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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  Two applications by Waitaki 
Vineyard Estates Limited - 
CRC081291 to take and use 
groundwater for community 
supply and CRC082321 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. 
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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 
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. Waitaki Vineyard Estates Ltd (the applicant) have applied for resource consents to: 

(a) Take and use groundwater from bores I40/0157 and I40/0641 at a rate of 0.6 
litres per second for the community supply for 12 lots of a proposed 
subdivision (CRC081291); and 

(b) Take and use groundwater from bores I40/0157 and I40/0641 at a rate of 5.25 
litres per second for irrigation of 32.6 hectares of vineyard, crops and pasture 
(CRC082321);  

at Special School Road, Otekaieke (see Attachment One for map of location of take 
and use). 

6. The applicant has engaged Mr Grant Richards (Water Resources Otago Ltd) 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 is proposing to develop a 12 lot subdivision at Special School Road, 
Otekaieke. Water is required for the community potable supply and for irrigation of the 
viticulture/lifestyle subdivision. The proposed lots will be between 4 and 5 hectares 
each. 

9. The applicant has noted that two water storage ponds with a total volume of 4 million 
litres (4,000 cubic metres) will be constructed beside bore I40/0641 and a storage 
reservoir with a 17 million litre (17,000 cubic metres) capacity will be constructed 
adjacent to bore I40/0157. Consents associated with the damming of water and the 
construction of these storage areas will be lodged once the water applications have 
been decided. 

10. In addition, the applicant has received allocation from the Upper Waitaki Community 
Irrigation Scheme for 1 water share which is the equivalent of 0.5 litres per second to 
be used for irrigation. A land use consent will be sought in order to install pipes for the 
scheme water to be piped over the bed of Doctors Creek in the vicinity of the water 
race siphon.  

11. The application was lodged on 10 October 2007. Additional information to support the 
application was provided by the applicant on 5 December 2007. A request for further 
information was sent to Mr Grant Richards on 10 March 2008 with a response 
received on 1 April 2008.  
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12. The application was originally lodged as one application but on CRC s 
recommendation it was split into one consent for community supply and one consent 
for irrigation. 

Notification 

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

14. These applications were notified on 3 May 2008. 

Submissions 

15. These applications were not notified with the majority of the applications at this 
hearing in August 2007. Therefore, all the submissions in Table 1 below are specific 
to these applications.  

Submitter Issues Support/ 
Neutral/ 
Oppose 

To be 
heard 

I F Willis Use for vineyard not guaranteed, irrigation 
methods too varied, other sources not 
explored, reduced aquifer recharge and 
aquifer exploitation, affects on 
downgradient bores, poor predictions on 
aquifer made and thus lots of uncertainty, 
inconsistent application, no mitigation 
provided. Want to see decline or at least, 
reduced rate per property, 5yr duration, 
irrigation restricted to irrigation season and 
monthly on and off-site bore monitoring. 

Oppose No 

J D Hutton Concern about declining water resource, 
particularly Doctors Creek & Otekaieke 
River, water for vineyards is not yet 
required as properties not sold, potential 
effects on neighbouring bores, aquifer 
recharge estimates incorrect. Seek decline 
or max 5yr duration, reduced potable 
volumes & review if effects on bores.  

Oppose Yes 

Otekaieke Downs 
Trust 

Concerns about effects on neighbouring 
bores, additional consents should be 
decide together, effects on priority, 
proposed vineyard irrigation not efficient or 
economical, effect on availability of water 
as over allocation limit, should consider a 
whole catchment approach to water 
allocation, concerns about connection to 
surface water sources and effects on 
ecosystems, incorrect recharge 
calculations and thus effects on aquifer 
sustainability. Seek that application for 
irrigation is declined but do not oppose 
community supply. 

Oppose No 

J & P Emslie Use for vineyard not guaranteed, irrigation 
methods too varied, other sources not 
explored, reduced aquifer recharge and 

Oppose No 
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aquifer exploitation, affects on 
downgradient bores, poor predictions on 
aquifer made and thus lots of uncertainty, 
inconsistent application, no mitigation 
provided. Want to see decline or at least, 
reduced rate per property, 5yr duration, 
irrigation restricted to irrigation season and 
monthly on and off-site bore monitoring. 

J Slee No aquifer test to measure effects on 
neighbouring bores, request decline. 

Oppose Yes 

Meridian Energy Ltd Concerns about water quality and land use 
intensification, metering of rates of take 
and sustainable management. 

Support Yes 

R T Slee Potential effects on neighbouring bores 
and no aquifer tests undertaken. 

Oppose Yes 

Te Runanga o 
Waihao Inc 

Concerns with lack on information and 
uncertainty about effects on groundwater 
and about connection with surface water 
sources and affects on awa. 

Oppose No 

Fish & Game Unclear about relationship with Table 5, 
duration is too long and priority issues. 

Oppose Yes 

J & A Chambers Use for vineyard not guaranteed, irrigation 
methods too varied, other sources not 
explored, reduced aquifer recharge and 
aquifer exploitation, affects on 
downgradient bores, poor predictions on 
aquifer made and thus lots of uncertainty, 
inconsistent application, no mitigation 
provided. Want to see decline or at least, 
reduced rate per property, 5yr duration, 
irrigation restricted to irrigation season and 
monthly on and off-site bore monitoring. 

Oppose Yes 

Ruataniwha Farm Ltd Allow use of resource as water is needed 
for domestic use and benefitting local 
economy. 

Support No 

Table 1: Summary of submissions on applications CRC081291 and CRC082321. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY 

16. The applicant proposes the following activities: 

(a) To take and use water from bore I40/0157 (200 millimetres diameter and 107 
metres deep, located at or about map reference NZMS 260 I40:1558-9430), 
and bore I40/0641 (150 millimetres diameter and 84 metres deep, located at 
or about map reference NZMS 260 I40:1653-9443) at a combined rate of 0.6 
litres per second and a volume not exceeding 18,652 cubic metres between 1 
July and the following 30 June, for the community water supply for 12 lots, at 
Special School Road, Otekaieke (CRC081291). 

(b) To take and use water from bore I40/0157 (200 millimetres diameter and 107 
metres deep, located at or about map reference NZMS 260 I40:1558-9430), 
and bore I40/0641 (150 millimetres diameter and 84 metres deep, located at 
or about map reference NZMS 260 I40:1653-9443) at a combined rate of 5.25 
litres per second and a volume not exceeding 165,665 cubic metres between 
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1 July and the following 30 June, for the irrigation of 32.6 hectares of vineyard, 
crops and pasture and frost protection purposes, at Special School Road, 
Otekaieke (CRC082321). 

17. The following table outlines the proposed breakdown of water requirements per bore 
(Table 2). 

Table 2: Water Requirements Per Bore 

Bore Mean rate 
(litres per 
second) 

Maximum rate (litres per 
second) 

Daily volume 
(cubic metres 

per day) 

Annual volume (cubic 
metres) 

I40/0157 1.4 4 121 44,150 

I40/0641 4.5 8 389 141,912 

  

Total 510 186,062 (applicant 
proposes to not exceed 

184,216 required for 
activities) 

  

Total requested for 
CRC081291 & CRC082321 
in notification for activities  

184,317  

LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS 

Consent Requirements 

18. 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 3 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 

 

CRC082321 
S14 Discretionary

 

n/a N/a   N/a  n/a Table 5, 
row v 
Ag & Hort 

Rule 20 
Non-
complying 

Community 
Supply 

 

CRC081291 

S14 Discretionary

 

n/a N/a  N/a  Exempt Table 5, 
row  v 
Town & 
Community

 

Rule 19 
Discretionary

 

Table 3: Summary of consent requirements for applications CRC081291 and CRC082321. 

19. For both community supply and irrigation use, Rule 2 does not apply. The reasons for 
this are that the bores are drilled into the deeper Kurow Group aquifer which is not 
connected to any surface water bodies subject to environmental flow and level 
regimes in Table 3. 

20. Rule 6 deals with annual allocation limits. This rule does not explicitly exclude deep 
groundwater and therefore the applications

 

must be included in the allocations. For 
irrigation use, this activity is over the allocation limit for agricultural activities between 
the Waitaki Dam and Black Point. For community supply, the application is within the 
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limits for Town and Community water supply. Details of allocation and priority are 
contained in Appendix 3 of the introductory s42A report. 

21. In summary, the proposed community supply water permit is discretionary under 
Rule 19, while the proposed irrigation water permit is non-complying under Rule 20. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

22. A description of the values of the Waitaki Valley in general are provided in the 
introductory s42A report. 

23. The bores subject of these applications are located in Doctors Creek catchment 
which is a tributary of the Otekaieke River. The applicant has provided a large amount 
of information about the bores and the hydrogeological setting. 

24. The two bores (I40/0157 and I40/0641) are located in the Kurow Group, a Tertiary 
age formation quite distinct to the shallow alluvium associated with the Otekaieke and 
Waitaki Rivers. The Kurow Group is described as a sandy, clay and gravel terrestrial 
deposit, with lower shelly marine sandstone and siltstone. 

25. There is very little detailed hydrogeological information about this aquifer as there are 
very few bores drilled into it and no in-depth studies have been undertaken. 

26. Within a 2 kilometre radius there are 19 active bores (see Table 4 below), excluding 
those owned by Meridian Energy Ltd which were installed for investigative purposes. 

Table 4: Wells within 2km radius of I40/0157 and I40/0641. 

WELL 
NO 

WELL 
STATUS DEPTH DIAMETER 

GRID 
REFERENCE 

USE 
CODE 

1 

USE 
CODE 

2 OWNER 
REFERENCE 

RL 

HIGHEST 
WATER 
LEVEL 

I40/0008 AE 11.9 100 
I40:16964-
95601 DO  Dr June Slee 189 -6.7 

I40/0064 AE 12.4 76 
I40:16930-
95504 DO  John and Phyllis Emslie 183.54 -4.64 

I40/0066 AE 12.8 76 
I40:17344-
95014 DO   184.3 0 

I40/0153 PR 10 500 
I40:1495-
9298 IR DS 

Pacific Basin Educational 
Foundation 0 0 

I40/0154 PR 0 0 
I40:1495-
9298 IR DS 

Pacific Basin Educational 
Foundation 0 0 

I40/0155 AE 3 1200 
I40:1550-
9272 IR  

Pacific Basin Educational 
Foundation 223 0 

I40/0157 AE 107 200 
I40:15590-
94310 IR  

MT OTEKAIEKE 
STATION LTD 247.05 0 

I40/0251 AE 29.28 51 
I40:18067-
95344 CO GE AQUA - DOC/LINZ 172.32 0 

I40/0484 AE 0 0 
I40:15942-
93159 OB  Dennison, Keith 212.55 -0.82 

I40/0543 AE 24 150 
I40:1774-
9543 DO  

D & SE RILLSTONE & 
LARKINS 181.4 0 

I40/0635 PW 10 300 
I40:1545-
9258 SC  

WARNBRO 
ENTERPRISES 0 0 

I40/0641 AE 84 150 
I40:16530-
94439 IR SC 

WAITAKI VINEYARD 
ESTATES LTD 197.25 0 

I40/0643 AE 32 125 
I40:15290-
94521 DS  John Hutton 222.31 0 

I40/0644 AE 11.12 76 
I40:16981-
95314 DO  Robert Bruce Willis 182 -8.05 

I40/0645 AE 16.15 100 
I40:17096-
95482 DO  

Andy and John 
Chambers 182 -12.44 

I40/0646 AE 10.38 100 
I40:16800-
95785 DS  Iris Walker 182 -6.83 

I40/0647 AE 9.14 76 I40:17637- DO  Betty and Dennis Morgan 182 0 
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95263 

I40/0648 AE 12.08 100 
I40:17364-
95755 DO  Gill and Owen  King 182 -9.4 

 
ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS 

27. The effects that have been considered for this type of activity (groundwater 
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 undertaken to characterise the aquifer into which the two subject 
bores are drilled in order to understand the potential for drawdown effects on other 
bores in the vicinity. The applicant engaged the services of IGNS to prepare a report 
to this effect which was included in the application. This report details the aquifer 
structure and pump testing that was undertaken by the applicant. 

29. This report provides cross-sections and geological interpretation that indicates the 
applicant s two bores are located in the Kurow Group.  Only one other bore is located 
in this formation within 2000 metres of each of the applicants wells (I40/0157 and 
641), this is I40/0643.  The owner of this bore, Mr Hutton, considers that his bore was 
affected by test pumping of the applicant s wells. 

30. Ms Philippa Aitcheson-Earl, CRC Groundwater Scientist, provided comment on the 
assessment and pump test information provided by the applicant and IGNS. She has 
provided the following comments: 

All other bores within 2000m of the applicants wells are either in shallow alluvium, and two 
are in the Taratu Formation, a separate Tertiary aquifer that is across a fault boundary to the 
applicant s bores, and I do not consider would be connected. The shallow alluvium will be 
predominantly recharged by the rivers, and any impact from pumping underlying deeper 
aquifers (with deeper water level pressures) is likely to be insignificant compared to the river 
recharge effect. 

Several phases of pump testing were carried out on wells I40/0157 and I40/0641.  Analysis of 
the data was completed in the IGNS report.  No drawdowns were recorded at any of the 
observation wells (pumping wells plus I40/0643) during the tests.  The constant on-off of 
pumping combined with the pumping of the neighbouring well (I40/0643) makes interpretation 
of the analysis extremely difficult.  The consultant was asked why the pump was turned off and 
the wells allowed to recover each day.  The reply was that it allowed (paraphrased) simple 
plotting of drawdown levels to establish meters per hour of recover without having to resort to 
complex geohydrological formulae that few lay people understand .  This is unfortunate, as the 
test conducted does not conclusively prove that there would be no effect on the neighbouring 
well I40/0643, and is further complicated by the fact that measuring drawdown in the 
neighbouring well could be masked by its own pumping.

 

31. Ms Aitcheson-Earl concluded that well I40/0643 is located in a higher part of the 
Kurow Formation, which may not be directly connected to the water-bearing layers 
pumped by I40/0157 and I40/0641 (which themselves may tap different water-bearing 
layers).  

This is borne out by the pump testing results which although limited in application, showed no 
drawdown. However there is not enough geological information to conclude that I40/0157 and 
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I40/0641 are not connected at all to I40/0643. If there is a connection, it is likely to be a more 
diffuse one (i.e interconnected lenses, and leaky aquitards), and over the longer term any 
pumping could still impact on water levels in overlying deposits.  This impact is impossible to 
predict without aquifer parameters such as storativity and leakyness, and given the no-
drawdown results of the existing testing I doubt that any new testing would provide more 
information on this.

 
32. In summary, the neighbouring bore, I40/0643, may be connected to the applicant s 

wells to some degree, but is less likely to be directly connected to pumping of the 
applicant s wells. Therefore, we cannot conclude that the effects of the proposed 
abstraction would be minor. 

33. The applicant provided a well interference assessment which is difficult to follow. As a 
result, Ms Aitcheson-Earl conducted her own analysis (in accordance with Schedule 
WQN10 of the PNRRP) using the following parameters:  Transmissivity of 25 m2/day 
and Storativity of 0.0001. It was assumed that only bores in the Kurow formation were 
connected and therefore, all shallow wells were excluded from the assessment. 

34. The applicant used a Storativity value of 0.08, based on no aquifer information, and 
this is considered too high for a semi-confined aquifer of this type.  

35. Ms Aitcheson-Earl ran two scenarios to examine the potential effects of the proposed 
abstraction on the neighbouring well, I40/0643. The first looked the community 
potable supply assuming the entire 0.6 litres per second would be taken from 
I40/0157 which is the closest well to I40/0643. The second assessed the proposed 
irrigation component, assuming the full take of 5.85 litres per second abstracted at a 
rate of 1.35 litres per second from I40/0157 and 4.5 litres per second from I40/0641.  
The results are summarised below. 

(a) Scenario 1:  0.6 litres per second from I40/0157: 

(i) Total Drawdown at I40/0643   1.06 m 

(ii) Total available water column    16.7 m 

(assuming screen in bottom 2 metres, 1 metres for pump, and a low water 
level of -12.3 metres from applicant s information) 

(iii) Drawdown available for interference  3.34 m 

(b) Scenario 2: 1.35 L/s from I40/0157 and 4.5 L/s from I40/0641: 

(i) Total drawdown at I40/0643  7.35 m 

(ii) Total available water column  16.7 m 

(iii) Drawdown available for interference  3.34m 

36. This assessment indicates that for the proposed community supply, the effects on the 
neighbouring well are acceptable as the predicted drawdown is less than the 
available drawdown for interference effects. However, for the proposed irrigation 
abstraction, the predicted drawdown is significantly more than the available 
drawdown, indicating that bore I40/0643 may be affected by abstraction at the 
proposed rates. 
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37. Ms Aitcheson-Earl notes that this assessment assumes full connection between the 
wells, which as outlined earlier, is unlikely to be the case. However, it does indicate 
that there may be an effect which needs to be further addressed by the applicant. 

38. I note that there are a number of submitters who wish to be heard who raised 
concerns about the effects on their own bores as a result of the proposed abstraction. 
Having considered the information provided by the applicant, IGNS and Ms 
Aitcheson-Earl, I am satisfied that only those bores within the same aquifer formation 
would be potentially affected by the proposed abstraction. Thus, the shallow wells in 
the area are not considered to be affected by drawdown as a result of the proposed 
activities. 

39. In conclusion, I am satisfied that for the community supply consent, the adverse 
effects of take on surrounding groundwater users would be minor. However, for the 
irrigation consent, I cannot conclude that adverse effects on surrounding groundwater 
users would be minor as the above assessment indicates there may be drawdown 
effects. 

Cumulative effect of take on other groundwater users 

40. The applicant has considered the recharge source and demand on the aquifer in 
order to determine how much water can be allocated from this aquifer. 

41. Ms Aitcheson-Earl has reviewed the information provided by the applicant and 
commented as follows: 

From what I can follow, the first assessment assumes 15% of rainfall (based on 600 mm 
annual rainfall) becomes groundwater recharge.  This is similar to that used by ORC for the 
Papakaio Formation, where 8-15% of rainfall is assumed to become groundwater recharge. 
ORC, and then subsequently ECan (Aitchison-Earl, 2005) took 10% as a conservative 
estimate.  Rainfall contours in ECan s GIS system indicate that annual rainfall is between 500 
and 600 mm at this site, so it may also be more defensible to use an annual rainfall of 550 
mm.  An assessment is also made assuming an extended drainage basin .  The extent of this 
basin shown in one of the appendices appears to include areas of basement greywacke 
exposure.  I would consider that only areas where the Kurow Group is present are available to 
recharge this group.  Inland of this, the rainfall is more likely to become run-off which feeds 
Doctors Creek (which may provide an un-quantified source of recharge to the Kurow Group 
downstream).    

Using 10% of annual rainfall (based on 550 mm) with the figures supplied by the applicant 
results in the following estimations of recharge.  Following ECan PNRRP Policy (WQN4), 50% 
of this recharge would be available for allocation (Table 5) 

The applicant requests a total annual allocation of 186,000 cubic metres from both bores.  If 
combined recharge upstream of both (upstream of I40/0641) is taken from Table 5, this 
exceeds the possible allocation limit of 99,000 cubic metres.  If the wells are considered as 
part of the whole Kurow Group basin as delineated by IGNS, then there is 338,250 cubic 
metres.  My view is that the total Kurow Group aquifer recharge zone shown in Figure 4 of the 
IGNS assessment is too large, almost half is in the Waitaki River alluvium.  I would consider 
that the majority of rainfall recharge in this area would be contained within the shallow alluvial 
gravels.  In addition, the model proposed by IGNS is of an upwardly discharging Kurow Group 
aquifer in this area, making recharge from the overlying alluvium unlikely. 

Table 5: Estimated recharge to Kurow Group Aquifers 

Aquifer Area Total Rainfall (m3) Assumed groundwater Allocation at 50% of 
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recharge (10% rainfall) rainfall recharge 

Whole Kurow 
Basin 

6,765,000 676,500 338,250 

Upstream of 
I40/0157 

1,072,500 107,250 53,625 

Upstream of 
I40/0641 

1,980,000 198,000 99,000 

 

However there are many uncertainties in allocation within such an untested aquifer as this. 
While allocation appears to exceed potential recharge, the best way to test long-term 
sustainability of the aquifer is through regular water level measurements.  If a declining trend 
is indicated in water levels, then it may be that use exceeds recharge.  If the consent is 
granted, I would recommend that monthly water levels be required from the two bores as a 
condition, and that the duration of consent be limited, to allow the water levels to be assessed 
prior to any renewal.

 

42. Ms Aitcheson-Earl also notes that the applicant has undertaken an assessment of 
available allocation based on aquifer depth and hydraulic conductivity. She considers 
that for annual allocation, aquifer recharge is the most appropriate value to assess 
use against as this is the driving factor for cumulative effect and not the ability of the 
aquifer to hold water. 

43. A number of submitters raised concerns about the annual rainfall volume used by the 
applicant to determine sustainable rates of allocation for the aquifer. I have 
considered the advice provided by Ms Aitcheson-Earl and the CRC GIS system to 
establish that annual rainfall (not just irrigation season rainfall) is likely to be in the 
order of 500 to 600 millimetres per year. 

44. Given the uncertainty regarding sustainable allocation raised in comments from Ms 
Aitcheson-Earl, and by submitters, I cannot be satisfied that the proposed activities 
would not result in cumulative effects on other groundwater users as a result of over-
allocation of the aquifer. However, when looking at the two consents independently, I 
am satisfied that the cumulative effects of the proposed community supply abstraction 
would be minor. For the proposed irrigation supply, I cannot be satisfied that the 
cumulative effects would be minor. 

Adverse effect of take on other users from seawater intrusion 

45. The applicant has not assessed this effect. However, I note that the proposed bores 
are located more than 45 kilometres from the coast. 

46. Given the distance from the coast, I consider that saltwater intrusion is not likely to 
affect groundwater in this area. 

Adverse effect of take on aquifer stability 

47. The applicant has not assessed the effects of the proposed take on aquifer stability.  

48. Typically for gravel aquifers, there is little likelihood of subsidence given the structural 
nature of gravel deposits. However, I note that the subject bores do not penetrate 
gravel based aquifers. 
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49. Given the lack of assessment by the applicant and uncertainty regarding over-
allocation of the aquifer as discussed above, I cannot be satisfied that effects on 
aquifer stability would be minor 

Adverse effect from cross-connection on groundwater quality 

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

51. 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 

52. The applicant has provided an assessment of the potential for the subject bores to 
result in effects on nearby surface water flows. The applicant concludes that there 
would be no effect on the flows in either Doctors Creek or the Otekaieke River as a 
result of the proposed abstraction. 

53. The reasons for the applicant s assessment are as follows: 

(a) Flow is lost from the bed of the tributary creek that makes up the middle reach 
of Doctors Creek upstream of the applicant s property; 

(b) The Otekaieke River is reported to seldom carry flows past the State Highway 
road bridge and generally stops flowing adjacent to the applicant s property; 

(c) Approximately 700 metres to the west while upstream of the applicant s 
property, the Otekaieke River runs over a limestone outcrop thought to be the 
Otekaieke Limeston which underlies the Kurow Group; 

(d) Proposed rates of abstraction as too low and bores too distant from the 
nearest surface water courses to result in any effects; and 

(e) Bore I40/0641, closer to the Otekaieke River is likely to abstraction from a 
confined aquifer. 

54. Ms Philippa Aitcheson-Earl has commented on the applicant s assessment. She 
concludes that it is unlikely there would be a connection of greater than 90% of the 7 
day continuous abstraction rate as established in the plan for connected 
groundwater . The reasons for this are the presence of lower permeability deposits 
between the screened area and the surface and the very low transmissivity values for 
the aquifer. 

55. However, Ms Aitcheson-Earl does note that, as stated in the IGNS report, the Kurow 
Group aquifers are likely to discharge to the Waitaki River due to the faulted 
greywacke basement that will force groundwater in Tertiary sediment aquifers to 
eventually surface, but the timescale of this is unknown. 

56. Based on the above information, I consider that as there is no identified connection to 
surface water, the effects on surface water flows would be minor. 
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Adverse effect on people, communities and amenity values 

57. The applicant has not specifically assessed the effects on people, communities and 
amenity values from the proposed take and use.  

58. For the community supply consent (CRC081291), as the take is not connected to 
surface water and it falls within the annual allocation limit for town and community 
supply, I consider that effects on people, communities and amenity values would be 
minor. 

59. The proposed irrigation abstraction is considered to be above the annual allocation 
limit for agricultural and horticultural activities outlined in Rule 6, Table 5. 

60. The applicant has not addressed the wider effects on community in respect of Policy 
12 and availability of water to other activities listed in Objective 2 with regards to 
annual allocations to activities. This policy specifies that any activity that falls outside 
of the allocation limits specified in Rule 6, Table 5 must demonstrate the effect of 
granting the consent on the entitlements to other activities over the timeframe of the 
consent. 

61. For the irrigation consent (CRC082321), given the applicant has not provided an 
assessment of the cumulative effects on people, communities and amenity values, I 
am not satisfied that this effect would be minor. 

Adverse effects inefficient use on other users  

62. 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. 

63. A number of submitters identified concerns with the proposal with regards to 
efficiency of use. Some submitters requested that a maximum of 5 cubic metres per 
day be allowed for each residential property. Several submissions also identified that 
the irrigation methods proposed in the application included border-dyke which they 
considered to be an inefficient method of irrigation. They also considered that as the 
properties have not yet been sold, proposing any form of irrigation of these properties 
which may be changed once sold is not an efficient use nor is it economical. 

64. In terms of water supply for the different activities, the applicant notes that water is 
required for the proposed viticulture and lifestyle subdivision for a range of potential 
irrigation uses with the underlying thrust being viticulture. Frost protection of vineyard 
crops to be planted on the level sites and frost prone sites is required along with 
redevelopment irrigation of pasture to enable economic land use to occur in the next 
two to four years while trial vineyards are established to support full development. 

65. Water is therefore required for 32.6 hectares of the 47.2 hectare site. The remaining 
area is expected to be roads, accessways, headlands, water storage areas, building 
sites and domestic areas, boundary strips and elevated ground too steep for 
development. 

66. Since lodgement there are a number of different figures that have been proposed by 
the applicant in both the application and subsequent further information. My 
understanding of the rates of take, daily volumes and an irrigation schedule that the 
applicant now proposes (as of 1 April 2008) are shown in Table 6 and Table 7 below.  
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Community supply 

Table 6: Water requirements for Waitaki Vineyard Estates Limited  Community supply 

Activity Rate of take Volume per day Annual volume 

Community 
supply 

0.6 l/s  
(average across year) 

1.03 l/s 
 (summer daily average)   

89 m3/day  
(summer including winery) 

36 m3/day  
(summer excluding winery) 

28.6 m3/day  
(winter) 

3 m3/day per property  
(11 lots plus winery) 

53 m3/day for winery  

18,652 m3  

(summer including 
winery for 120 days, 
summer excluding 

winery for 125 days, 
winter for 120 days) 

 

67. The 365-day take at the mean rate is actually 18,922 cubic metres but the applicant 
proposes to adopt an annual volume of 18,652 cubic metres as this is based on 
actual water requirements. 

68. In further information dated 1 April 2008, the applicant states that the daily 
requirement is 52 cubic metres. This does not appear to be based on requirements 
but rather is the annual volume divided by 365 days, therefore the average daily rate. 

69. The applicant states water is required for a 12-lot subdivision but according to the 
subdivision plan one lot is set aside as road to vest (see Attachment Two). In 
addition, the water breakdown in the application states that 3 cubic metres per lot is 
required (for 11 lots) plus 3 cubic metres for the proposed winery. According to the 
subdivision plan, the winery is proposed for Lot 1 with no additional residential house 
on that lot, therefore only 11 buildings require potable water (at 3 cubic metres per 
day). 

70. The applicant has outlined that 53 cubic metres per day is required for the vineyard 
but has not justified why this volume is required, nor have they stated why the winery 
requires a 3 cubic metres per day potable supply as well as the 53 cubic metres per 
day supply. 
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Irrigation supply 

Table 7: Water requirements for Waitaki Vineyard Estates Limited  Irrigation supply 

Activity Rate of take Volume per day Annual volume 

Irrigation 5.25 l/s  

(average across year) 

8.4 l/s  

(summer daily maximum) 

727 m3/day  

(for viticulture 0.21 l/s/ha 
(24.3ha), for lifestyle 0.4 l/s/ha 

(8.3ha)) 

4,480 m3/day 

(8 hours frost protection at 
4mm/hr for 14ha) 

165,665 m3  

(irrigation plus frost 
protection) 

138,785 m3  

(212 days of irrigation 

 

60,812 m3 for crops & 
pasture + 93,394 m3 for 

vines) 

26,880 m3  

(6 days frost protection) 

 

71. The proposed average rate of irrigation results in only 165,564 cubic metres per year, 
but applicant proposes to adopt this annual volume based on maximum volume 
achievable at rate notified in May 2008. 

72. Daily irrigation requirements cannot be met based on rates of take notified in May 
2008. Total daily volume that can be achieved is 454 cubic metres at a rate of 5.25 
litres per second.  

73. I have consulted CRC s GIS and using Schedule WQN9ver2 with effective summer 
rainfall of 200mm, soil PAW between 75mm to 110mm, and arable land use, the 
seasonal requirement for the lifestyle area of crops and pasture would be 
approximately 22,525 cubic metres per year, which is much less than that proposed 
by the applicant. 

74. For the vines, I have consulted recent research on vineyard irrigation in the 
Marlborough region (Green, Greven, Neal & Clothier, 2004). There are several 
methods used to calculate water requirements for the irrigation season. Two of these 
methods are: 1) daily requirements of between 8 and 13 L/vine/day depending on 
time in the season or 2) maximum of approximately 200mm/year for vines on 
moderately light soils. I cannot apply the first method to the volumes proposed by the 
applicant as they have not provided any information on proposed vine density. 
However, comparing the proposed volume with the second method 

 

the applicant 
proposes a total of 384mm/year which is much greater than the 200mm/year outlined 
in recent research (Green, Greven, Neal & Clothier, 2004). I also note that the soils 
are considered to have a higher water holding capacity than the light soils used in 
these studies. Using 200mm/year the annual volume for vines would be 
approximately 48,600 cubic metres per year. 

75. The total requirement for irrigation using Schedule WQN9ver2 and the above 
methods for vine water requirements would be approximately 74,125 cubic metres 
per year. This volume is significantly less than the 165,665 cubic metres per year 
proposed by the applicant. 

Summary 

76. Given the above information, while I cannot conclude that the methods I have used 
are entirely accurate for the property, I do note that it raises concern about whether 
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the full amount requested by the applicant is actually required for the proposed 
vineyard development.  

77. It does not appear that the applicant has used any researched method to calculate 
the expected irrigation requirements for the vineyards and they have not provided any 
justification for the winery water requirement. 

78. In terms of proposed irrigation methods, the applicant has indicated in the application 
this could be via rotorainer, spray gun, centre pivot, laterals or border dyke. I do not 
consider that border dyke is an efficient method of irrigation. However, in further 
information dated 1 April 2008, the applicant states that irrigation will be via spray or 
trickle irrigation. Given the nature of the proposed activities, I would consider that this 
is a more appropriate and efficient method of irrigation. 

79. In conclusion, I am not satisfied with the information provided, that the proposed 
seasonal allocation is reasonable for the proposed irrigation area. The applicant may 
wish to further address this at the hearing. 

Adverse effect of use on water quality 

80. The applicant states that the land use will be intensifying from the current land use. 
The applicant concludes that effects on water quality would be minor as there are no 
nearby surface water bodies, depth to groundwater is significant, there are confined 
aquifer conditions, application rates by trickle and spray irrigation will not result in 
surface runoff, fertiliser on the vines will be limited and within acceptable vineyard 
management and only minimal stock will be carried on the property. 

81. I also note that the nature of the horticultural activity is that there will be limited stock 
on the property and therefore only a limited increase in nitrates leaching through to 
groundwater or runoff to surface water. 

82. Therefore, I am satisfied that the adverse effects of the taking and use of water on 
groundwater and surface water quality will be minor. 

Adverse effect on Tangata Whenua values 

83. The site of the proposed abstraction is within the rohe of Te Runaka O Moeraki. Te 
Runaka O Moeraki, Te Runanga O Waihao and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu were 
served notice of the applications in June 2008. Submissions were received in 
opposition to this application from Te Runanga O Waihao. 

84. While the submission of Te Runanga O Waihao identifies cultural values, I note that 
the application is not within a statutory acknowledgement area, it is not connected to 
surface water and effects on water quality are likely to be minor. Given this I conclude 
effects on the cultural values from the proposed activity will be minor. 

STATUTORY ASSESSMENT 

Part II Purpose and Principals  

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

86. In my opinion, overall, the proposal is not consistent with the purpose and principals 
of the RMA most notably Section 7 (b), (f) and (g), Other Matters, in relation to 
efficiency of use and allocation limits. 
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Regional Policy Statement (RPS) 

87. 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.   

88. 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  community supply 

89. The proposed water abstraction for community supply is a discretionary activity and 
must be discussed in the context of s104 of the RMA.  

90. 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. 

91. With regard to s104(1)(a), the actual and potential effects of the activity have been 
discussed in the assessment of the activity. I am satisfied that under s104(1)(a), the 
actual and potential effects of the proposed activity are acceptable. However, I still 
have concerns about the actual water requirements for the proposed subdivision. 

92. With regard to s104(1)(b), the relevant provisions of the RPS and WCWARP have 
been considered. Having assessed the proposed activity against the relevant 
provisions I do not consider it is consistent with Policy 17 of the WCWARP which 
deals with reasonable water requirements for domestic use. 

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

Decisions on consents  irrigation use 

94. The taking and use of water is a non-complying activity and must be discussed in the 
context of s104D of the RMA.  If it meets the threshold test of s104D it must then be 
considered under s104. 

95. Section 104D outlines matters that must be considered when determining an 
application for a non-complying activity. This section states that a consent authority 
may grant a resource consent for a non-complying activity only if it is satisfied that 
either, the adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be minor 
(s104D(a)(1)), or the application is for an activity that will not be contrary to the 
objectives and policies of the relevant plan (s104D(1)(b)). 

S104D(1)(a) 
96. As discussed in the assessment of effects section of this report, with the information 

provided to date, I am not satisfied that the adverse effects of the proposed activity on 
the environment will be minor, even when taking into account the proposed mitigation. 
In particular, I am not satisfied that the volume of water requested is reasonable, that 
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effects on other groundwater users will be less than minor or that the proposed 
volume is sustainable in terms of cumulative effects.  

S104D(1)(b) 
97. Rule 16 of the WCWARP which classifies the taking and use of water as non-

complying states that the consent authority will have regard, among other matters, to 
all the policies of the WCWARP. The objectives and policies of the WCWARP that are 
relevant to each potential adverse effect have been identified in the introductory s42A 
report. A discussion of the policies and objectives where I consider there is conflict 
with these applications is provided in the following paragraphs. Where I am satisfied 
that there is no conflict with the policies and objectives, I have not discussed them. 

Policies on environmental flow and level regimes 

98. Policy 5 outlines matters that must be considered when setting groundwater flow and 
level regimes. Those relevant to this application include: the long term water level 
and/or artesian pressure in each aquifer; the potential for deterioration in water quality 
through water loss from one aquifer to another as a result of cross-connection and/or 
reversed pressure gradients between aquifers; and the potential for land subsidence. 
Given the concerns raised in the assessment of effects section, I consider that the 
application may be contrary to this policy with regards to long term water level decline 
from over allocation. 

99. Policy 6 recognises that any take, use or diversion of connected or shallow 
groundwater should comply with the environmental flow and level regimes for the 
relevant surface water body. The proposed take is not considered to be connected or 
shallow groundwater and therefore the environmental flow and level regimes do not 
apply. 

Policies on the allocation to activities 

100. Policies 10 to 14 deal with the allocation to activities. Policies 10 and 14 are not 
applicable to this application. 

101. Policy 12 outlines a number of matters that must be considered and links directly to 
Rule 6 and the annual allocations to activities outlined in Table 5 of the Waitaki 
Regional Plan. The proposed activity is over the annual allocation limit set for this 
type of use between the Waitaki Dam and Black Point.  

102. The applicant has not assessed the effect of granting these consents on entitlements 
of water to other activities listed in Objective 2 and the matters outlined in Policy 12. 
Therefore I cannot assess the application against Policy 12, and in particular, I cannot 
determine whether the application is contrary to Policy 12(f) relating to effects on 
water quality. 

Policies on efficient and effective use 

103. Policies 15 

 

20 deal with efficient and effective use and all are applicable to this 
application.  

104. Policy 15 ensures that the rate of abstraction and the annual volume is reasonable for 
the intended use. As discussed in the assessment of effects section of this report, I 
am not satisfied that the annual volume is reasonable for the intended use. 

105. Policy 16 provides guidance for determining reasonable and efficient use for 
agriculture activities. As discussed in the description of the activity and the 
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assessment of effects, I am not satisfied that the requested volume of water is 
required under this consent application.  

106. Policy 17 establishes guidelines for reasonable use for domestic supply. As 
discussed in the assessment of effects section, I am not satisfied that the volume of 
water requested is required for the proposed winery due to a lack of information. 

Objectives 

107. Objectives 1 and 2 are key objectives in relation to the proposed taking of water. I 
have considered whether Objective 1 can be met in terms of sustaining the quality of 
the river and surrounding environment. This is a finely balanced decision and that 
while the proposal may not entirely be consistent with Objective 1 and the associated 
policies (particularly policy 5 regarding groudnwater flow and level regimes and policy 
13 regarding water quality), it is difficult to determine if the inconsistencies are 
significant enough to make the proposal contrary to Objective 1. 

108. The proposed activity will impact on the matters outlined in Objective 1, particularly 
(a), (b), (c), (e) and (f). There have been a wide range of people who have submitted 
against the proposed activity due to concerns about impacts on these values. I 
therefore cannot determine whether the proposed activity is contrary to these values 
at the time of preparing this report. 

109. Objective 2 aims to provide water for different activity types. The proposed activity is 
not within the annual allocation limit for agricultural and horticultural activities outlined 
in Rule 6. The applicant has not assessed whether the granting of this application 
would affect availability of water to other users. 

110. Objective 3 recognises that there are beneficial and adverse effects on the 
environment at a national and local scale, and that these factors must be considered.  

111. Objective 4 aims to achieve a high level of technical efficiency in the use of water.  
The applicant has not demonstrated that the use of water for irrigation is technically 
efficient.  

112. Objective 5 deals with the practical and fair sharing of allocated water during times of 
low water availability. This is not relevant to the proposed activity as it is not 
connected to any surface water bodies subject to an environmental flow and level 
regime established in Table 3. 

Section 104(1) 
113. If the Commissioners consider that the proposed activity passes either of the two 

gateway tests of section 104D, they may wish to consider the applications with 
regard to section 104(1). 

114. Section 104(1) outlines matters that the consent authority must have regard to when 
considering an application. 

115. With regard to s104(1)(a), the actual and potential effects of the activity have been 
discussed in the assessment of the activity and summarised in the discussion 
regarding section 104D(1)(a). As discussed earlier, with the information provided to 
date, I am not satisfied under s104D(1)(a) that the actual and potential effects of the 
activity are minor. In addition, given that the applicant has not addressed several 
areas of concern (effects on provision of water to other activities and reasonable and 
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efficient use) I cannot determine under s104(1)(a), whether the actual and potential 
effects of the proposed activity are acceptable. 

116. With regard to s104(1)(b), the relevant provisions of the RPS, WCWARP, and 
PNRRP have been considered, Specifically, the relevant provisions of the WCWARP 
have been discussed in detail in the section 104D(1)(b) discussion. 

117. With regard to s104(1)(c), the consent authority can consider any other matter 
relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application. Other matters that 
the Commissioners may wish to consider include the integrity of the WCWARP, and 
the precedent effect of granting a consent over the annual allocation limit for 
agricultural and horticultural activities. 

118. With regard to plan integrity, the WCWARP is an operative plan and several 
submitters expressed concern that the proposed activity contravenes the allocation 
limits specified in the plan, which were developed after a lengthy consultation 
process.   

119. Annex 1 of the WCWARP at  paragraph 76 states that: 

120. The environmental level and flow regimes, and the allocations to activities, are two 
key components of the allocation framework established by this Plan.  They should be 
binding except in specific cases where it can be established that the adverse 
environmental effects of the proposal are minor, and where the activity is not contrary 
to the objectives and policies of this Plan.  

121. While the effects of the proposed activity, and its relationship to the provisions of the 
WCWARP are discussed elsewhere, I consider that this statement adds support to 
the argument that consideration of any consent that is over the allocation limit is a 
key component of the allocation framework of the Plan , and therefore must be 

considered very carefully in light of both plan integrity and public confidence in the 
plan development process. 

122. The Waitaki Allocation Board did not prohibit a proposal such as that sought under 
consent application CRC082321. However, I consider that granting this application 
with an annual allocation over that set out in Table 5 could be seen as a review of the 
Waitaki Allocation Board s decision on what an appropriate allocation limit for 
agricultural and horticultural activities between the Waitaki Dam and Black Point 
should be. I consider that the Commissioners should take into account the precedent 
effect of granting these applications, as it will inevitably result in existing and future 
water permit holders seeking consents with annual allocations above than that 
specified in the WCWARP, and ultimately be treated as a plan change with respect to 
the allocation limits.  

RECOMMENDATION 

Grant or Decline 

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

124. For CRC081291, having considered all relevant matters outlined in section 104(1), I 
am satisfied that the actual and potential effects of the proposed activity are 
acceptable. However, I still consider the proposed use to be inefficient. 
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125. For CRC082321, having considered all relevant matters outlined in section 104D 
which contains particular restrictions for non-complying activities, I am not satisfied 
that either the adverse effects of the proposed activity on the environment will be 
minor, or that the activity will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the 
WCWARP. I have also considered s104(1) and cannot determine whether the actual 
and potential effects are acceptable.  

126. This is due to the lack of assessment of effects by the applicant. Of primary concern 
are effects on surrounding groundwater users, effects on allocation to other activities 
as the proposed activities are over the allocation limit for agricultural and horticultural 
activities and effects on other water users from inefficient use. 

127. Under section 104B I cannot recommend that consent application CRC082321 be 
granted. However, I can recommend that consent application CRC081291 be 
granted. 

Duration 

128. The applicant has requested a duration of 35 years for each consent.  

129. 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 

130. 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. In addition, Ms Philippa Aitcheson-Earl 
recommends a shorter duration if these consents are granted given the uncertainty 
surrounding sustainable allocation limits and effects of the proposed abstraction. 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

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

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

133. It should be noted that the investigating officer is not satisfied that these conditions 
would adequately mitigate that adverse effects that are of key concern, for example, 
adverse effects on water quality as a result of land use intensification and works in 
the bed, and effects on existing users. 

134. Recommended conditions for CRC081291 are detailed below.  



 

Report 26: Waitaki Vineyard Estates Ltd 

File No: CO6C/24850 Page 21 of 25 

Consent No: CRC081291 & CRC082321   

Recommended conditions  CRC081291 

1) Water may be taken only from bore I40/0157, 200 millimetres diameter and 107 metres deep, 
at map reference NZMS 260 I40:1559-9431 at a rate not exceeding 4 litres per second and 
bore I40/0641, 150 milimetres diameter and 84 metres deep at map reference NZMS 260 
I40:1653-9443 at a rate not exceeding 8 litres per second. 

2) Water may be taken at a combined average rate not exceeding 0.6 litres per second over a 
period of one year, with a volume not exceeding 89 cubic metres in any one day and 18,652 
cubic metres between 1st July and the following 30th June. 

3) Water shall only be used for community supply of an 11 lot subdivision including a winery at 
Special School Road, Otekaieke as shown on Plan CRC081291A. 

4) The consent holder shall, before the first exercise of this consent, install an easily accessible 
straight pipe(s), with no fittings or obstructions that may create turbulent flow conditions, of a 
length at least 15 times the diameter of the pipe, as part of the pump outlet plumbing or within 
the mainline distribution system. 

5) The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RMA Compliance and Enforcement Manager, 
shall be informed immediately on first exercise of this consent by the consent holder. 

6) The consent holder shall on notice in writing by the Canterbury Regional Council, by 6 months 
from notice:  

(a) Install a tamper-proof electronic recording device such as a data logger(s) that 
shall time stamp a pulse from the flow meter at least once every 60 minutes, 
and have the capacity to hold at least one season s data of water taken as 
specified in clauses (b) (i) and (b) (ii), or which is telemetered, as specified in 
clause (b).  

(b) The recording device(s) shall:  

(i) be set to wrap the data from the measuring device(s) such that the 
oldest data will be automatically overwritten by the newest data (i.e. 
cyclic recording); or  

(ii) store the entire season s data in each 12 month period from 1 July to 
30 June in the following year, which the consent holder shall then 
download and store in a commonly used format and provide to the 
Canterbury Regional Council upon request in a form and to a 
standard specified in writing by the Canterbury Regional Council; or  

(iii) shall be connected to a telemetry system which collects and stores all 
of the data continuously with an independent network provider who 
will make that data available in a commonly used format at all times to 
the Canterbury Regional Council and the consent holder. No data in 
the recording device(s) shall be deliberately changed or deleted.   

(c)  The water meter and recording device(s) shall be accessible to the 
Canterbury Regional Council at all times for inspection and/or data retrieval.  

(d)  The water meter and recording device(s) shall be installed and maintained 
throughout the duration of the consent in accordance with the manufacturer s 
instructions.  

(e)  All practicable measures shall be taken to ensure that the water meter and 
recording device(s) are fully functional at all times. 
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7) Within one month of the installation of any measuring device(s) required in accordance with 
condition (6), or any subsequent replacement measuring device, and at five-yearly intervals 
thereafter, and at any time when requested by the Canterbury Regional Council, the consent 
holder shall provide a certificate to the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RMA 
Compliance and Enforcement Manager, signed by a suitably qualified person certifying, and 
demonstrating by means of a clear diagram, that the measuring device(s) has been installed 
in accordance with the manufacturers specifications. 

10) The consent holder shall take all practicable steps to avoid leakage from pipes and structures. 

11) The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year, on any of the last five working days of 
May or November, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of this consent for the 
purposes of dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the 
exercise of the consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage. 

12) The lapsing date for the purposes of section 125 shall be 30 September 2013.              

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 


