres below ground level. 

 

The aquifer is considered to be unconfined and therefore a storativity value of 0.1 
was used. 

30. The applicant identified 15 wells within a 2km radius of the proposed bore. Of those 
wells, 2 wells have been identified as being potentially affected by drawdown. The 
owners of both those bores (J41/0022 and J41/0023) have provided written approval. 

31. I have reviewed the assessment undertaken by the applicant and agree with their 
conclusions. 

32. As written approval has been provided for those affected bores, I consider that the 
adverse effects of taking water on surrounding groundwater users would be minor. 

Cumulative effect of take on other groundwater users 

33. The applicant has not provided an assessment of the cumulative effect of abstracting 
groundwater on other groundwater users.  

34. I have discussed this application with Mr Mike Thorley (CRC Groundwater Scientist). 
He notes that the nearest water level monitoring bore to this application (J40/0053) 
has not shown any trend of declining water levels over the last 20 years of record.  
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35. In addition, Mr Thorley considers that the majority of the groundwater in this area will 
be recharged by the Waitaki River flows, therefore, the likelihood of any water level 
decline in this area as a result of the proposed abstraction is unlikely.  

36. Given the comments from Mr Thorley, and the written approvals from the 
neighbouring bore owners, I am satisfied that the cumulative effects of the proposed 
take on other groundwater users would be minor. 

Adverse effect of take on other users from seawater intrusion 

37. The proposed bore is located just over 1500 metres from the coast. The applicant 
considers that the predicted drawdown effects at the coast would be 0.092 metres 
and therefore the potential effects of saltwater intrusion would be minor. 

38. Ms Philippa Aitchison-Earl (CRC Groundwater Scientist) provided comment on the 
above assessment. She considered that it was unlikely that saltwater intrusion would 
be an issue at this location given the large volume of water associated with the 
Waitaki River discharging in this area which would keep the saltwater interface at bay. 

39. Ms Aitchison-Earl has however, recommended that monthly water levels are recorded 
and biannual water quality testing is undertaken to monitor potential effects of 
saltwater intrusion. This is a similar approach to that take for other groundwater 
abstractions in the Makikihi area. Recommended conditions are as follows:  

(a) The standing water level, related to mean sea level datum, in the bore 
specified in this consent shall be measured and recorded monthly in a log kept 
for that purpose and a copy of the records provided before 31 May each year 
to the Canterbury Regional Council. 

(b) The taking of water in terms of this permit shall cease for a period of at least 
24 hours prior to recording the standing water level as required in condition 
(10). 
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(c) A sample of water shall be taken from bore J41/0124, in accordance with the 
following schedule:  

(i) During the first two years after the first exercise of this consent, once 
every month during the period commencing the last week in September 
and ending the last week in April, and  

(ii) All samples shall be analysed for conductivity.  

(iii) The laboratory carrying out the analyses shall be accredited to a 
NZS/ISO/IEC Guide 17025 or equivalent defined by an accreditation 
body recognized as operating to ISO/IEC Guide 58 for those analyses.  

(iv) The results of each analysis, and the date and time of sampling, along 
with the date and time the sample is sent to the laboratory, shall be 
provided to the Canterbury Regional Council within 10 working days of 
the receipt of the analytical result from the laboratory. 

(d) Whenever analysis of any sample of water taken from bore J41/0124 indicates 
conductivity exceeding 100 millisiemens per metre, the taking of water in 
terms of this consent from the bore shall cease, and shall not recommence 
until analysis of a sample of water taken from the bore indicates conductivity is 
less than 100 millisiemens per metre. 

40. I am satisfied that given the depth of abstraction, the volume of water discharging 
from the Waitaki River and the proposed monitoring conditions, that the adverse 
effects on other groundwater users from saltwater intrusion would be minor. 

Adverse effect of take on aquifer stability 

41. As the aquifer into which the proposed bore is drilled is predominantly gravel based, 
the applicant considers the likelihood of subsidence would be minor. 

42. I agree with the applicant that adverse effects of the take on aquifer stability would be 
minor. 

Adverse effect from cross-connection on groundwater quality 

43. The applicant has noted that the bore is screened in only one aquifer and the 
applicant proposes to install a backflow preventer to ensure no fertiliser that is 
distributed using the irrigation system can contaminate groundwater. 

44. I agree with the applicant that given the proposed mitigation measures, adverse 
effects of cross-connection on groundwater quality would be minor. 

Adverse effect of take on surface water flows 

45. The applicant has assessed the location of the proposed bore is a little over 800 
metres from the Waitaki River. They have undertaken a stream depletion assessment 
and consider that the proposed take is moderately connected to the Waitaki River 
with a stream depletion rate of approximately 15.2 litres per second over a 30 day 
period.  

46. The applicant concludes that the effects of the take on surface water flows are 
therefore more than minor and that the minimum flows on the Waitaki River as 
outlined in the WCWARP should be adopted. 
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47. Having audited the above assessment, I note that the applicants stream depletion 
assessment of 15.2 litres per second was based on 30 days continuous abstraction. 
However, over a 150 day period (consistent with the approach outlined in the 
WCWARP) the stream depletion would be 24.9 litres per second. This is defined as a 
moderately connected groundwater take. 

48. Under the WCWARP definitions, that portion of the take that is connected is subject 
to the environmental flow regime of the Waitaki River. 

49. I consider that by adhering to the environmental flow regime outlined in Table 3 of the 
WCWARP the effects on surface water flows can be appropriately managed to 
manage effects on ecosystems and other surface water abstractors. 

Adverse effect on ecosystems 

50. As outlined above, a portion of the take will be subject to Waitaki River minimum 
flows. The applicant proposes the minimum flow of 150 cubic metres per second as 
outlined in Table 3 of the WCWARP. I consider that this is appropriate for protecting 
the values of the Waitaki River. 

51. There are a number of submissions on establishing a minimum flow and protecting 
fisheries values in all rivers and tributaries in the Lower Waitaki catchment (see 
Appendix 5 of the introductory s42A report). 

52. Fish and Game NZ and the Department of Conservation lodged submissions on the 
application and describe in detail the Waitaki River catchment, its importance for 
fisheries values, gamebird habitat and recreational area (see paragraphs 14 to 19 of 
Fish and Game s submission (submission id #16866)). 

53. There is no requirement for a fish screen as the take is from groundwater.  

54. The applicant proposes to install a measuring or recording device at the abstraction 
point in order to monitor how much water they will be taking in order to minimise 
adverse effects on ecosystems and other water users. Proposed wording for a 
consent condition to address this concern is contained in the list of standard 
conditions in Appendix 6 of the s42A introductory report. 

55. While there are still submissions which are concerned with ecological values and 
minimum flows, I consider that in setting minimum flows for the WCWARP, protection 
of instream ecological values would have been taken into account. As the applicant 
proposes an appropriate minimum flow and is within the instantaneous allocation limit 
for the Waitaki River, I consider the effects of the proposed abstraction on 
ecosystems would be minor. 

Adverse effect on other surface water users 

56. There are many existing water permits on the Waitaki River (see Appendix 3 of the 
s42A introductory report for list of consents).   

57. I have concerns about the relationship between current consents and new consents 
in terms of sharing of water and banding within the 90 cubic metre per second 
allocation limit which are discussed in more detail in a separate planning report 
(Report 2) 

58. Whilst the applicant has proposed to comply with minimum flows consistent with the 
WCWARP, I note that there remains come uncertainty regarding the effects on 
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existing consent holders and other applications with higher priority in terms of flow-
sharing or banding, should all consents in the catchment be granted. Therefore, I 
cannot be satisfied that effects of the proposed activity on other water users on the 
Waitaki River would be minor. 

Adverse effect on people, communities and amenity values 

59. The applicant has not specifically assessed the effects on amenity values, people or 
communities from the proposed take and use. However, as stated above, the 
WCWARP sets a minimum flow of 150 cubic metres that takes into account people 
and amenity values. This minimum flow restriction has been adopted by the applicant. 

60. The proposed irrigation area is already irrigated using border-dyke and therefore the 
change to spray irrigation via this consent would not result in any change to 
landscape values in the area. 

61. This application also sits within the annual allocation provided for in Table 5 of the 
WCWARP for agricultural and horticultural activities downstream of Black Point. The 
granting of this consent would therefore have no effect on the amount of water 
available for other activities outlined in Objective 2. 

62. A number of submitters raised concerns with regard to natural character and amenity 
values. However, as the applicant has adopted an appropriate minimum flow in 
accordance with the WCWARP and the take is within the annual allocation limit, I am 
satisfied that the potential adverse effects on amenity values, people and 
communities will be less than minor. 

Adverse effect of inefficient use on other users 

63. The taking of water in excess of that required for the intended use may contribute to 
water levels being unnecessarily reduced and less water available for other users. A 
number of submitters have identified this issue. 

64. The applicant proposes to take water at a rate not exceeding 34 litres per second and 
use up to 464,141 cubic metres per year for spray irrigation of 90 hectares. This is 
based on analysis provided by Mr Rob Potts and a requirement for 158 days irrigation 
over the season.   

65. The applicant has detailed the irrigation schedule being 34l/s irrigated over 90ha, 
which works out to be 23mm over a 7 day return period which is less than 50% of the 
average water holding capacity of the soil. 

66. I have used Environment Canterbury s GIS system to confirm the assessment 
undertaken by the applicant. I have used the method outlined in Schedule 
WQN9ver2, with intensive land use, effective summer rainfall of 170mm, and medium 
soils. This estimates a demand volume of 522,000 cubic metres for this property. As 
the applicant s proposed volume is less than that estimated volume using Schedule 
WQN9ver2, I consider the volume the applicant has proposed for irrigation would be 
efficient. 

67. Therefore, I am satisfied that that the proposed seasonal allocation is reasonable for 
the proposed irrigation area. 
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Adverse effect of use on water quality 

68. The applicant states that the area is currently already irrigated using border-dyke 
systems and therefore the conversion to spray irrigation via this consent will not 
change the effects on water quality. They also note that whilst the pasture is used to 
graze dairy cows, the proposed method of irrigation is much more efficient than at 
present and will result in less runoff and leaching. 

69. There are a number of submissions which identify water quality as a result of land use 
intensification as a concern. Those submitters and their concerns are outlined in more 
detail in Appendix 5 of the s42A introductory report. 

70. Whilst there are a number of submitters who wish to be heard, I consider that given 
the location of the use within the catchment, the current irrigation practices and 
proposed conversion to spray irrigation, and absence of any down-gradient users of 
groundwater, the effects on groundwater and surface water quality will likely be minor. 

Adverse effect on Tangata Whenua values 

71. The Waitaki River has a statutory acknowledgment in the Ngai Tahu Claims 
Settlement Act 1998. 

72. The site of the proposed abstraction is within the rohe of Te Runaka O Waihao. Te 
Runaka O Waihao and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu were served notice of the 
applications in August 2007. Submissions were received in opposition to this 
application from Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu. 

73. As there are submitters who wish to be heard who identify cultural values, and the 
application affects a statutory acknowledgement area, I cannot determine whether the 
actual and potential effects on the cultural values of the area will be minor. 

STATUTORY ASSESSMENT 

Part II Purpose and Principals  

74. Part 2 of the RMA contains sections 5 to 8 which define the purpose and principals of 
the RMA.  

75. In my opinion the proposed activity is likely to be consistent with the purpose and 
principals of the RMA. I have had particular regard to Section 6 (a), (c) and (e), 
Matters of National Importance, in relation to effects on ecosystems and recreational 
and amenity values, and the cultural importance of the Waitaki River, and Section 7 
(f) and (g), Other Matters, in relation to allocation limits and effects on instream 
values.  

76. The one outstanding matter with regard to Part 2 is providing for the relationship of 
Maori with the Waitaki River given that a submission has been made on this 
application by Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu and it is a statutory acknowledgement area. 

Regional Policy Statement (RPS) 

77. Under Section 104(1)(b)(iii) of the RMA, the consent authority shall have regard to 
any relevant regional policy statement.  The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 
has been operative since 26 June 1998.   
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78. Of significance to these applications is Chapter 9, which relates to the management 
of the Region s water resources. The WCWARP and PNRRP take into account 
policies in the RPS and address the issues outlined in more detail. Any assessment 
of effects has been made using these documents and therefore I have had regard to 
the RPS throughout this assessment. 

Decisions on consents 

79. The taking and use of water is a discretionary activity and must be discussed in the 
context of s104 of the RMA.  

80. Section 104(1) outlines matters that the consent authority must have regard to when 
considering an application for a resource consent, including any actual and potential 
effects on the environment, any relevant statutory provisions, and any other matter 
the consent authority considers relevant. 

81. With regard to s104(1)(a), the actual and potential effects of the activity have been 
discussed in the assessment of the effects section. I cannot determine under 
s104(1)(a), whether the actual and potential effects of the proposed activity are 
acceptable, particularly given the remaining concerns with regards to effects on 
others users reliability of supply and the sharing of water on the Waitaki River. 

82. With regard to s104(1)(b), the relevant provisions of the RPS, WCWARP, and 
PNRRP have been considered. I consider that this application is consistent with most 
of the relevant planning provisions. In particular, I have considered the matters 
outlined in Policy 5 and 6. However, I draw the Commissioners attention to sharing of 
water between users which is dealt with in Policy 46 and Objective 5 and which is 
discussed further in a separate planning report by Mr Tim Ensor (Report 2). As no 
assessment has been provided by the applicant in terms of effects on existing users, I 
cannot assess the application against Policy 46.  

83. With regard to s104(1)(c), the consent authority can consider any other matter 
relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application. I do not consider that 
there are any other matters which are relevant to this application. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Grant or Decline 

84. Section 104B applies to any application which is a discretionary activity and states 
that the consent authority may grant or refuse an application for a discretionary 
activity, and may impose conditions under s108. 

85. Having considered all relevant matters outlined in section 104(1), I cannot determine 
whether the actual and potential effects are acceptable. This is due to the lack of 
assessment of effects by the applicant in terms of effects on other water users 
through reduced reliability of supply and sharing of water. 

86. Under section 104B I cannot recommend that consent application CRC042124 be 
granted. 

Duration 

87. The applicant has requested a duration of 35 years for this consent.  
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88. Section 1.3.5 of Chapter 1 of the PNRRP relates to the duration of resource consents. 
Resource consents (other than for land use or subdivision) can be granted for a 
maximum duration of 35 years. This section outlines a number of factors that must be 
taken into account when considering the duration of any resource consent to be 
granted. Some of the key clauses which I would like to direct the Commissioners 
attention to are clauses (a) (i), (ii) and (iii) which talk about the degree to which the 
sensitivity of the affected environment may become more sensitive over time, the risk 
of unforeseen effects arising over time and the level of knowledge about the affected 
environment. 

89. A number of submissions have been made which consider the potential duration for 
water permits. Most of those submissions consider that a duration of 10 to 15 years is 
more appropriate for these consents. 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

90. Comments on the mitigation proposed by the applicant for this application are 
provided earlier in this report in the assessment of effects.  

91. If the Commissioners decide to grant the water permit application, a list of conditions 
that are usually included in a water permit are provided in Appendix 6 of the s42A 
introductory report. A list of conditions for this application can be provided to the 
Commissioners upon request, taking into consideration information presented at the 
hearing. 

92. It should be noted that I am not satisfied that these conditions would adequately 
mitigate that adverse effects that are of key concern, for example, adverse effects on 
existing users.             

18 July 2008 
Signed:  

 

Date:  

  

Claire Penman  
Consultant Investigating Officer             

18 July 2008 

Signed:  

 

Date:  

  

Reviewed by Gillian Ensor  
Consents Project Leader (Waitaki) 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 

 
MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF ABSTRACTION 

AND IRRIGATION AREA 
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ATTACHMENT TWO 

 
COPY OF EXISTING RESOURCE CONSENTS 


