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This Section 42A report has been prepared by John Glennie, Malcolm Miller and Anna 
Veltman. 
 
John Glennie 
I am the Natural Resources Policy Manager with Environment Canterbury, a position I have 
held since January 1993. I have a Masters in Resource Management (Distinction) Lincoln, a 
BSc in geology, and I am a member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and the New 
Zealand Association for Resource Management. From 1982 to 1989 I was a Water and Soil 
Planning Officer with the North Canterbury Catchment Board and headed the planning 
section from 1985 to 1989. During that period I was project leader and principal author of the 
Ashley River and Catchment Management Plan that lead to the setting of a statutory flow 
regime on that river, and project leader and principal author of the draft Rakaia River 
Catchment Management Plan (overtaken by the NWCO). In 1989 I was appointed Regional 
Land Management Officer with the Canterbury Regional Council. In that position, I was 
responsible for soil conservation and wider land management activities, including pest 
control and Council’s involvement in the Rabbit and Land Management Programme in the 
upper Waitaki. From 1993, I was also project leader and co-author for the Regional Policy 
Statement, project leader for the review of the Ashley River and Avon/Heathcote flow 
regimes, and since 1998, project leader for the Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan. 
 
 
Malcolm Miller 
I am a Senior Resource Management Planner with 17 years experience in water resource 
planning and regional policy development in Canterbury. I have been involved in the 
preparation of District Plans and in the preparation and implementation of 
Regional Plans over this time. I have been directly involved in the development of the Opihi 
River Regional Plan and the Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP). My 
principal involvement with the NRRP has been in the preparation of Chapter 5, which 
addresses water quantity issues. These latter projects have involved the preparation of 
policy options and policy development, policy advice to Council, public consultation and the 
analysis of public submissions. 
I hold a Bachelor of Town Planning (Auckland). I am a Full Member of the New Zealand 
Planning Institute. 
 
 
Anna Veltman 
I am a Senior Resource Management Planner with 8 years experience in water resource 
management at Environment Canterbury. During this period, I worked for the first four years 
in the Consents Section auditing resource consent applications for both ground and surface 
water, as well as some coastal activities. In the latter four years, I have been involved in the 
preparation of Chapter 5 of the proposed NRRP which addresses water quantity issues. I 
have a Masters in Ecological Agriculture (Wageningen, The Netherlands) and a Post 
Graduate Diploma in Resource and Environmental Planning (Waikato). 
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Introduction 

Content of this report 
This officer report is one of a series considering submissions to Proposed Variation 1 
(Chapters 4 to 8) to the Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP).  
Submissions evaluated in this report are those that relate to the matters to be heard as 
listed on the cover of this report.  

 

Purpose of this officer report 
This officer report has been prepared under Section 42A of the Resource Management 
Act: 

1. to assist the Hearing Committee  in making its recommendations to Environment 
Canterbury on the submissions and further submissions to Proposed Variation 1 to 
the Proposed NRRP; 

2. to assist submitters and further submitters who requested to be heard, by providing, 
prior to the hearing, a staff evaluation of decisions requested in submissions. 

The evaluations and recommendations presented in the report are based on the 
information available prior to the hearing, including that contained in the submissions 
and further submissions.  In evaluating the submissions and further submissions, the 
matters considered include whether a decision requested: 

1. falls within the functions of Environment Canterbury under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

2. will enhance the ability of the Proposed NRRP  to achieve the purpose of the RMA; 

3. will improve an objective so that it is a more appropriate way to achieve the purpose 
of the RMA; 

4. will improve a policy, rule or other method so that it is more  efficient and effective for 
achieving the relevant objectives; 

5. will improve the plan in relation to such matters as its lawfulness, clarity, accuracy, 
effectiveness, coherence, integration, etc.  

 

 

How to read this report 
This report is presented in four parts: 

Part 1: Briefing for Hearing Committee on the structure of Chapter 5 Water Quantity 
Schedules, and the main areas of changes being recommended 
 
This part provides a very brief overview of the structure of Water Quantity Schedules, 
specifically relating to those schedules that have not already been included in earlier 
officer reports.  
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Omitted at this time is Schedule WQN1.1 Ashburton River/Hakatere as additional 
technical work is being undertaken and is not yet complete. This will be included in the 
next officer report for Chapter 5. 
 
It also identifies the main areas of change sought by submitters and the nature of 
amendments being recommended. 

 

Part 2: Index of submitters and further submitters 

The index tells you where to find the evaluation of your submission or further 
submission.  Submissions are usually listed in numerical order, followed by further 
submissions (which are identified with the letter F before the further submission 
number).  The page numbers next to your submission name indicate the pages in the 
officer report on which your name is listed under the provisions you have submitted on. 
The actual evaluation of your submissions is in the text immediately following each table.  

Part 3: Officer’s evaluation of submissions and recommendations 

This is the main part of the report.  For each provision submitted on, Part 3 contains the 
following standard format: 

• the name of the provision (shaded), followed by a coding number (see 
explanation of coding below).  

• the summary of decisions requested by submitters on that provision set out in 
table format 

• Clarification: only used where the decision requested needs further 
elaboration/clarification as to its intent 

• Evaluation and reasons: This part discusses the merits of submissions and  
includes reasons for accepting, accepting in part, or rejecting it 

• Recommendations: This will identify for each submission whether it should be 
accepted, accepted in part, or rejected 

• Amendment required: will identify specifically the location and nature of any 
amendment being recommended in response to submissions on the provision. 

All clarifications, evaluations and recommendations are prefaced by the submission 
number to which they relate. 

Amendments recommended to the Proposed NRRP are identified in the following way: 

• deletions are shown by the use of strikethrough e.g. strikethrough 

• additions are shown by underlining e.g. underlining 

• “X” may be used as a place holder for new provision numbers e.g. Add a new 
Method WQN(x). For new conditions within rules, letters such as A, B, etc. have 
also been used for as place holders for condition numbers to avoid confusion 
with existing condition numbers. 

Note: any renumbering of existing provisions required as a result of adding new provisions or deletion of 
existing provisions will occur once decisions are made on submissions 
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Part 4: The relevant part of Chapter 5 amended to show the recommendations in the 
officer report 

The amended plan is on coloured paper at the end of the report.  It shows all the 
changes recommended in Part 3 to allow you to see the overall effect of the 
recommendations.  Strikeouts and underlining are used to show the amendments. 
Footnotes are used to identify which recommendation number each amendment relates 
to. 

Explanation of numbers in the tables 

Each set of submissions evaluated in this report is preceded by the name of the 
provision submitted on and a coding number.  The coding number is a reference to 
where the provision is located in the Proposed NRRP.  The formula for coding is 
generally as follows: 

 [Chapter number]-[page number] [line number] on which the provision begins. 

For example, Rule WQN1 is coded 5-128-2, which indicates that this provision is located 
in Chapter 5, beginning on line 2 of page 128.  

Where information is included in table form as is the case with Rules then the numbering 
is expanded to identify the table, column and line.  

For example, Rule WQN1, condition 2 is coded 5-128-4B4, which indicates that this 
provision is located in line 4 of column B of the table commencing at line 4 of page 128 
of Chapter 5.     

When a submission was summarised and put onto our submission database, staff gave 
every decision requested its own number.  Thus a submission with 55 separate 
decisions requested would have 55 entries in our database, one for each plan provision 
submitted on.  These are numbered from 1 to 55 and the extra number comes after the 
actual submission number and looks like this: 103.55 where 103 is the submission 
number.  This helps staff keep track of each decision requested and ensure that all 
submission points have been addressed. 

 

Abbreviations and symbols  
 
BPO  best practicable option 
CMA  Coastal Marine Area 
CRPMS  Canterbury Regional Pest Management Strategy 
CRPS   Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (26 June 1998) 
HSNO   Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996 
L&VMRP Land & Vegetation Management Regional Plan 
L/s   litres per second 
LTCCP  Long-Term Council Community Plan 
MALF  mean annual low flow 
μg/m3   micrograms per cubic metre  
mg/kg   milligram per kilogram  
mg/m3   milligrams per cubic metre  
m3/day  cubic metres per day 
MHWS   mean high water springs  
NMTRP  Nelson-Marlborough Transitional Regional Plan 
NRRP  Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan 
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NTCSA  Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 
ORRP  Opihi River Regional Plan 
PCE  Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 
RCEP  Regional Coastal Environment Plan 
RLTS  Regional Land Transport Strategy 
RMA   Resource Management Act 1991 
WRRP  Waimakariri River Regional Plan 
7DMALF seven-day mean annual low flow 
Original submitter/submission these are submissions made directly on Variation 1, 

Chapters 4-8, after it was first notified. 
Further submitter/submission these are submissions made in support of/opposition to 

specific original submissions 
 

Withdrawn Submissions and Further Submissions 
 
Legal advice indicates that a further submission to a withdrawn original submission 
remains “live” and entitles the RMA Schedule 1 process. Therefore an evaluation and 
recommendation has been provided for these further submissions in the Officer Report.   
 
Officer Reports May Include Technical Reports from Scientists or other 
Specialists 
 
Some of the matters raised by submitters may have required written technical advice to 
be obtained from scientists or other specialists to aid in the evaluation of submissions.  
Technical reports received may be included within the Officer Report, generally as an 
appendix, and form part of the Officer Report.  Submitters appearing at the hearing can 
respond to these technical reports as part of their evidence.  At the start of a hearing 
stage, the person who wrote one of these reports will be present to give an explanation 
of its contents to the Hearing Committee, and to answer any questions that the 
Committee may have about the report. 
 
Restructure of Rules  
 
A number of submitters have requested that the rules in Chapters 4 to 8 be simplified. 
This issue was first highlighted in Officer Report No.1 GEN1 (see recommendation 
GEN1.62).  At the hearing for stage 1 (Officer Report No.1 GEN1), the hearing panel 
directed staff preparing officer reports to consider these matters. Staff agreed that a 
restructure of the rules would simplify and clarify them and invited all submitters with 
submissions on the rules of Chapters 4 to 8 to attend a pre-hearing to discuss a draft 
example of restructuring of the rules. At the pre-hearing it was agreed between staff and 
the submitters attending that the example of the restructured rules was an improvement 
on the notified format. It was also agreed that the restructuring be addressed in each 
stage of the hearing process in relation to the specific rules contained in each officer 
reports. The report from the pre-hearing meeting was provided to the Hearing 
Committees. The Chair, Dr Brent Cowie, has responded as follows: 
 
“We have decided that no formal hearing is necessary, and we have resolved “without 
prejudice” that the restructuring of the rules should be provided for in the Officers 
Reports, and we will consider these on a case by case basis” 
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This means each officer report which addresses rules will also address the restructuring 
of those rules. 
 
The key aims of the restructuring are to clarify and simplify the rules by:  

• Combining rules which address the same or similar activities 

• Incorporate discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activity rules within the 
conditions and “Activity” column of other rules so that separate rules are not 
required. 

• Removing the activity status from the title of the rules and instead clearly 
identifying the activity status in the “Activity” column of the rule. In many cases 
this means that one rule can provide for an activity at permitted, discretionary and 
prohibited levels without the need to refer to any other rule. 

 
When addressing submissions requesting specific changes to content of the rules, the 
submission is evaluated in accordance with the rules structure for each chapter as 
notified. Any amendments recommended by staff are then shown in the restructured 
format. 
 
References  
 
The following references are referred to in the submission evaluations in Part 3: 
 
Chateris, S.C. (2006). Native fish Requirements for Intakes in Canterbury. Department of 
Conservation, Christchurch. 
 
Jamison, D., Bonnett, M., Jellyman, D., Unwin, M. (2007). Fish Screening: Good 
Practice guidelines for Canterbury. National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research, 
Christchurch. 
 
Mosely, M.P.,(2001) Ashley River: Flow Regime Management ECan Report U01/4 
 
Unwin, M. (2006). Assessment of significant salmon spawning sites in Canterbury 
Region. Report No U06/59.   



 
Part 1: Briefing for Hearing Committee on the structure of 

Chapter 5 Water Quantity Schedules WQN1.2, WQN1.3, 
WQN1.4, WQN3, WQN8, WQN11, WQN12, WQN14 and 
the main areas of changes being recommended  

 
1. Introduction 

 
This Section 42A officer report addresses submissions made in relation to NRRP 
Variation 1 Chapter 5, Schedules WQN1 (except Schedule WQN1.1 which will be 
included in a later officer report), WQN8, WQN11, WQN12 and WQN14. 
 
Schedule WQN1: Flow, restriction and allocation regimes for rivers in the 
Canterbury region 
One of the key instruments for enabling access to and use of water resources, yet 
sustaining the values of the water body affected, is the setting of flow, level or pressure 
regimes specific to each water body. These regimes are intended to set limits on the 
flow, level or pressure that a water body can be drawn down to due to abstraction. A 
regime may include a minimum flow (that could vary between months or seasons) at 
which abstraction ceases (other than that required for essential human or stockwater 
uses); a sharing regime whereby flow above the minimum flow is shared between the 
river and abstraction; gaps between allocation blocks; retention of an adequate level of 
flushing flows in a river; capping of the total flow or volume that can be abstracted from a 
water resource; a minimum lake or groundwater level or pressure at which abstraction 
ceases, other than that required for essential human or stockwater uses; and rates at 
which lake levels may be altered, the duration of time that lakes can be held at higher or 
lower levels, and times of the year when lake levels may be altered.  

The combination of either flow, level or pressure regimes, and allocation regimes, leads 
to overall water management regimes. 

Variation 1 Chapter 5 Schedule WQN1 includes flow and allocation regimes for a 
number of catchments including the Ashburton, Ashley, Avon, Heathcote and Rangitata 
Rivers. This officer report includes evaluations and recommendations for the latter four 
rivers. The Ashburton River (Schedule WQN1.1) will be included in a later officer report. 

 
Schedule WQN11 
Schedule WQN11 provides the approach for determining stockwater requirements. 
Water requirements for stock are taken from the Lincoln Farm Managers Handbook.   
 
Schedule WQN12 
Schedule WQN12 provides the standard for fish screens. Rules for the taking and/or 
diverting of surface water refer to these as conditions or as guidelines. Environment 
Canterbury generally reserves discretion over this matter under activities that are not 
permitted.  
 
Schedule WQN14 
Schedule WQN14 provides the list of significant salmon spawning sites. This schedule is 
referred to in the conditions of rules in both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 Beds and margins 
of lakes and rivers. Where the activity is a permitted activity the conditions will prevent 
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this activity from occurring in these areas. The activity will then require resource consent 
and the effect of the activity on the spawning habitat will be a matter for discretion. 
 
Note: 
Water quantity schedules, excluding Schedule WQN1.1 Ashburton River/Hakatere, that 
are not included in this officer report have been included in earlier officer reports, as per 
the following list: 
 

 Schedule WQN2 - Officer Report No.24, WQN10 
 Schedule WQN3 - Officer Report No.8, WQN3 
 Schedule WQN4 - Officer Report No.24, WQN10 
 Schedule WQN5 - Officer Report No.16, WQN9 
 Schedule WQN6 - Officer Report No.16, WQN9 
 Schedule WQN7 - Officer Report No.8, WQN3 
 Schedule WQN8 - Officer Report No.14, WQN8 
 Schedule WQN9 - Officer Report No.14, WQN8 
 Schedule WQN10 - Officer Report No.7, WQN2 
 Schedule WQN13 - Officer Report No.24, WQN10 
 Schedule WQN15 - Officer Report No.13, WQN7 

 
2. Summary of main submission requests that are recommended to be 

accepted and rejected 
 
Outlined below in summary form are the main areas of change sought by submitters that 
are recommended to be accepted. This is followed by the main areas of change sought 
by submitters that are recommended to be rejected. 
 

a. Requests recommended to be accepted 
 
Schedule WQN1.2 – Ashley River/Rakahuri 
 

• Recognise amenity and water based recreational values as one of the purposes 
of management 

• Make explicit reference to provision of stock drinking water and community water 
supplies as one of the purposes of management 

• Amend Table WQN14.2 to exclude stock drinking water and community water 
supplies having to reduce on a pro rata basis 

• In Table WQN14.2 insert the actual size of the A block (700L/s)  
• In Additional provisions, add text specifying that stock drinking water and 

community water supplies are restricted in terms of Policy WQN19 
• In Additional provisions, add text specifying that not granting any further water 

permits, other than for replacement consents, only applies to the A block 
• In Additional provisions, add text specifying that the schedule applies to existing 

consents when the plan becomes operative 
 
Schedule WQN1.3 – Avon River/Otakaro and Heathcote River  
 

• Retain and uphold minimum flows to ensure the health of the rivers is not 
jeopardised by over abstraction 
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• Recognise making provision for community drinking water supplies as one of the  
purposes of management 

• Amend Table WQN14.3 to clarify how 0 L/s is to be interpreted and how account 
of stream depletion effects on the Avon and Heathcote Rivers is to be made  

 
Schedule WQN1.4 - Rangitata River 
 

• Delete Schedule WQN1.4 and Table WQN14.4 (and consequentially include 
reference to the Water Conservation Order (Rangitata River) in Schedule WQN6 
and include full copy in Appendix WQN3; 

 
Schedule WQN11 – Daily stock water requirements 

• Retain Schedule WQN11; 
• Amend Schedule WQN11 to provide greater flexibility, particularly in relation to 

providing for peak drinking water requirements generally and a higher value for 
poultry in particular; 

• Amend Schedule WQN11 to provide for the stock types for deer; 
 
Schedule WQN12 – Fish screen standards 
 

• Retain Schedule WQN12 for fish screen standards; 
• Amend Schedule WQN12 to provide for a more flexible approach that is less 

prescriptive and also provides guidance on the requirements pertaining to fish 
exclusion 

 
Schedule WQN14 – Significant salmon spawning sites 
 

• Retain Schedule WQN14 
• Provide for whitebait habitat 
• Identify significant spawning sites more specifically 
• Add parts of the Opihi catchment 
 

b. Requests recommended to be rejected 
 
Schedule WQN1.2 – Ashley River/Rakahuri  
 

• Delete Schedule WQN1.2 and  restart the consultation process 
• Amend the minimum flow to 5m3/s per the cultural impact assessment 
• To have lower minimum flows than those notified 
• Amend the minimum flow for B permits to 4400L/s  
• Amend the schedule so that the sum of the A and B blocks is 4800L/s ie about 

40% of mean flow 
 
Schedule WQN1.3 – Avon River/ Otakaro and  Heathcote River  
 

• Recommence consultation with CCC on the minimum flows. 
 

Schedule WQN1.4 - Rangitata River 
 

• Retaining Schedule WQN1.4; 
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• Amend Schedule WQN1.4 to provide for the taking of water to ensure 
appropriate community drinking water supplies; 

 
Schedule WQN11 – Daily stock water requirements 

 
• Delete Schedule WQN11; 
• Develop a levy principle for water takes and discharges to help fund research 

and building effective methods for fish exclusion; 
 
Schedule WQN12 – Fish screen standards 
 

• Amend Schedule WQN12 so there is not a requirement for fish screens on 
domestic takes or other small takes or for galleries, and that the requirement for 
fish screen mesh size be no smaller than 5mm. 

 
 
Schedule WQN14 - Significant salmon spawning sites 
 

• Delete Schedule WQN14 
• Add trout to Schedule WQN14 
• Place Schedule WQN14 in Chapter 6 
• Add a new schedule titled “Important catchments for nationally threatened fresh water 

fauna present in Canterbury” 
• Add a new sub schedule 14B titled “Important whitebait fishery areas in Canterbury” 
• Delete sites in Avon and Heathcote Rivers 
• Undertake a variation to include the criteria for assessing significant salmon 

spawning sites 
• Delete the "South Branch of Ashburton River" from Schedule WQN14. 
 

*** 
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Part 2: Index of submitters and further submitters 

List of Submission numbers and the pages where they are 
Submitter  Sub No Page Number(s)
A J Read  (V1), 383: ................................................................................................................................... 44 
Adrian Batt (V1), 639: ................................................................................................................................. 51 
AgResearch Ltd (V1), F1084:..................................................................................................................... 32 
Alan Campbell (V1), 339: ........................................................................................................................... 43 
Allan R Davidson (V1), 490: ....................................................................................................................... 47 
Aqualinc Research Ltd (V1), 649: ........................................................................................................ 32, 52 
Ashburton Community Water Trust (V1), 428: ..................................................................................... 35, 37 
Ashburton District Council (V1), 565: ............................................................................................. 35, 37, 72 
B Dampier-Crossley (V1), 369: .................................................................................................................. 65 
Barry Milnes (V1), 269:............................................................................................................................... 41 
Blair Hartland (V1), 214: ............................................................................................................................. 39 
Blue Mountain Land Company (V1), 332: .................................................................................................. 65 
Canterbury Anglers Club Incorporated (V1), 597:...................................................................................... 50 
Canterbury Forest Industry Working Group. (V1), F1043: .... 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 19, 26, 27, 32, 44, 47, 48, 49, 51, 

61, 62, 66, 72 
Canterbury Growers Society Ltd (V1), 540: ......................................................................................... 20, 48 
Canterbury Pastoral Ltd (V1), 648:....................................................................................................... 32, 52 
Christchurch City Council (formerly BPDC).  (V1), 378:................................................... 5, 7, 20, 21, 27, 30 
Christchurch City Council (V1), 476: ................................................ 6, 19, 20, 30, 31, 32, 35, 37, 47, 65, 72 
CJ & AM Allen (V1), 469:............................................................................................................................ 65 
Clive Morriss (V1), 239: .............................................................................................................................. 40 
Cyril J Parker (V1), 238: ............................................................................................................................. 40 
D Bisset (V1), 313: ..................................................................................................................................... 42 
D D & D M Galletly (V1), 374: .................................................................................................................... 65 
David A Bowron (V1), 600: ......................................................................................................................... 50 
David A Williams (V1), 575:........................................................................................................................ 66 
David G Ward (V1), 467: ............................................................................................................................ 47 
Department of Conservation (V1), F1046: ............................................................................................. 5, 66 
Department Of Conservation, Canterbury Conservancy (V1), 515:............................... 6, 7, 8, 9, 61, 65, 66 
Derek S Brown (V1), 279:........................................................................................................................... 41 
Diarmuld Toman (V1), 268: ........................................................................................................................ 41 
Don Hansen (V1), 189:............................................................................................................................... 38 
Dorothy R Halliday (V1), 164:..................................................................................................................... 64 
Edward F R Shaw (V1), 227:...................................................................................................................... 39 
Eminence Investments Ltd. (V1), F1052: ........................................... 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 19, 20, 27, 32, 61, 66, 73 
Eric Davidson (V1), 244:............................................................................................................................. 40 
Errol  E Robb (V1), 302: ............................................................................................................................. 42 
Ethel A &  Murray F McDrury (V1), 270:..................................................................................................... 41 
Federated Farmers NZ Inc - Canterbury Provinces (V1), 586: ...................................... 5, 27, 32, 61, 62, 66 
Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) (V1), F1074:.............................................. 31, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 46, 50 
Fish & Game New Zealand, Central S Is, N. Canterbury & Nelson/ Marlborough  (V1), 470:.. 5, 7, 8, 9, 26, 

32, 61, 73 
Fish & Game NZ, Central South Is, North Canty & Nelson/Marlborough Regions  (V1), F1049:5, 6, 35, 37, 

44, 61, 62, 65, 72 
Fonterra Co-Operative Group Ltd (Fonterra)  (V1), F1083: ....................................................................... 32 
Fred Edwards (V1), 223: ............................................................................................................................ 39 
Fred Overmars & Ari Murphy (V1), 251:..................................................................................................... 40 
Frederick E Davidson (V1), 491: ................................................................................................................ 48 
G F Bowron (V1), 233:................................................................................................................................ 65 
Gary Franklin (V1), 344: ............................................................................................................................. 43 
Geoffrey A Scragg (V1), 321: ..................................................................................................................... 43 
Geoffrey Ackerley (V1), 284: ................................................................................................................ 41, 65 
George  A K Kelly (V1), 626: ...................................................................................................................... 51 
Gerald S McAslan (V1), 219:...................................................................................................................... 39 
Glenthorne Station Ltd (V1), 180:............................................................................................................... 65 
Graeme J Burborough (V1), 274: ............................................................................................................... 41 
Graham Uren (V1), 168: ............................................................................................................................. 65 
Granville Holmes (V1), 316: ....................................................................................................................... 43 
Gregory Partnership (V1), 557: ...................................................................................................... 35, 37, 72 
H Dampier-Crossley (V1), 368: .................................................................................................................. 65 
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H H Thomas  (V1), 384:.............................................................................................................................. 45 
Haka Valley Irrigation Society (V1), 635:.............................................................................................. 32, 51 
Harry Frunt (V1), 247:................................................................................................................................. 40 
Hector Johnston (V1), 193:......................................................................................................................... 38 
Henry E Green (V1), 192:........................................................................................................................... 38 
Horticulture NZ (ex NZ Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation Inc et al)  (V1), 541: ....................... 20, 48 
Horticulture NZ (formerly NZ Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation) (V1), F1076:............................... 19 
Hugh Turnbull (V1), 506: ................................................................................................ 5, 27, 32, 61, 62, 65 
Hurunui Community Water Development Project Working Group (V1), 509: ............................................ 48 
Hurunui Community Water Development Working Group. (V1), F1060: .. 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 

47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 62 
Hurunui District Council (V1), 564: ............................................................................................................. 61 
I Upston (V1), 473: ..................................................................................................................................... 65 
Ian Forsyth (V1), 277:................................................................................................................................. 41 
Ian H Watson (V1), 623: ....................................................................................................................... 27, 51 
Ian J Morrison (V1), 67: .............................................................................................................................. 64 
Ian S Cumberpatch (V1), 297:.................................................................................................................... 41 
Irrigator Forum (V1), F1015:........................................................................................................... 30, 49, 66 
Ivan Coldicott (V1), 262: ............................................................................................................................. 40 
Ivan E Mason (V1), 308:............................................................................................................................. 42 
J Dampier-Crossley (V1), 430: ................................................................................................................... 65 
James Cleeve (V1), 370: ............................................................................................................................ 65 
John N Crawley (V1), 229: ......................................................................................................................... 39 
John N Fenwick (V1), 366: ......................................................................................................................... 44 
John P Godfrey (V1), 367:.......................................................................................................................... 44 
John R Millar (V1), 598:.............................................................................................................................. 50 
John Watherston (V1), 132:........................................................................................................................ 64 
K Dean (V1), 266:....................................................................................................................................... 19 
K J Sewell (V1), 420: .................................................................................................................................. 45 
K Taylor (V1), 276: ..................................................................................................................................... 65 
Kakahu Irrigation Company Ltd &  Temuka River Water User Group (V1), 346:....................................... 44 
Keith Batchelor (V1), 231: .......................................................................................................................... 40 
Kenneth J Masson (V1), 304:..................................................................................................................... 42 
Kim Danna (V1), 273: ................................................................................................................................. 41 
L W Crosbie (V1), 243: ............................................................................................................................... 40 
Land Solutions (Otago) Limited & J T O'Connell (V1), 615:....................................................................... 50 
Landco Pastoral Holdings Limited  (V1), 395: .................................................................................... 8, 9, 31 
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Part 3: Submission summary, submission clarification, evaluation 
and recommendation on Chapter 5 WQN12 – Schedules 

5-230-1  Schedule WQN1.2 Ashley River/Rakahuri 
5-230-1 257.1195 Upper Waitaki Branch 

Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-230-1 289.1716 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-230-1 468.132 Royal Forest & Bird Protection 
Society of New Zealand Inc - 
Central Office (V1)  

Retain the Schedule WQN1.2 as 
written, but amend the minimum flows 
for Jan - July to ensure adequate 
protection for instream values. 

 F1033.408 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.412 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.408 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-1 488.153 North Canterbury Forest and 

Bird Protection Society (V1) 
Retain Schedule WQN1.2 as written 
except for a possible increase in the 
Jan-July minimum flows. 

 F1052.912 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.907 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-1 506.1186 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 

Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-230-1 586.1186 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 
Canterbury Provinces (V1) 

Delete Schedule WQN1.2 and 
continue meeting with the community 
to develop the Ashley River Plan. 

 F1043.2672 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 

 F1044.2665 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

 F1046.112 Department of Conservation 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1049.528 Fish & Game NZ, Central 
South Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-230-1 669.1183 South Island High Country 
Section, Federated Farmers 
NZ (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-230-2 334.272 Selwyn District Council (V1) Add new point to Schedule WQN1.2, 
where not inconsistent with existing 
Water Conservation Orders,  as 
follows: "(vi) to provide for taking of 
water to ensure appropriate 
community drinking water supply." 

 F1055.122 Waimakariri District Council. 
(V1) 

Support 

5-230-2 338.228 Mackenzie District Council (V1) See submission point 334.272. 
5-230-2 352.212 Waitaki District Council (V1) See submission point 334.272. 
5-230-2 378.234 Christchurch City Council 

(formerly BPDC).  (V1) 
See submission point 334.272. 

5-230-2 413.220 Waimate District Council  (V1) See submission point 334.272. 
5-230-2 470.201 Fish and Game New Zealand 

Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Add to Schedule WQN1, after 
Purpose of Management for the 
Ashley River/Rakahuri (vi): "to provide 
for riverine amenity and the water 
based recreational needs of the 
community." 

 F1033.638 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
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 F1052.642 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.638 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-2 471.272 Selwyn Central Community 

Board (V1) 
See submission point 334.272. 

5-230-2 486.281 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu. (V1) Change flow regimes in Schedule 1.2 
in accordance with the 
recommendations of the relevant 
Cultural Impact Assessments. 

 F1043.1425 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.1425 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

5-230-2 515.288 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

Add another item to the Purposes of 
Management in Schedule WQN1.2: 
“to provide for riverine amenity and 
the water-based recreational needs of 
the community.” 

 F1033.1203 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3620 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3607 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1211 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1203 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-2 539.268 Timaru District Council (V1) See submission point 334.272. 
5-230-2 563.293 Te Hapu O Ngati Wheke 

Rapaki Runanga Inc (V1) 
Support submission by Te Runanga o 
Ngai Tahu (refer 486). 

5-230-2 607.209 North Canterbury Forest and 
Bird Protection Society. (V1) 

Retain the purposes of management 
in Schedule WQN1.2. 

 F1041.206 Lesley Shand and 302 others 
(V1) 

Support 

5-230-8 476.505 Christchurch City Council (V1) Retain Table WQN14.2 as worded. 
5-230-8 607.210 North Canterbury Forest and 

Bird Protection Society. (V1) 
Retain the minimum flows in Table 
WQN14.2 or reduce them if 
necessary to take into account 
cumulative effects. 

 F1041.207 Lesley Shand and 302 others 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1055.123 Waimakariri District Council. 
(V1) 

Support 

5-230-
9B7 

62.1 Waikuku Water Users Group 
(V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.2 to allow a 
variable flow for Waikuku Stream. 

5-230-
9E2 

240.4 P McNeill P, A M McNeill (V1) The minimum flow to be similar to 
present ie Jan 2.200, Feb-March 
1.700, April 2.200, May-Nov 4.200, 
Dec 3.200, but provision to be made  
to roster the consent holders when 
the flow is considered to danger 
species. Implementation of the roster 
could well be the proposed minimum 
flow. 

 F1049.529 Fish & Game NZ, Central 
South Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-230-
9F1 

334.276 Selwyn District Council (V1) Add the following under the heading 
"Reductions in take" in Table 
WQN14.2: "Takes, other than for 
group or community drinking water 
supply or stockwater supply 
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purposes, shall be reduced on a pro 
rata basis in order to maintain the 
minimum flows." 

5-230-
9F1 

338.232 Mackenzie District Council (V1) See submission point 334.276. 

5-230-
9F1 

352.216 Waitaki District Council (V1) See submission point 334.276. 

5-230-
9F1 

378.238 Christchurch City Council 
(formerly BPDC).  (V1) 

See submission point 334.276. 

5-230-
9F1 

413.224 Waimate District Council  (V1) See submission point 334.276. 

5-230-
9F1 

471.276 Selwyn Central Community 
Board (V1) 

See submission point 334.276. 

5-230-
9F1 

539.272 Timaru District Council (V1) See submission point 334.276. 

5-230-
9G2 

470.202 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Replace the words “No new takes to 
be allowed” in the “allocation limits for 
A permits” column of Table WQN14.2 
with an “A” allocation block figure 
derived in accordance with Policy 
14(4) minus the minimum flow. 

 F1033.639 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.643 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.639 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-
9G2 

515.289 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.2 by 
calculating the A allocation block for 
the Ashley River in accordance with 
Policy 14(4), minus the minimum flow, 
and replacing “No new takes to be 
allowed” with that A allocation block 
figure. 

 F1033.1204 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3621 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3608 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1212 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1204 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-
9H2 

470.204 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Amend the Ashley River/Rakahuri 
minimum flow for “B” permits to “4400 
litres/sec” at SH1. 

 F1033.641 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.645 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.641 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-
9I2 

470.203 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Revise the allocation limit for the 
Ashley River/Rakahuri “B” allocation 
block so that the sum of “A” and “B” 
blocks is 4800 litres/sec 
(approximately 40% of the natural 
mean flow of the river). 

 F1033.640 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.644 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.640 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-
9I2 

515.290 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.2 to set the 
limit for any B allocation block from 
the Ashley River such that the sum of 
the A and B allocation blocks is 4800 
l/s - approximately 40% of the natural 
mean flow. 

 F1033.1205 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
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 F1043.3622 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.3609 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1213 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1205 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-
9I2 

515.291 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.2 to set the 
minimum flow for Ashley River B 
permits at 4400l/s. 

 F1033.1206 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3623 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3610 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1214 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1206 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-230-
9J2 

395.134 Landco Pastoral Holdings 
Limited  (V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.2 so that the 
minimum flow for C permits 
(litres/second) for the Ashley River be 
reduced. 

5-230-
9K2 

395.155 Landco Pastoral Holdings 
Limited  (V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.2 by 
significantly increasing the Allocation 
Limit for C class water from 2000 
litres/second. 

5-231-1 515.293 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

New Additional Provision under Table 
WQN14.2, stating that on review all 
irrigation consents will be ground 
proofed, reviewed consistent with 
Policies WQN14(11)(a) - (e) and 
WQN17 and then pro rata adjusted to 
comply with the A allocation block. 

 F1033.1208 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3625 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3612 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1216 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1208 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-231-1 515.294 Department Of Conservation, 

Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 
New Additional Provision under Table 
WQN14.2, setting out clearly how 
takes are to be restricted, including 
stockwater takes, during periods of 
low flow. This includes priorities in 
respect of consent groups and in 
terms of tributary and main stem 
minimum flow sites. 

 F1033.1209 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3626 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3613 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1217 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1209 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-231-
1A1 

470.206 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Add new clauses after Additional 
Provisions (e) in Table WQN14.2 as 
follows: 
�“On review all irrigation consents 
will be ground proofed, reviewed 
consistent with Policy WQN17 and 
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then pro rata adjusted to comply with 
the “A” allocation block”. 
�Also a clause setting out clearly how 
takes are to be restricted, including 
stockwater takes, during periods of 
low flow. This to include priorities in 
respect of consent groups and in 
terms of tributary and main stem 
minimum flow sites. 
• Also a clause setting out water 
quality standards to be achieved 
throughout the Ashley River and its 
tributaries. 

 F1033.643 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.647 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.643 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-231-
1A6 

395.135 Landco Pastoral Holdings 
Limited  (V1) 

Amend provision 2(b) Schedule 1.2 
by adding: "(This limitation only 
applies to Class A water.)" 

5-231-
1A9 

470.205 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Replace Additional Provisions (c) in 
Table WQN14.2 with:  
“Once the Plan becomes operative, 
all consents will be reviewed to 
include the above new minimum flows 
and such other provisions directed by 
this Plan”. 

 F1033.642 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.646 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.642 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-231-
1A11 

395.136 Landco Pastoral Holdings 
Limited  (V1) 

Amend provision 2(d) Schedule 1.2 
by adding: "(This limitation only 
applies to Class A water.)" 

5-231-9 515.292 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

Replace the present Additional 
Provision (c) under Table WQN14.2 
with: “Once the Plan becomes 
operative, all consents will be 
reviewed to include the above new 
minimum flows and such other 
provisions directed by this plan”. 

 F1033.1207 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3624 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3611 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1215 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1207 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 

Evaluations and reasons 
62.1: The original submission supports the existing variable flow regime for Waikuku Stream to help 
provide a balance between environmental benefits and abstraction.   
 
Assessment 
The variable flow regime arose as a result of sediment deposition studies that showed that short duration 
periods of higher flow would assist in cleansing the bed of fine sediment. The variable regime, which  is 
already allowed by Schedule WQN1.2 and is set out under the column headed “Minimum flow for A 
permits” and “Minimum flow for B permits”,  is supported  by the Waikuku Water User Group. The 
submission is accepted and because the regime is already provided for, no amendment is required. 
 
240.4, F1049.529:  
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The submission seeks a minimum flow that is similar to the status quo, but lower than the proposed 
minimum flow through the months of January to April, and higher than that proposed in the months May 
to December. Further submission F1049.529 in opposition reasons that it is an inappropriate flow 
suggested to protect Part II matters. 
 
Assessment 
The original submission seeks an alternative minimum flow that is 200L/s higher across all months than 
the 1989 statutory minimum flow ie January 2.2m3/s; Feb - March 1.7m3/s; April 2.2m3/s, May - 
November 4.2m3/s; December 3.2m3/s.  The critical months for instream values, the months when the 
river is most stressed, are January to April. Mosely’s report (Environment Canterbury report U01/4) 
clearly demonstrated that the old statutory flow regime was inadequate during the period January to April 
and that a flow of 2.5m3/s was the minimum necessary to meet instream requirements. The minimum 
flows suggested by the submitter are inadequate and will result in abstractions inducing premature drying 
of the river.  
 
NRRP Objective WQN1 provides the framework against which the adequacy of the flow regime is 
assessed. Because the Ashley River/Rakahuri has important instream values, and is important locally for 
irrigation, the minimum flow for January - July of 2.5m3/s reflects Council’s “weighing” between the 
competing instream and out of stream values within the objective.  This flow was also supported by 
representatives of two irrigation groups that participated throughout the community advisory group 
process - Loburn Irrigation Company and Waikuku Water Users Group. 
There is no evidence in Mosley’s report to indicate that higher flows than those already provided in 
Schedule WQN1.2 are needed for the months of May to December.  
 
For the above reasons, the original submission is rejected, the further submission in opposition is 
accepted and no amendment is required. 
 
257.1195, 289.1716, 506.1186, 586.1186, F1043.2672, F1044.2665, F1046.112, F1049.528; 669.1183: 
Submission 586, and original submissions 257, 289, 506 and 669 in support, in seeking deletion of 
Schedule WQN1.2:  

• Support the need to maintain the life supporting capacity of the river, but consider encroachment 
by willows and weeds is a more significant issue than the effects of abstraction on the flow 
regime 

• Disagree with the use of “mauri” as it is not a requirement under the Ngai Tahu Settlement Act 
• Consider it nonsense to set minimum flows for a river that goes dry. 
• Want Environment Canterbury to meet with the community to develop the Ashley River Plan 

 
Further submissions F1043.2672 and F1044.2665 in support cite the same reasons as the original 
submission. Further submission F1049.528 in opposition reasons that Schedule WQN1.2 is appropriate 
for inclusion in NRRP. 
 
Assessment 
The Ashley River /Rakahuri has had a statutory minimum flows since 1989 set for the mainstem and the 
lower catchment tributaries (Little Ashley, Waikuku Stream, Taranaki Creek, Saltwater Creek). These 
statutory minimum flows were incorporated into the Transitional Regional Plan 1991.  The 10 year review 
commenced in 2001 with the preparation of a technical report by Dr Paul Mosley who: reviewed the 
hydrology of the mainstem  including patterns and causes of low flows; identified the instream values of 
the mainstem and their flow requirements; and identified a possible flow regime that would provide for 
instream values. That report formed the basis for the public consultation process.  It was subsequently 
modified by release of a further technical report as a consequence of information derived from the 
consultation process. Subsequently technical reports were prepared on other matters, including the 
economic impacts of the flow regime options considered (Environment Canterbury report U02/3) and 
tangata whenua values (Environment Canterbury report U03/54). The consultation commenced with a 
public meeting to set up a community advisory group (CAG) that was open to everyone. The CAG met 
seven times between May and August 2001, culminating in new environmental flow regime provisions 
being included in the Draft Natural Resources Regional Plan that was released for public submissions in 
2002. Subsequently the CAG met three more times in 2003 and once in 2004 to further review the regime 
for the mainstem and lower catchment tributaries. Staff then prepared a planning report (Environment 
Canterbury report U04/31, Appendix 1) that went to Council in May 2004 as part of the information to help 
inform Council’s decision making about the environmental flow and allocation regime. As evidenced by 
the minutes of the last CAG meeting, included in report U04/31, the flow regime is the result of a 
comprehensive consultation process that allowed the views of all parties to be considered.  There is no 
need to withdraw Schedule WQN1.2 and undertake further community consultation. 
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The minimum flow regime for the mainstem is not intended to prevent the river going dry. Even in the 
absence of abstraction this would occur naturally at about 2.5m3/s at Ashley Gorge.  For the period of 
flow record 1987 - 2003, it is likely that the mainstem went dry in 13 of these years (p6, report U04/31).  
However, if there were no controls on abstraction from surface flow and stream depleting groundwater 
takes, these would cause loss of flow to occur more frequently, earlier than would naturally happen, and 
over a longer reach of the river.  It may also take longer to regain surface flow. 
The minimum flow for the period January - July, which includes the months when drying is most likely to 
occur (January - April), has been set as the flow at Ashley Gorge at  which loss of surface flow generally 
occurs in the reach between Rangiora and State Highway 1 (2.5m3/s).  Because the Ashley 
River/Rakahuri has important instream values, and is important locally for irrigation, the minimum flow for 
January - July reflects Council’s “weighing” between these competing needs.  This is essentially 
consistent with NRRP Policy WQN3(e), which intends to prevent abstraction  inducing a river going  dry 
prematurely. While the minimum flow of 2.5m3/s does not absolutely ensure this 100% of the time, the 
planning report concluded that there was no clear significant net benefit for moving to a higher minimum 
flow.  
 
Submissions 586.1186, 257.1195, 289.1716, 506.1186,   and further submissions F1043.2672, 
F1044.2665  in support, have challenged the use of the term”  “mauri” as one of the values against which 
the flow regime is assessed, on the basis that it was not part of the Ngai Tahu Settlement Act, and 
because they consider the term is not clearly explained in the plan. There is nothing in the RMAct that 
limits consideration of Maori/ Ngai Tahu values to those in the Settlement.  Indeed, to do so would be 
ultra vires the Act. Proposed NRRP Chapter 2,  “Ngai Tahu and the management of natural resources”, 
subsection 2.3.1 Mauri, does provide some explanation as to the meaning of the term mauri.  However, 
the term is widely used in literature and key elements of it relating to water have been described.  For 
example, in the MFE 2001 publication “Managing waterways on farms: A guide to sustainable water 
management in rural areas”,  states in Chapter 2: 
“In particular, waterway management for mauri should consider:  

• water quality: contamination of a water body will diminish its mauri 
• water quantity: mauri can be diminished by reduced and altered flows.  A river cannot be a 

healthy river without sufficient amounts of flowing water  
• flow variability: to protect the natural "moods" of the river.  This should consider the daily, 

seasonal and yearly variations, low flows and flood flows, and minimum flow requirements  
• flow variability to protect the normal river processes, such as sediment movement and river mouth 

closure 
• mixing of waters from different rivers: mauri will be diminished where this occurs  
• fitness for cultural usage 
• life-supporting capacity and ecosystem robustness  
• productive capacity.” 

 
Many of the same elements are referred to in the MFE( 2006) publication “Using the Cultural Health 
Index: How to assess the health of streams and waterways” 
Proposed NRRP Ch2.3.1 Mauri, makes it clear that natural factors that affect a water body do not 
diminish mauri, as that is all part of what happens naturally.  It states: “Mauri can be harmed by the 
actions of humans but is unaffected by natural processes such as natural disasters.”  
In the context of the Ashley River/Rakahuri, it is the effects of human activity on the river that are being 
managed. Further, many of the things listed above eg water quantity; flow variability; life supporting 
capacity and ecosystem robustness; and productive capacity, are the very matters the flow regime is 
intended to manage.  
 
The Ngai Tahu Freshwater Policy is an iwi planning document that the Council must take into account 
during plan development (s66(2A) RMact). Mauri is central to the whole policy thrust of that document. 
The term mauri is in common use within RMAct resource management processes especially in relation to 
water, and is described in publicly available Ministry for the Environment publications. Therefore it is 
entirely appropriate for this term to be in the objective and be used in assessments of flow regimes. 
  
Original submission 586.1186, and submissions 257.1195, 289.1716, 506.1186 and 669.1183 in support,  
contend that the willows and weeds in the  riverbed are the biggest threat to sustainable management. 
Invading vegetation is an issue for the Ashley River/Rakahuri, as it is for all large braided rivers, 
especially where human activity reduces the size of floods and freshes that help remove vegetation. 
However, this issue is separate from managing for minimum flows at the low end of the flow range. 
Management of vegetation encroachment is being considered within a non statutory management 
approach currently being prepared for the Ashley River/Rakahuri.  
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In conclusion, for the reasons set out above, there is no compelling need to delete Schedule WQN1.2 or 
to recommence community consultation.  Therefore original submissions 586.1186, 257.1195, 289.1716, 
506.1186, 669.1183, and further submissions F1043.2672 and F1044.2665 in support are rejected, and 
the further submissions in opposition F1046.112 and F1049.528 is accepted.  No amendment is required.  
 
334.272, F1055.122; 338.228, 352.212, 378.234, 413.220, 471.272, 539.268: 
The original submissions and further submission F1055.122 from Waimakariri DC all seek specific 
reference under the purpose of management to providing for the taking of water for community drinking 
water supply.   
 
Assessment 
The original submitters comprise five district councils and one community board that are all remote from 
the Ashley/Rakahuri catchment and will not be affected by its flow regime. Clause (v) under the purpose 
of management in Schedule WQN1.2 states: “to provide for the taking of water for out of stream uses 
providing sufficient water is retained instream to satisfy purposes (i) to (iv)”. Purposes (i) to (iv) relate to 
instream values. Therefore what the submitters seek is already provided for. The allocation block for the 
mainstem of 700L/s includes provision of 200L/s for stock and community water supplies. However, to 
make it explicit that community water supplies are included in “out of stream use”, the words “ including 
community drinking water supply”, should be added.  
All submissions are accepted and an amendment is required. 
 
334.276, 338.232, 352.216, 378.238, 413.224, 471.276, 539.272: The submissions seek an amendment 
to the text for reductions in take so that they do not have to reduce their take on a pro-rata basis as for 
other takes.  This is to reflect the priority accorded to essential community water supplies. 
Of interest, the original submitters comprise five district councils and one community board that are all 
remote from the Ashley/Rakahuri catchment and will not be affected by its flow regime.  
 
Assessment 
RMAct s14 provides as of right for taking of water for an individuals reasonable domestic and stock 
drinking needs, but with the proviso that the take does not have an adverse effect on the environment.  
Waimakariri District Council has had a gallery take with a substantial stream depletion effect (272L/s) 
upstream of the reach where drying commences. They have actively sought deep groundwater sources 
because of the better water quality and signalled during the consultation process that the gallery would 
only be used as a back up. Because the District Council’s take can significantly contribute to premature 
drying, it is appropriate that they be subject to some level of restriction, especially when all other 
abstractors are under partial restriction, or have had to cease and the river is going dry ( at about 
2.5m3/s). This will be achieved through Policy WQN19 which provides a mechanism for community 
drinking water supplies to be managed differently during restrictions, such that they do not have to reduce 
in a pro-rata fashion.  Therefore it is appropriate to amend the text in Schedule WQN1.2 to reflect that 
they have to comply with Policy WQN19 (5) - (7). All submissions are accepted and an amendment is 
required. 
 
395.134, 395.155:  The original submission requests that the C block be increased in size and that the 
minimum flow be reduced for the period May - November inclusive as this would allow more efficient and 
beneficial usage during these months. Further submission F1074.519 in support gives the same reasons 
as the original submission. 
 
Assessment 
The size of the C block, 2.0m3/s, is designed to avoid having a significant effect on flushing flows.  While 
this is more important over the summer to remove filamentous green periphyton, advice from 
Environment Canterbury scientists is that phormidium films can build up on the gravel substrate during 
winter, during periods of more stable flow.  Therefore enlarging the C block is not supported. 
 
The minimum flow for the C block is 6.0m3/s, so a flow of 8m3/s is needed at Ashley Gorge to be able to 
take the full amount. The mean monthly flows in cumecs, rounded,  for May to November for the period 
1988 - 1999 are as follows: May 8.0; June 10.5; July 16.8; August 16.5; September 16.9; October 15.3; 
November 12.4.  Across the period of record (12 years) and the seven months May - November there 
have only been 9 months out of a possible 84 where the mean flow for a month has been less than 
8.0m3/s.  Within most of those 9 months, daily flows fluctuated and there would have been times when 
abstraction was possible.  For the typical turkey nest type storage being built on farms, an abstraction of 
100l/s continuous over 24 hours would fill a 100000m3 storage in 12 days.  Thus the C block provisions 
are considered to be adequate as they stand and do not need modifying.  
 
For the above reasons original submissions 395.134/155 are rejected and no amendment is required. 
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395.135, 395.136: The original submission requests that the restriction in 2(d) be limited to the A block.  
 
Assessment 
The submission correctly identifies that the restriction in 2(d) should only apply to the A block but this is 
not clear.  In making this restriction clear, it is appropriate to specify that existing water permits that expire 
can be replaced subject to meeting tests for reasonable use and efficiency, and other NRRP 
requirements. The submission is accepted and an amendment is required. 
 
468.132, F1033.408, F1052.412, F1053.408; 488.153, F1052.912, F1053.907; 486.281,F1043.1425, 
F1044.1425; 563.293, 607.209, F1041.206: Original submissions 468.132 is “generally supportive of the 
proposed flow regime” but considers the minimum flow for the period January - July is inadequate to 
protect instream values. However they do not state what the flow should be. 
 
Original submission 486.281, supported by original submission 563.293,  seeks to have the flow regime 
requested in any cultural impact assessment to be used.  
Original submission 607 is somewhat confusing but it seems likely that they seek a higher minimum flow  
but do not state what that  should be.  
 
Further submission F1033.408 supports submission 468.132 as they wish to see a higher standard of 
water quality in lowland streams. Further submission F1041.206 provides no reasons for their support. 
 
Further submissions F1052.412/912 and F1053.408/907, oppose submissions 468 and 488 for the 
reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not achieve the purpose of 
the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, social and economic 
considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects, 
and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient way to provide for 
Canterbury’s water resources.  
 
Assessment 
468.132, F1033.408, F1052.412, F1053.408; 488.153, F1052.912, F1053.907, 607.209, F1041.206: The 
key thrust of the original submissions is that they seek a higher minimum flow January - July, however, 
they do not identify what that flow should be. The planning report (U04/31 Appendix 1) on pages 11 - 13  
sets out the advantages and disadvantages of five minimum flow options ranging from 2.5m3/s Jan - July 
to 5.0m3/s all year.  Mosely’s report identified that a minimum of 2.5m3/s at the Ashley Gorge was 
sufficient to provide for instream values, provided freshes and floods were not significantly impacted.  
 
A further reason for not setting a higher minimum flow is the very fast flow recession curve during 
summer. Figures showing how fast the river falls during summer, and discussion of these, are set out in 
the planning report (U04/31) section 3.5, pages 5-8.  On page 7 the report states for the period 1988 - 
2003, that “For 24 of 53 times that the Gorge flow fell to 2.5m3/s, it took just two days to fall from 
3.00m3/s to 2.5m3/s.”  The flow duration curve is steeper at higher flows and flattens out at lower flows, 
thus the rate of fall from 5m3/s to 2.5m3/s is likely to be only an additional day or two.  
 
NRRP Objective WQN1 provides the framework against which the adequacy of the flow regime is 
assessed. Because the Ashley River/Rakahuri has important instream values, and is important locally for 
irrigation, the minimum flow for January - July reflects an appropriate “weighing” between the competing 
instream and out of stream values within the objective.  Having regard to the mainstem as a whole, 
ceasing abstractions at a minimum flow of 2.5m3/s provides adequate protection for the flow 
requirements of instream values set out in Objective WQN1, and that there is no significant net benefit in 
moving to a higher minimum flow. 
 
486.281, 563.293: These original submissions request that the minimum flow be set at 5.0m3/s as 
recommended in the cultural impact assessment prepared for Environment Canterbury by Rik Tau ( 
Environment Canterbury reportU03/54) and are opposed by F1043.1425, F1044.1425. The cultural 
impact report indicates that a flow of 5m3/s is desired at all times, however the 7DMALF is only about 
2.2m3/s at Ashley Gorge, and therefore maintaining 5.0m3/s is not possible.  The report identifies several 
factors affecting surface flow eg loss of surface flow by dewatering that then impacts on the mauri of the 
river, minimum flows that are inadequate to maintain surface flows, and build up of gravel that causes 
loss of flow into the bed.  The Schedule WQN1.2 minimum flow of 2.5m3/s is the flow at the gorge that 
co-incides with drying in the middle reach. Ceasing irrigation abstractions at this flow should ensure that 
any drying that occurs is the result of natural weather patterns and is not human induced.  
 
The build up of gravel can reduce surface flow, however, as stated on page 13 of the planning report 
(U04/31), river engineering staff report that cross section measurements of the bed profile have not 
shown any significant build up, upstream of SH1. There has been a small build up downstream of SH1 



 14

and gravel extraction has been directed to this area.  For the reasons outlined above in the evaluation of 
other submissions in this assessment, and in the planning report itself (page12), a minimum flow of 5m3/s 
is not supported.  
 
For the above reasons submissions 468.132, 488.153, 607.209, 486.281, 563.293 and further 
submissions F1033.408,  F1041.206  in support are rejected,  while further submissions F1043.1425, 
F1044.1425,F1052.412/912 and  F1053.408/907 in opposition are accepted. No amendments are 
required 
 
476.505: The original submission requests that Table 14.2 be retained as worded but provides no 
reasons.  
 
Assessment 
Because some amendments are proposed the submission can only be accepted in part and no 
amendment is required. 
 
470.201, F1033.638, F1052.642, F1053.638; 515.288, F1033.1203, F1043.3620, F1044.3607, 
F1052.1211, F1053.1203: The original submission considers that the purpose of management does not 
reflect all the values for which the flow regime is managed.  
 
Further submission F1033.638/1203 supports the submission as they wish to see a higher standard of 
water quality in lowland streams. Further submissions F1052.642/1211 and F1053.638/1203 oppose the 
submission for the reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not 
achieve the purpose of the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, 
social and economic considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse effects, and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient 
way to provide for Canterbury’s water resources. Further submissions F1043.3620 and F1044.3607 
oppose the decision requested as they oppose any increase in the regulatory controls of activities related 
to plantation forests. 
 
Assessment 
Original submissions 470.201 and 515.288 correctly point out an omission in the purpose of management 
in that there is no reference to amenity and recreational values. Because of its proximity to Rangiora and 
Christchurch, the river is a significant recreation resource, both for active and passive recreational water 
uses, and is part of the reason for the proposed flow regime.  This should be recognised via an 
amendment.  
 
The reasons provided by further submitters in opposition do not address the specific decision requested 
by the original submissions as the relief sought will not result in any of the issues they raise because the 
amendment does not cause any changes in the flow regime already in the schedule.  
 
For the reasons set out above, the original submissions and further submissions F1033.638/1203 in 
support are accepted, and F1043.3620, F1044.3607, F1052.642/1211, F1053.638/1203 in opposition are 
rejected. An amendment is required.   
 
470.202, F1033.639, F1052.643, F1053.639; 515.289, F1033.1204, F1043.3621, F1044.3608, 
F1052.1212, F1053.1204: The original submission wants a specific flow limit identified for the A  
allocation blocks as it says it is currently undefined, and further, it appears that the Council does not 
intend applying Policy WQN14(4) to set the allocation limit. 
 
Further submission F1033.639/1204 supports the submission as they wish to see a higher standard of 
water quality in lowland streams. Further submissions F1052.643/1212, F1053.639/1204 oppose the 
submission for the reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not 
achieve the purpose of the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, 
social and economic considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse effects, and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient 
way to provide for Canterbury’s water resources. Further submissions F1043.3621 and F1044.3608 
oppose the decision requested as they oppose any increase in the regulatory controls of activities related 
to plantation forests. 
 
Assessment 
Policy WQN14(4) specifies a desired reliability of supply that when applied to a rivers hydrological record 
yields the size of the A allocation block.  This approach is to be applied to all rivers “ unless an alternative 
catchment specific approach is more appropriate”.  This proviso has been applied to the mainstem 
because the desired reliability of supply that would arise from that calculation is of little relevance in a 
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river like the Ashley because it is so unreliable, and the amount already allocated significantly exceeds 
the allocation amount that would result from application of Policy WQN14(4).  
 
Because existing abstractors are working within this lesser reliability now, there is nothing to be gained by 
arbitrarily trying to claw back water to meet the NRRP desired reliability.  This was discussed as part of 
the extensive consultation undertaken with the community advisory group over a three year period from 
2002 - 2004.  Planning report U04/31 (Appendix 1) , in section 5.2, explains the rationale for setting the 
allocation blocks. Key points are that:  

• The A allocation block is capped and comprised consents existing as at 1 January 2002 
• No new takes would be allowed within the A allocation block  
• Should an existing consent be relinquished or not replaced, the water will not be re allocated.  

This means that when consents expire and are replaced, or are called in when NRRP becomes 
operative, the tests for efficiency and reasonable use test will be applied.  Should this result in a take 
being reduced, the amount freed up will not be reallocated.  This benefits other irrigators in the A block 
by improving reliability. 
 

For some reason the third bullet point above was not carried through to the schedule.  While these words 
are not specifically sought by the submitter, their inclusion would assist in achieving what the submitter 
seeks in the event all or part of a permit is relinquished, either because it is no longer needed, or because 
of application of the reasonable use test. This could be considered as being within the intent of the 
submission as it would have the effect of improving reliability of supply and moving it closer to what the 
submitter seeks through Policy 14(4). An amendment to this effect is recommended. 
 
The request for having the A block specified has highlighted an issue in terms of the application of the 
pro rata restrictions. The absence of an A block size specification means the Schedule is unclear as to 
exactly when the pro-rata restrictions commence.  While it could be inferred that restrictions commence 
from the bottom of the B block, this is not explicit. The planning report (U04/31) in the minutes of the 11th 
Ashley River/Rakahuri Community Advisory Group (CAG) meeting, section 10, sets out an allocation 
block model that was discussed by the CAG and accepted by vote. The model specified the allocation 
block sizes as follows: 

• A block minimum flow 2.5m3/s, block size 700L/s 
• B block minimum flow 3.2m3/s, block size 300L/s 
• C block minimum flow 6m3/s , block size 2000l/s 

The A block comprises consents existing as at 1 January 2002, and specifically includes provision of 
200L/s for community water supplies (see page 16, section 5.1 of the planning report).   
 
It is unclear why the A allocation block numbers were not included in Schedule WQN1.2 when notified, 
as the numbers for the B and C block were included. Adding the allocation block size of 700L/s 
formalises and provides certainty as to when A block restrictions commence. 
The original submission seeks the application of the Policy WQN14(4), by inference parts (a) and (b), an  
approach that is not appropriate and therefore is not accepted.  However, the submission has drawn 
attention to two issues about A block provisions that can be addressed and therefore the submission is 
accepted in part. . 
 

The reasons provided by further submitters F1052.643/1212, F1053.639/1204 in opposition do not 
address the specific decision requested by the original submissions as the relief sought will not result in 
any of the issues they raise. This is because the amendment does not cause any changes in the flow 
regime already in the schedule. Further submissions in support are accepted. An amendment is required.   
 
470.203, F1033.640, F1052.644, F1053.640; 515.290, F1033.1205, F1043.3622, F1044.3609, 
F1052.1213, F1053.1205; 470.204, F1033.641, F1052.645, F1053.641; 515.291, F1033.1206, 
F1043.3623, F1044.3610, F1052.1214, F1053.1206: These submissions seek changes to the B block 
minimum flow and to the combined allocation limit for the A and B blocks. 
 
Further submission F1033.641/1206 supports the submission as they wish to see a higher standard of 
water quality in lowland streams. Further submissions F1052.645/1214, F1053.641/1206 oppose the 
submission for the reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not 
achieve the purpose of the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, 
social and economic considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse effects, and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient 
way to provide for Canterbury’s water resources. Further submissions F1043.3623 and F1044.3610 
oppose the decision requested as they oppose any increase in the regulatory controls of activities related 
to plantation forests. 
 
Assessment 
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The submissions seek a higher minimum flow of 4400L/s for the B block compared to 3200 L/s in the 
Schedule WQN1.2, and an allocation limit of 4400L/s for the sum of the A and B blocks, compared to 
1000L/s in the schedule. The justification for this larger total allocation is that it is about 40% of the mean 
flow although the significance of this statistic is unclear.  
 
In Schedule WQN1.2 the B block is 300L/s and sits directly on top of the A block of 700L/s.  One of the 
reasons for not having a gap between the A and B blocks is because the river falls so fast  that a B 
allocation block with a high minimum flow, such as that proposed by the original submission,  would not 
be very useful/practical.  Figures showing how fast the river falls during summer low flows, and discussion 
of these, are set out in the planning report (U04/31) section 3.5, pages 5-8.  On page 7 the report states 
for the period 1988 - 2003,  that “ For 24 of 53 times that the Gorge flow fell to 2.5m3/s, it took just two 
days to fall from 3.00m3/s to 2.5m3/s.”  While there are no figures for the higher B block minimum flow 
requested by the submitter, the flow duration curve is steeper at higher flows and flattens out at lower 
flows i.e. the river would fall through an allocation block with a higher minimum flow much more quickly.  
 
As stated above, the higher the B block minimum flow the less useful the block  is. Further, because of 
the pro-rata restrictions, having the B block on top of the A block will have no effect on inducing 
premature drying, since all B block abstractions will have ceased when Ashley Gorge flows fall to 
3200L/s. In addition, as discussed on page 17 of the planning report, the block has been kept small 
because it is so unreliable.  This avoids having lots of people competing for a resource that would not be 
fully available for much of the time.  
 
For the above reasons the requests by submissions 470.203/204, 515.290/291, and further submissions 
F1033.640/641/1205/1206 in support are rejected, and further submissions F1043.3622, 
F1044.3609/3610, F1052.644/645/1213/1214, F1053.640/641/1205/1206 in opposition are accepted . No 
amendment is required.  
 
470.205, F1033.642, F1052.646, F1053.642; 515.292, F1033.1207, F1043.3624, F1044.3611, 
F1052.1215, F1053.1207: The original submissions do not provide reasons for deleting (c) or for the new 
text. 
 
Further submission F1033.642/1207 supports the submission as they wish to see a higher standard of 
water quality in lowland streams. Further submissions F1052.646/1215, F1053.642/1207 oppose the 
submission for the reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not 
achieve the purpose of the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, 
social and economic considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse effects, and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient 
way to provide for Canterbury’s water resources. Further submissions F1043.3624 and F1044.3611 
oppose the decision requested as they oppose any increase in the regulatory controls of activities related 
to plantation forests. 
 
Assessment 
The original submissions seek the deletion of (c) however this clause is fundamental to ensuring the A 
block is capped at the level of consents that existed in 2002.  The block is already highly unreliable and it 
is important that the schedule is clear that new consents, other than for replacement of expired consents, 
are not to be granted. Therefore removing (c) is not supported.  
 
It is Council’s intention to review consents once NRRP is operative and amend the conditions so that they 
align with plan provisions. To not carry out this alignment step until a consent has expired would 
substantially negate the effect of the plan. Therefore, for certainty, and in accordance with RMAct s68(7), 
the rule/schedule needs to specify that, in terms of s130, the rule will affect the exercise of existing 
consents where they contravene the rule. Therefore it is appropriate to include wording similar to that 
sought in Schedule WQN1.2 .  For these reasons original submissions 470.205, 515.292 and further 
submissions F1033.642/1207 in support are accepted, and further submissions F1043.3624, F1044.3611, 
F1052.646/1215, F1053.642/1207 in opposition are rejected.  An amendment is required. 
 
515.293, F1033.1208, F1043.3625, F1044.3612, F1052.1216, F1053.1208; 515.294, F1033.1209, 
F1043.3626, F1044.3613, F1052.1217, F1053.1209; 470.206, F1033.643, F1052.647, F1053.643: 
Original submitters 515.293, 515.294 and 470.206 want Schedule WQN1.2 to state that upon review the 
consents will be ground proofed and have their allocations tested against Policy WQN17, and their rates 
of take adjusted to fit within the A allocation block. Note previous submissions (470.202 and 515.289) by 
these submitters have requested that the A allocation block be determined to provide the reliability of 
supply indicated by Policy WQN14(4). 470.206 wants Schedule WQN1.2 to specify  how takes, including 
stockwater takes, are to be restricted during periods of low flow, and priorities in respect of consent 
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groups for mainstem and tributaries, and to have water quality standards for the Ashley River /Rakahuri 
catchment specified in Schedule WQN1.2. No specific reasons are provided.   
 
Further submission F1033.1208/1209/643 supports the submission as they wish to see a higher standard 
of water quality in lowland streams. Further submissions F1043.3625/3626 and F1044.3612/3613 oppose 
the decision requested as they oppose any increase in the regulatory controls of activities related to 
plantation forests. 
 
Further submissions F1052.1216/1217/647, F1053.1208/1209/643 oppose the submission for the 
reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not achieve the purpose of 
the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, social and economic 
considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects, 
and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient way to provide for 
Canterbury’s water resources.  
 
Assessment 
NRRP Ch5, and more recently the draft National Environmental Standard on metering, will require takes 
in the Ashley /Rakahuri catchment to be metered. Further, when NRRP is operative, all consents will 
have the reasonable use test and tests for efficiency applied, and any necessary adjustments made to 
their rates of take or volumes.   
 
These matters are already contained in Ch5 and therefore there is no merit in repeating those policy 
provisions in the rule/schedule.  
A pro rata adjustment to individual consents will not be necessary to comply with the A block.  Policy 
WQN14(4) specifies a desired reliability of supply that when applied to a rivers hydrological record yields 
the size of the A allocation block.  This approach is to be applied to all rivers “ unless an alternative 
catchment specific approach is more appropriate”.  This proviso has been applied to the mainstem 
because the desired reliability of supply that would arise from that calculation is of little relevance in a 
river like the Ashley because it is so unreliable, and the amount already allocated significantly exceeds 
the allocation amount that would result from application of Policy WQN14(4).  
Because existing abstractors are working within this lesser reliability now, there is nothing to be gained by 
arbitrarily trying to claw back water to meet the NRRP desired reliability.  This was discussed as part of 
the extensive consultation undertaken with the community advisory group over a three year period from 
2002 - 2004.  Planning report U04/31 (Appendix 1) , in section 5.2, explains the rationale for setting the 
allocation blocks. Key points are that:  

• The A allocation block is capped and comprised consents existing as at 1 January 2002 
• No new takes would be allowed within the A allocation block  
• Should an existing consent be relinquished or not replaced, the water will not be re allocated.  

This means that when consents expire and are replaced, or are called in when NRRP becomes 
operative, the tests for efficiency and reasonable use test will be applied.  Should this result in a take 
being reduced, the amount freed up will not be reallocated.  This benefits other irrigators in the A block 
by improving reliability. 
 

With regard to 470.206, Schedule WQN1.2 already specifies pro-rata reductions for abstractions, but an 
amendment recommended above (see submissions 334.276, 338.232 etc) will add reference to 
community and stockwater  takes being restricted in accordance with Policy 19 (5) - (7) which does not 
require pro-rata reductions. Rather, alternative reduction mechanisms are required. With respect to 
priorities for consent groups, this is achieved via the A, B, and C blocks. Because what the submission 
seeks is largely covered already within Schedule WQN1.2, the submission can be accepted in part but no 
amendment is required. 
 
This schedule deals with environmental flow and allocation matters, not water quality. However, some of 
the flow regime provisions assist with ensuring adequate water quality eg ensuring abstraction does not 
significantly reduce flushing flows that remove periphyton and fine sediment from the bed. However, the 
water quality policies, rules and standards for this and other catchments catchment are contained within 
Chapter 4 Water quality and the associated planning maps.   
 
For the reasons set out above submissions 515.293, F1033.1208; 515.294, F1033.1209; are rejected, 
470.206, F1033.643, F1052.647, F1053.643 are accepted in part, and further submissions F1043.3625, 
F1044.3612, F1052.1216, F1053.1208 F1043.3626, F1044.3613, F1052.1217, F1053.1209,  in 
opposition are accepted.   No amendment is required. 

 
607.210, F1041.207, F1055.123: Submission 607.210 considers the minimum flows are not conservative 
enough because of cumulative effects. However the submission appears a bit confused because it also 
asks for minimum flows to be decreased to achieve the purpose of management.  It is likely that the 
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submission should have read “increased” given the context. The submission does not state what the flow 
should be 
Further submissions F1041.207 and F1055.123 in support provide no reasons for their support. 
 
Assessment  
The planning report (U04/31 Appendix 1) on pages 11 - 13  sets out the advantages and disadvantages 
of five minimum flow options ranging from 2.5m3/s Jan - July to 5.0m3/s all year.  NRRP Objective WQN1 
provides the framework against which the adequacy of the flow regime is assessed. Because the Ashley 
River/Rakahuri has important instream values, and is important locally for irrigation, the minimum flow for 
January - July reflects Council’s “weighing” between the competing instream and out of stream values 
within the objective.  Having regard to the mainstem as a whole, Council considered that a minimum flow 
of 2.5m3/s adequately provided for the flow requirements of instream values set out in Objective WQN1, 
and that there was no significant net benefit from moving to a higher minimum flow.  
To the extent that original submission 607.210, and further submissions F1041.207, F1055.123 in 
support, support most of the schedule, they are accepted in part.  No amendments are required 

WQN12.1 Recommendation 
62.1, 334.272, 334.276, 338.232, 338.228, 352.212, 352.216, 378.234, 378.238, 395.135, 395.136, 
413.220, 413.224, 470.201, 470.205, 471.272, 471.276, 515.288, 515.292, 539.272, 539.268,  
F1033.638, F1033.642, F1033.1203, F1033.1207, F1043.1425, F1043.3622, F1043.3623, F1043.3626, 
F1044.1425, F1044.3609, F1044.3610, F1044.3612, F1044.3613, F1043.3625, F1046.112, F1049.528, 
F1049.529, F1052.412, F1052.644, F1052.645, F1052.912, F1052.1213, F1052.1214,  F1052.1216, 
F1052.1217, F1053.408, F1053.640, F1053.641, F1053.907, F1053.1205,  F1053.1206, F1053.1208, 
F1053.1209, F1055.122: Accept 
 
470.202, 470.206, 476.505, 515.289, 607.210, F1033.639, F1033.643, F1033.1204, F1041.207, 
F1052.647, F1053.643, F1055.123: Accept in part 
 
240.4, 257.1195, 289.1716, 395.134, 395.155, 468.132, 470.203, 470.204, 486.281, 488.153,  506.1186, 
515.290, 515.291, 515.293, 515.294, 563.293, 586.1186, 607.209, 669.1183, F1033.408, F1033.640, 
F1033.641, F1033.1205, F1033.1206, F1033.1208, F1033.1209, F1041.206, F1043.2672, F1043.3620, 
F1043.3621, F1043.3624, F1044.2665, F1044.3607, F1044.3608, F1044.3611, F1052.642,  F1052.643, 
F1052.646, F1052.1211, F1052.1212, F1052.1215, F1053.638,  F1053.642, F1053.639, F1053.1203,  
F1053.1204, F1053.1207: Reject  

Amendment 
1. In Chapter 5, page 5-230, amend Schedule WQN1.2 as follows:  
 
 (a) add to point (ii) in the purpose of management list, additional wording so as to read: 
“ (ii) to maintain the natural character, and amenity and water based recreational values of the main stem 
by maintaining minimum flows and flow variability;” 

            
   5-230-4 

(b) add to point (v) in the purpose of management list, additional wording so as to read: 
 
“(v) to provide for the taking of water for out of stream uses, including  community drinking water supply,  
providing sufficient water is retained instream to satisfy purposes (i) to (iv)” 

5-230-7 
 
(c) in Table WQN 14.2, under the column heading “Reductions in take”, for the Ashley River/Rakahuri, 
amend the wording to read: 
“Takes, other than for stock drinking water and community drinking water supplies, shall be reduced on a 
pro rata……”  

5-230-9-F-2 
 
(d) in Table WQN 14.2, under the column heading “Allocation limit for A permits (litres/sec)”, for the 
Ashley River/Rakahuri,  delete the wording “no new takes to be allowed” and replace it with the number 
“700”  

5-230-9-G-2 
 
(e) Under Table WQN14.2 add a new clause to the “Additional provisions” list as follows: 
 
“(f) Takes for stock drinking water and community drinking water supplies shall be restricted in terms of 
Policy WQN19 (7) - (9)” 
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5-231-1-15 
 
(f) Amend (d) of the list “Additional provisions” , so as to read: 
 
“(d) No new water permits shall be granted for the A block for the taking of water from the mainstem of 
the Ashley River/Rakahuri, and from tributaries joining the mainstem upstream of State Highway 1, and 
where any water permits are partially or completely relinquished, the water is not to be re-allocated. 
Existing permits that expire can be replaced, subject to meeting tests for reasonable use, efficiency, and 
any other NRRP requirements.”  

5-231-1-11 
 
(g) Add a new clause to the list under “Additional provisions” as follows: 
 
“(g) When this schedule becomes operative, it will affect the exercise of existing consents where they 
contravene the schedule.”  

5-231-1-15 
 
2. As a consequence of adding (g) to Schedule WQN1.2, this same wording needs adding to Schedule 
WQN1.1 and 1.3, as (f) and (d) respectively. 

5-229-1-14 
5-232-8-6 

 

5-232-1  Schedule WQN1.3 Avon River/Ötakaro and Heathcote River 
5-232-1 266.17 K Dean (V1) Amend Schedule WQN1.3 to ensure a 

minimum flow standard is set and upheld 
for the Avon and Heathcote Rivers.  

5-232-1 476.359 Christchurch City 
Council (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.3 to set 
"reductions intake". 
 

5-232-1 476.458 Christchurch City 
Council (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.3 to review data 
and its interpretation relating to minimum 
flow levels in Avon and Heathcote Rivers in 
conjunction with CCC. Then engage in 
consultation with CCC to confirm or adjust. 
 

 F1076.822 Horticulture NZ 
(formerly NZ 
Vegetable & Potato 
Growers Federation) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-232-1 486.282 Te Runanga O Ngai 
Tahu. (V1) 

Delete Schedule 1.3. 

 F1043.1426 Canterbury Forest 
Industry Working 
Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.1426 Selwyn Plantation 
Board Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

5-232-1 488.154 North Canterbury 
Forest and Bird 
Protection Society (V1) 

Retain Schedule WQN1.3 as written. 

 F1052.913 Eminence Investments 
Ltd. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.908 Ngai Tahu Property 
Ltd (V1) 

Oppose 

5-232-1 563.294 Te Hapu O Ngati 
Wheke Rapaki 
Runanga Inc (V1) 

Support submission by Te Runanga o Ngai 
Tahu (refer 486). 

5-232-2 334.273 Selwyn District Council 
(V1) 

Add new point to Schedule WQN1.3, 
where not inconsistent with existing Water 
Conservation Orders,  as follows: "(iv) to 
provide for taking of water to ensure 
appropriate community drinking water 
supply." 
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5-232-2 338.229 Mackenzie District 
Council (V1) 

See submission point 334.273. 

5-232-2 352.213 Waitaki District Council 
(V1) 

See submission point 334.273. 

5-232-2 378.235 Christchurch City 
Council (formerly 
BPDC).  (V1) 

See submission point 334.273. 

5-232-2 413.221 Waimate District 
Council  (V1) 

See submission point 334.273. 

5-232-2 471.273 Selwyn Central 
Community Board (V1) 

See submission point 334.273. 

5-232-2 539.269 Timaru District Council 
(V1) 

See submission point 334.273. 

5-232-7 476.456 Christchurch City 
Council (V1) 

Amend Table WQN14.1 to clearly state 
how the 0 L/sec is to be interpreted, or 
alternatively, amend to replace "0 L/sec" 
with "NA". Amend relevant sections to state 
how allocation will be determined to take 
into account stream depletion effects on 
the Avon & Heathcote Rivers. 
 

5-232-7 476.506 Christchurch City 
Council (V1) 

Retain Table WQN14.1 as worded. 

5-232-
8A4 

468.133 Royal Forest & Bird 
Protection Society of 
New Zealand Inc - 
Central Office (V1)  

Retain the flow regime proposed for the 
Avon River/ Otakaro. 

 F1033.409 Rosalie and Jules 
Snoyink (V1) 

Support 

 F1052.413 Eminence Investments 
Ltd. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.409 Ngai Tahu Property 
Ltd (V1) 

Oppose 

5-232-
8A4 

468.134 Royal Forest & Bird 
Protection Society of 
New Zealand Inc - 
Central Office (V1)  

Retain the flow regime proposed for the 
Heathcote River in Table WQN1.3. 

 F1033.410 Rosalie and Jules 
Snoyink (V1) 

Support 

 F1052.414 Eminence Investments 
Ltd. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.410 Ngai Tahu Property 
Ltd (V1) 

Oppose 

5-232-
8E2 

540.227 Canterbury Growers 
Society Ltd (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.3 to increase the 
minimum flow to provide for restrictions on 
domestic supply 1 year in 10. 

5-232-
8E2 

541.227 Horticulture NZ (ex NZ 
Vegetable & Potato 
Growers Federation 
Inc et al)  (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.3 to increase the 
minimum flow to provide for restrictions on 
domestic supply 1 year in 10. 

5-232-
8e3 

500.2 Lesley Kissell (V1) Amend Table WQN1.4, Heathcote, 
Heathcote at Buxton Terrace to ensure 
flows at same level as at current level - 
have no decrease in flow.  Have less water 
pumped at pumping station in Colombo 
Street, by Beckenham Service Centre and 
library during low flow times. 

5-232-
8f1 

334.277 Selwyn District Council 
(V1) 

Add the following under the heading 
Reductions in take in Table WQN14.3: 
"Takes, other than for group or community 
drinking water supply or stockwater supply 
purposes, shall be reduced on a pro rata 
basis in order to maintain the minimum 
flows." 
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5-232-
8f1 

338.233 Mackenzie District 
Council (V1) 

See submission point 334.277. 

5-232-
8f1 

352.217 Waitaki District Council 
(V1) 

See submission point 334.277. 

5-232-
8f1 

378.239 Christchurch City 
Council (formerly 
BPDC).  (V1) 

See submission point 334.277. 

5-232-
8f1 

413.225 Waimate District 
Council  (V1) 

See submission point 334.277. 

5-232-
8f1 

471.277 Selwyn Central 
Community Board (V1) 

See submission point 334.277. 

5-232-
8f1 

539.273 Timaru District Council 
(V1) 

See submission point 334.277. 

5-232-
8F2 

512.92 University of 
Canterbury (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.3 to specify 
“reductions in take” for the Avon and 
Heathcote rivers.  

Evaluations and reasons 
266.17: This submission requests that minimum flows be set and upheld to ensure that the health of the 
rivers is not jeopardised by over abstraction. 
 
Assessment 
The minimum flows specified in Schedule WQN1.3 are in effect standards and will have the force and 
effect of a regulation.  Environment Canterbury is obliged to give effect to its plans (RMAct s84), and 
therefore the minimum flows will be upheld. Because the outcome sought by the submission is already 
provided for it can be accepted but no amendment is required. 
 
334.273, 338.229, 352.213, 378.235, 413.221, 471.273, 539.269: The original submissions seek 
provision to be made for taking water for community drinking water supplies. 
 
Assessment 
These are generic submissions that have been applied across the region.  In this instance, they are not 
relevant because neither river will ever be used as a community drinking water supply.  For this reason all 
submissions are rejected and no amendment is required.  
 
334.277, 338.233, 352.217, 378.239, 413.225, 471.277, 476.359/456/506, 512.92, 539.273: Original 
submissions request that the schedule specify what action will be taken when the Avon and Heathcote 
Rivers fall below their minimum flows. i.e. what will be the reductions in take at and below the minimum 
flows stated.  The CCC and District Councils are concerned about potential impacts on community water 
supplies and submit that Policy WQN19(1) does not recognise the needs of community water supply. 
Submission 476.456 seeks clarification of the interpretation of the 0L/s allocation limit or its replacement 
with N/A and a statement of how allocation will be determined to take into account stream depletion 
effects on the Avon and the Heathcote Rivers.  They suggest the 0L/s allocation for the rivers would 
mean that no water can be taken from Aquifer 1 in the western portion of the city. If no allocation is 
allowed they presume that  any stream depletion effects of the CCC or other wells would in effect be 
prohibited.  Submission 476.506 requests that Table 14.3 be retained as worded.  This is considered to 
be an error given the nature of other submission points.  
 
Assessment 
The CCC and other submitters are concerned about potential impacts on community water supplies 
where they have a stream depletion effect on the Avon or Heathcote Rivers and seek clarification of how 
they will be dealt with compared with takes for other uses. 
 
Whereas the draft NRRP did set out proposed controls on wells having stream depletion effects (wells in 
Aquifers 1 and 2 regardless of the degree of stream depletion effect), these were excluded from Variation 
1 because Environment Canterbury groundwater scientists considered further modelling was necessary 
to show how the rivers would respond to restrictions on these wells, and particularly those in the first 
aquifer, near the spring discharge zones. That work has still to be completed and will be developed in 
liaison with Christchurch City Council ahead of notifying a variation to introduce appropriate allocation 
limits and controls into Schedule WQN3.   
 
However, it is clear that existing Christchurch City Council wells can have a significant stream depleting 
effect. This effect will vary with duration and rate of pumping for any one well. Evidence presented by the 
Christchurch City Council to Hearing Stage 8 indicates that the Christchurch City Council in the future 
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wants to take even more water out of the shallow aquifers, even if this means compromising rivers flows. 
Already abstraction has resulted in significant headwater drying. Increasing abstraction would exacerbate 
that further. Engineering works, such as narrowing the river, and landscape planting are seen as 
mitigation measures for those reaches that flow.  
 
Planning report U01/107B contains projections of the extent of drying at different minimum flows. 
 
There is clearly a conflict between the community’s desire to retain the two rivers much as they look now, 
as evidenced from submissions during consultation, and to also have unrestricted supplies of untreated 
groundwater. Resource limits for groundwater are being approached in terms of maintaining the current 
character of the two rivers, and alternative water supplies for the western fringe of Christchurch need to 
be examined.  In the interim, Christchurch City Council needs to be able to supply urban expansion on 
the western edge of the city. However, that should not be at the expense of the two rivers and therefore 
any new wells should not have significant stream depletion effects i.e. have a direct, high or moderate 
degree of hydraulic connection. That will mean the Christchurch City Council has to arrange its well 
depths, numbers and locations in ways that will achieve this.  
 
The Christchurch City Council’s submission points out that by having a 0L/s allocation from the Avon and 
Heathcote Rivers implies that the stream depletion effect of the Christchurch City Council’s wells would 
be prohibited. This is not entirely correct. The 0L/s was intended to signal that there would be no 
provision for direct surface water abstractions. The approach in Policy WQN14 to include the direct, high 
and moderate stream depletion effects in the allocation block means that the water being drawn from the 
surface water resource via stream depleting groundwater takes is to be counted and managed as part of 
the surface water regime. The 0L/S limit means that new takes classified as having a direct, high or 
moderate degree of hydraulic connection  (previously categorised as “high” - see Recommendation 
WQN3.14, Officer Report No. 8), would be prohibited. (Except that it is recommended that the exception 
of individual or community stock water supply, group drinking water supply or community drinking water 
supply, from this prohibited activity status be made clear. Existing takes would be able to continue. 
 
It may seem inappropriate to have a 0L/s allocation limit given the existing Christchurch City Council 
stream depleting groundwater takes. However this does not prevent the ongoing taking of water that was 
already allocated prior to Jan 1 2002. (Note that Policy WQN14(11) indicates that once the allocation 
regime is operative resource consents should be reviewed to assess and apply reasonable use 
requirements, annual volumes, stream depletion effect, minimum flow conditions. And Policy 
WQN14(11)(c) indicates that after the review and determination of annual volumes, stream depletion 
effect etc, if there is an over allocation this will be allowed to remain. Where water taken is principally for 
irrigation use the effect of this will be on the reliability of supply of these takes and the minimum flow will 
be protected. Where the water taken is for community water supply the effect of this Policy will be on the 
minimum flow given that there is an exemption from the full restriction of these takes. (Refer 
Recommendation WQN4.16 and the Memo “Water Supply During Restrictions” dated 10 March and 14 
May 2008.)) 
 
Given the concerns with regard to the 0l/s allocation limit it is proposed that the 0L/s be replaced with the 
following wording in the allocation limit cell for both the Avon/Otakara and the Heathcote Rivers.  
 
“No limit is set. No more water to be allocated unless for individual or community stock water supply, 
group drinking water supply or community drinking water supply.” 
 
The intent in the Avon and Heathcote rivers is that the existing takes which have a direct, high or 
moderate degree of hydraulic connection (as per Policy WQN8 and Schedule WQN7) will be able to 
continue to take at and below the minimum flow to the extent necessary to take water that is required for 
the essential uses that are supplied by the abstractor. This is complicated by the fact that CCC takes from 
many bores from several aquifers. Policy WQN19(7) was included knowing that there can be these 
complications and encourages the use of asset management plans to provide an alternative approach for 
managing the network of takes in an integrated manner through periods of water shortage.  
  
As mentioned there is an intention to develop an allocation regime for the Christchurch West Melton 
Groundwater Zone. Currently the Christchurch groundwater model is being updated and this is expected 
to be complete by the end of this financial year, with consultation on possible management regimes 
commencing in the 2008/2009 financial year. This will assist in resolving how takes across the area are 
managed in relation to the flows in the Avon and the Heathcote Rivers. This will assist in establishing 
whether and how much more water can be allocated from groundwater and surface water. While it is 
premature at this time to specify what the stream depletion allocation limit should be, it is clear that the 
Christchurch City Council cannot continue unrestrained expansion of its well system. It can however 
continue its existing takes from bores that have a stream depletion effect on the Avon and Heathcote 
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Rivers and the NRRP provides for this subject to restrictions at low flow. And it is not prohibited from 
applying to take additional water. 
 
Any new takes will be restricted in terms of Policy WQN19 (5) - (7) when the Avon and Heathcote rivers 
fall below their respective minimum flows. It is considered that removing the reference in Table WQN14.3 
to “0 litres per second” allocation limit and replacing with alternative wording indicating that no allocation 
limit has been set but that no more allocation be provided for except for some essential uses would be 
clearer as to the intention at this time. In addition, providing an expansion of this in the “additional 
provisions” section in the table will also provide clearer direction as to how the flow and allocation regime 
is to be given effect until such time as a groundwater management regime for the Christchurch/West 
Melton Zone is developed and introduced into Schedule WQN3, where it is expected a more detailed 
restriction regime for groundwater abstraction considered to be adversely affecting both the Avon and 
Heathcote Rivers will be introduced. For the reasons given, submissions 334.277, 338.233, 352.217, 
378.239, 413.225, 471.277, 476.359, 476.456, 512.92, 539.273 are rejected. Submission 476.506 is 
accepted and an amendment is required. 
 
476.458, F1076.822: The original submission supports the setting of minimum flows but requests that the 
regime set is based on 1:20 year drought restrictions so as to help provide reasonable continuity of 
supply to the city.  The submitter requests that Environment Canterbury review the data and then engage 
in consultation with the submitter.  
 
Further submission F1076.822 in opposition reasons consultation should be with all stakeholders and 
subject to Plan Variation. 
 
Assessment 
Consultation with Christchurch City Council about the Avon and Heathcote Rivers, Christchurch 
groundwater, and Woolston/Heathcote  groundwater salinity issues commenced about 1998, with 
considerable input from Christchurch City Council staff who now no longer work there. A number of  
meetings were held during the period 1998 -1999.  Subsequently Environment Canterbury staff 
commenced preparation of an issues and options report  “Our Water in the Balance” (Environment 
Canterbury report R01/1) which outlined flow regime options and made very strong linkages between 
groundwater levels/pressures and springflow. In particular, there is specific content about the potential 
“trade-off” relationship between water supplies for Christchurch  city and river flows. In short, if 
Christchurch  wants higher minimum flows for these two rivers, then that reduces the amount of water 
that can be abstracted from groundwater.  The option of 1100L/s was estimated to arise once every 20 
years on average, based on demand at that time.  During development of this document meetings were 
held with Christchurch City Council staff and councillors.  For at least one of them, staff presented graphs 
showing the frequency of occurrence at different levels of demand (see planning report R01/10.  Eric van 
Toor and Allan Watson from the Christchurch City Council were the main link with Environment 
Canterbury staff.  Eric contributed information that is included in this report. The issues and options report 
was publicly notified in December 2000 and over 5000 submissions were received on a special Living 
Here edition “ How precious is our water “ that set out flow regime options, impacts on Christchurch  
water supplies,  and pictorially attempted to show the possible effect of each regime in the inner city and 
in the headwaters.  It went to every household mailbox in Christchurch and the recharge zone. 
Submissions were also received on the main report itself. Public meetings were held, along with 
presentations to groups requesting meetings to discuss the content. Focus groups were also held. 
  
Subsequently, through additional hydraulic modelling of a significant length of the inner city reach, it was 
shown that the photographs exaggerated the effect on exposure of the bed. Nevertheless, the 
submissions received gave a very clear signal as to how Christchurch residents wanted the Avon River 
/Otakaro to look in the inner city.  The results of this were conveyed to both Christchurch City Council 
Councillors and staff, and to Environment Canterbury councillors. During this period several technical 
reports were prepared by Environment Canterbury scientists and NIWA about river flows and ecological 
requirements.  Staff also had access to reports prepared by or for Christchurch City Council. 
 
Subsequently staff prepared the draft NRRP which Council approved for release for public submissions in 
2002. Within it were the current flow regimes for the two rivers.  A planning report (Environment 
Canterbury report U01/107B) was prepared and presented to Council at the time they made their 
decisions, and was made available publicly. That report assessed how well different flow regime options 
meet the requirements of the RPS Chapter 9 Objective 1. Submissions were received on the flow regimes 
and a summary of these was presented to Environment Canterbury Councillors.  
 
The submission requests that data be reviewed and interpreted in consultation with Christchurch City 
Council so as to lead to an amendment of Schedule WQN1.3. The submission does not suggest 
alternative flow regimes.  Given the lengthy consultation and documentation undertaken ahead of 
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notification of Variation 1, there seems little reason to start again. For the above reasons original 
submission 476.458 is rejected, and further submission F1076.822 in opposition is accepted, although not 
for the reasons given.  No amendment is required. 
 
468.133, F1033.409, F1052.413, F1053.409, 468.134, F1033.410, F1052.414, F1053.410 : The original 
submissions support the flow regime for the Avon and Heathcote Rivers. 
 
Further submissions F1033.409/410 support the submission as they wish to see a higher standard of 
water quality in lowland streams. Further submissions F1052.413/414, F1053.409/410 oppose the 
submission for the reasons that the amendments sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not 
achieve the purpose of the RMA, fail to strike an appropriate balance between environmental protection, 
social and economic considerations, does not provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse effects, and will result in inflexible provisions that are not the most effective or efficient 
way to provide for Canterbury’s water resources.  
 
Assessment 
The support is noted. Original submissions 468.133 and 134 and further submissions F1033.409 and 
F1033.410 in support are accepted and further submissions F1052.413, F1052.414, F1053.409 and 
F1053.410 in opposition are rejected.  No amendment is required. 
 
486.282, F1043.1426, F1044.1426; 563.294: The original submissions consider Schedule WQN1.3 
should be deleted because a specific cultural impact assessment report was not commissioned by 
Environment Canterbury. 
 
Further submissions F1043.1426 and F1044.1426 oppose the decision requested as they oppose any 
increase in the regulatory controls of activities related to plantation forests. 
 
Assessment 
While it is correct that a specific report was not commissioned, consultation was undertaken both with 
runanga and TRONT at hui and staff spoke separately to one or two key people within Ngai Tuahuriri and 
Otautahi runanga to try to get information that would help identify any relationships between minimum 
flows and cultural values.  Staff had access to and used information from the Optimax Research 
Associates (1997) report to help inform the evaluation.  However, staff encountered difficulty getting flow 
related information. The planning report (Environment Canterbury report U01/107B, attached as Appendix 
2) on page 10 reflects this issue when it states:  “Now that we have a better understanding of how the two 
rivers are going to physically respond to different flows, it will be easier for Tangata Whenua to judge how 
well the mauri is likely to be sustained at whatever flow Council adopts. There is opportunity to get this 
additional feedback during the draft plan consultation period.” 
Subsequently there were hui with Tangata Whenua during the consultation process to discuss the 
significance of the different flow regime options. The flow regimes in Schedule WQN1.3 are those 
identified during hui as the preferred options for the two rivers.   
 
Given this background, there is insufficient justification for deleting Schedule WQN1.3 and the original 
submission 486.282 and 563.294 are rejected, and further submissions F1043.1426, F1044.1426 are 
accepted, but not for the reasons provided. No amendment is required. 
 
488.154, F1052.913, F1053.908: The original submission supports the flow regime for the Avon River as 
written. 
 
Further submissions F1052.913, F1053.908 oppose the submission for the reasons that the amendments 
sought to provisions are unduly onerous, will not achieve the purpose of the RMA, fail to strike an 
appropriate balance between environmental protection, social and economic considerations, does not 
provide the ability for applicants to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects, and will result in inflexible 
provisions that are not the most effective or efficient way to provide for Canterbury’s water resources.  
 
Assessment 
The original submission seeks to have Schedule WQN1.3 retained as written but because some 
amendments are recommended to Schedule WQN1.3, the submission can only be accepted in part.  
Further submissions F1052.913, F1053.908 are generic submissions in opposition and are rejected 
because they are not pertinent to the original submission as it is not seeking to amend anything. No 
amendment is required. 
 
500.2: The original submission wants to ensure there is no reduction in river flows as a result of pumping.  
 
Assessment 
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Because of the relationship between groundwater levels/pressures- springflow - availability of 
groundwater for Christchurch, there is a “tradeoff” between river flows and the quantity of groundwater 
available for supplying Christchurch.  Further, pumping from shallow wells the Heathcote will cause 
stream depletion effects that reduce river flow.  However, the minimum flow for the Heathcote River was 
set at a level that essentially retains its appearance.  Christchurch City Council wells, and demands by 
Christchurch residents and businesses will have to be managed to reduce this impact when the river falls 
below this minimum flow.  However, the extent that the Christchurch City Council is able to shift its supply 
from aquifer 1 wells to deeper aquifers, or resupply into the river area from wells that don’t have stream 
depletion effects, will have a significant bearing on the extent to which stream depletion effects can be 
managed during low flow periods.  Policy WQN19 already requires the Christchurch City Council to take 
action during periods when the river is below its minimum flow.  To the extent that what the submission 
seeks is largely addressed by NRRP, the submission is accepted in part.  No amendment is required.  
 
540.227, 541.227: The original submissions want the minimum flow raised so that Christchurch residents 
have to suffer restrictions one year in ten.     
 
Assessment 
No reasons are provided for doing this and there seems no merit in purposely and unnecessarily creating 
a restriction.  The submissions are rejected and no amendment is required. 

WQN12.2 Recommendation 
266.17, 334.273, 338.229, 352.213, 378.235, 413.221, 468.133, 468.134, 471.273, 476.506, 539.269, 
F1033.409, F1033.410, F1043.1426, F1044.1426, F1076.822: Accept 
 
488.154, 500.2: Accept in part 
 
334.277, 338.233, 352.217, 378.239, 413.225, 471.277, 476.359, 476.456, 476.458, 476.506, 486.282, 
512.92, 539.273, 540.227, 541.227, 563.294, F1052.413, F1052.414, F1052.913, F1053.409, F1053.410, 
F1053.908: Reject 

Amendment 
(1) In Chapter 5, page 5-232, amend Schedule WQN1.3 as follows: 
 
(a) add to the “Purpose of management for the Avon River/Otakaro and Heathcote River:” a new point (iv) 
as follows: 
 
“(iv) to provide for the taking of groundwater that has a stream depletion effect on surface water flows, 
particularly for community drinking water supplies, providing sufficient water is retained instream to satisfy 
purposes (i) to (iii).” 
 
(b) add in to the column “Reductions in take (litres / sec) for the Avon River/Otakaro the following: 
 
“No restrictions set” 
 
(c) add in to the column “Reductions in take (litres / sec) for the Heathcote River the following: 
 
“No restrictions set” 
 
(d) delete “0” from the column “ Allocation limit for A permits (litres / sec) for the Avon River and replace 
with the following: 
 
 “No limit set. No more water to be allocated unless for individual or community stock water 
supply, group drinking water supply or community drinking water supply (see additional provisions).” 
 
(e) delete “0” form the column “ Allocation limit for A permits (litres / sec) for the Heathcote River and 
replace with the following: 
 
 “No limit set. No more water to be allocated unless for individual or community stock water 
supply, group drinking water supply or community drinking water supply (see additional provisions).” 
 
(f) amend 3. Additional provisions (a) in Table WQN14.3 as follows: 
 

“(a) No new water permits for taking or diversion of;  
(i) surface water: 
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(ii) groundwater that is determined as having a direct degree of hydraulic connection, as per 
Schedule WQN7: or 

(iii) groundwater that is determined as having a high or moderate degree of hydraulic connection, 
as per Schedule WQN7; 

 shall be taken or diverted granted from the Avon or Heathcote rivers unless the water that is 
taken or diverted is discharged back into the river near to the point of take.” 
 
(g) add to 3. Additional provisions (b) and (c) in Table WQN14.3 as follows: 

 
“(b)  Notwithstanding (a)(iii) above, the taking of groundwater that is determined as having a high or 
moderate degree of hydraulic connection (as per Schedule WQN7), may be granted for the purpose 
of individual or community stock water supply, group drinking water supply or community drinking 
water supply, providing the water taken is subject to an asset management plan that restricts the use 
of water supplied by the supply scheme to essential uses, during periods of low water availability, (as 
per Policy WQN19(7)).   
(c) In the case of existing water permits, no review of conditions addressing restrictions will be 
initiated for water permits to take surface water, or groundwater that is determined as having a  direct, 
high or moderate degree of hydraulic connection (as per Schedule WQN7), until a restriction regime 
is specified in Schedule WQN3 (as part of the Christchurch/West Melton groundwater management 
regime).” 
 

 
(h) add the following paragraph below Table WQN14.3 as follows: 
 
“Note: The management proposed in 3(a)(iii) above deliberately excludes reference to a stream depletion 
effect cut-off. Therefore unless the degree of hydraulic connection of a groundwater take is low (as per 
Schedule WQN7), there is no provision for any new water permits to be granted that will increase the 
amount allocated from either surface water body, except for the allowance that is made in 3(b) for 
individual or community stock water supply, group drinking water supply or community drinking water 
supply.”  
 
(2) Add a new condition xx to Rule WQN1 as follows: 
 
"xx  The take shall not be from the Avon River/Otakaro or Heathcote River, unless the water taken or 
diverted is discharged back into the river near to the point of take." 
 
(3) Add to Rule WQN1 a new activity (x) as follows: 
 
"(x) Where condition xx is not complied with, the activity is a prohibited activity." 
 
 

5-233-1  Schedule WQN1.4 Rangitata River 
5-233-1 257.1196 Upper Waitaki Branch 

Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-233-1 289.1717 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-233-1 379.111 TrustPower Limited  (V1) Amend Schedule WQN1.4 of the 
Proposed Plan so that it adopts a 
minimum flow, water allocation, and 
water restriction regime for the 
Rangitata River that is consistent with 
the water conservation order for the 
river. 

 F1043.602 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.602 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

5-233-1 470.209 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 

Delete Schedule WQN1.4 Rangitata 
River 
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Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 
 F1033.644 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.648 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.644 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-233-1 506.1187 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 

Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-233-1 586.1187 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 
Canterbury Provinces (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.4 to ensure it 
is consistent with the provisions set 
out in the Water Conservation Order. 

 F1043.2673 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 

 F1044.2666 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

5-233-1 594.111 Rangitata Diversion Race 
Irrigator Forum (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.4 of the 
Proposed Plan so that it adopts a 
minimum flow, water allocation, and 
water restriction regime for the 
Rangitata River that is consistent with 
the water conservation order for the 
river. 

5-233-1 602.115 Rangitata Diversion Race 
Management Ltd (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN1.4 of the 
Proposed Plan so that it adopts a 
minimum flow, water allocation, and 
water restriction regime for the 
Rangitata River that is consistent with 
the water conservation order for the 
river. 

5-233-1 623.9 Ian H Watson (V1) Amend Schedule WQN1.4 where 
necessary to make the minimum flow 
for the Rangitata River 30,000 litres 
per second, with one-for-one sharing 
of higher flows between in-stream and 
out-of-stream uses and a cap on total 
abstractions of 30% of the mean 
annual flow. 
 

5-233-1 669.1184 South Island High Country 
Section, Federated Farmers NZ 
(V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-233-2 334.274 Selwyn District Council (V1) Add new point to Schedule WQN1.4, 
where not inconsistent with existing 
Water Conservation Orders,  as 
follows: "(viii) to provide for taking of 
water to ensure appropriate 
community drinking water supply." 

5-233-2 338.230 Mackenzie District Council (V1) See submission point 334.274. 
5-233-2 352.214 Waitaki District Council (V1) See submission point 334.274. 
5-233-2 378.236 Christchurch City Council 

(formerly BPDC).  (V1) 
See submission point 334.274. 

5-233-2 413.222 Waimate District Council  (V1) See submission point 334.274. 
5-233-2 471.274 Selwyn Central Community 

Board (V1) 
See submission point 334.274. 

5-233-2 486.283 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu. (V1) Amend Schedule 1.4 to reflect the 
Rangitata Water Conservation Order. 

 F1043.1427 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.1427 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

5-233-2 539.270 Timaru District Council (V1) See submission point 334.274. 
5-233-2 563.295 Te Hapu O Ngati Wheke 

Rapaki Runanga Inc (V1) 
Support submission by Te Runanga o 
Ngai Tahu (refer 486). 
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Evaluations and reasons 
Delete Schedule WQN1.4 or make it consistent with the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) 
Order 
257.1196, 289.1717, 506.1187, 586.1187, F1043.2673, F1044.2666; 669.1184: These submitters all 
seek the above relief without providing a specific reason for seeking it. 
 
F1043.2673 and F1044.2666 support 586.1187 for the reasons provided by the submitter. 
 
379.111, F1043.602, F1044.602; 594.111, 602.115: These submitters seek the relief above as while they 
realise the NRRP was notified before the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order decision was 
released, they consider it is inappropriate for Schedule WQN1.4 to be inconsistent with that Order. 
 
F1043.602 and F1044.602 oppose the entire submission 379 based on their opposition to any increase in 
the regulatory controls for forestry activities sought by the submitter that is unnecessary or inconsistent 
with the RMA. This reasoning is not relevant to the submission point raised under this provision. 
 
623.9: 623 seeks the above relief only in the event that the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order 
was not made. 
 
470.209, F1033.644, F1052.648, F1053.644: 470 oppose Schedule WQN1.4 and seek the relief of 
deleting Schedule WQN1.4 as they consider it will be redundant when the Water Conservation (Rangitata 
River) Order is approved by the Minister. 
 
F1033.644 supports the entire submission 470 as they wish to see higher standards of water quality in 
lowland rivers and streams to the point that they are swimmable and fishable. 
 
F1052.648 and F1053.644 oppose 470.209 as the relief sought is considered unduly onerous, does not 
strike a balance and will result in inflexible provisions. 
 
486.283, F1043.1427, F1044.1427; 563.295: These submitters seek the above relief as they consider 
that the schedule now needs to reflect the recent decision on the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) 
Order.  
 
Assessment 
All of the above submitters seek relatively similar relief of either deleting Schedule WQN1.4 or amending 
it to make it consistent with the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order.  
 
As stated in NRRP Chapter 5 Section 5.12.10, the explanation and reasons for flow, level and allocation 
regimes set in Schedule WQN1, the flow regime for the Rangitata River was included in Schedule 
WQN1.4 for the event of a water conservation order not being made. 
 
Given that the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order was gazetted on 22 June 2006 and became 
operative on 23 June 2006, the flow regime proposed in Schedule WQN1.4 is no longer required.  
 
RMA s67(4)(a) requires that a regional plan must not be inconsistent with a water conservation order. 
With this is mind, and to provide a regional plan that provides for activities even where a water 
conservation order is in effect, rules in Chapter 5 are specifically applying to such activities as the taking 
or diverting of water from an allocation block of a surface water body to which a water conservation order 
applies. Full details of the relevant water conservation orders are included in Appendix WQN3, although 
at the time the NRRP was proposed, none were included there. It has always been the intention to 
include these at the time the NRRP becomes operative.  
 
Based on this, it is considered most appropriate to remove Schedule WQN1.4 in its entirety, and to 
instead include the full details of the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order in Appendix WQN3. 
This has already been noted in Officer Report WQN9, in the evaluation for Recommendation WQN9.64, 
where it was also recommended that reference and detail of the Rangitata River Conservation Order be 
added to Schedule WQN6: Rivers and Lakes where operative water conservation orders apply. Appendix 
WQN3 does not at this stage include any conservation orders but states they are to be inserted when the 
NRRP is operative. The Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order should also be included at that time 
and does not require a specific recommendation here, although other amendments are considered 
necessary. 
 
In addition to needing to delete Schedule WQN1.4 itself and the explanation for it, it is also recommended 
that an amendment is required to Rule WQN25 (previously Rule WQN39). Specifically, this requires an 
amendment to condition 2 to include reference to Schedule WQN6 so that the rule is consistent with the 
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Rangitata River Conservation Order and other water conservation orders, and to include an information 
note under the rule indicating that the full details of the water conservation orders in Schedule WQN6 are 
included in Appendix WQN3. This amendment could also have been a consequential change from 
evaluations of submissions on the rules generally and more specifically to Rule WQN39, however, this 
was not done in earlier officer reports.  
 
For the above reasons, the original submission 470.209 and further submission in support F1033.644 are 
both accepted, while the original submission 623.9 and further submissions in opposition F1052.648 and 
F1053.644 are rejected. In addition, the original submissions 257.1196, 289.1717, 379.111, 486.283, 
506.1187, 563.295, 586.1187, 594.111, 602.115 and 669.1184, and further submissions in support and in 
opposition F1043.1427, F1044.1427; F1043.602, F1043.2673, F1044.602 and F1044.2666 are all 
accepted in part. An amendment is required. 
 
Provide for the taking of water to ensure appropriate community drinking water supplies 
334.274, 338.230, 352.214, 378.236, 413.222, 471.274, 539.270: These submitters oppose in part 
Schedule WQN1.4 because they consider there needs to be recognition to provide for an exemption from 
the allocation regime to reflect the priority to ensure community water and other essential supplies have 
access to water, as this will ensure consistency with other provisions, objectives, policies, methods and 
rules in the plan. 
 
Assessment 
The Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order does not specifically provide for the taking of water for 
the above purpose, although it does specifically state that the scope of the order does not limit section 
14(3)(b) and (e) of the RMA to use water for domestic needs, for the needs of animals and for, or in 
connection with, fire-fighting purposes. It also does not prevent the granting of water permits to DOC or 
rules being included in a regional plan that will permit minor water uses if they are necessary for 
conservation purposes for the management of land administered by the Department. In addition, it does 
not restrict the grant of consents for the purposes of research into fisheries and wildlife habitat; 
hydrological or water quality investigations; construction, maintenance etc of roads, fords or bridges; 
extraction of gravel for commercial purposes etc. 
 
As stated earlier, given there is now an operative water conservation order for the Rangitata River, the 
flow regime in Schedule WQN1.4 is not required and needs to be removed as it is not consistent with the 
order. This means also that the list preceding Table WQN14.4 is not required and therefore the relief 
being sought is not required. 
 
For this reason, all of the original submissions are rejected and no amendment is required. 

WQN12.3 Recommendation 
470.209, F1033.644: Accept 
 
257.1196, 289.1717, 379.111, 486.283, 506.1187, 563.295, 586.1187, 594.111, 602.115, 669.1184, 
F1043.602, F1043.1427, F1043.2673, F1044.602, F1044.1427, F1044.2666: Accept in part 
 
334.274, 338.230, 352.214, 378.236, 413.222, 471.274, 539.270, 623.9, F1052.648, F1053.644: Reject 

Amendment 
1. Delete Schedule WQN1.4 Rangitata River, including Table WQN14.4, on page 5-233. 
 
2. Delete Section 5.12.10 Rangitata River on page 5-240 entirely. 
 
3. Amend condition 2 Rule WQN25 (previously Rule WQN39, Recommendation WQN11.1) to read: 
 
"2. The dam shall not be located in a high naturalness water body or mainstem listed in Schedule 
WQN5, or a water body listed in Schedule WQN6." 
 
4. Amend Rule WQN25 (previously Rule WQN39, Recommendation WQN11.1) by adding a note 
under the rule as follows: 
 
"For information only: 
 
1.  The Water Conservation Orders listed in Schedule WQN6 are detailed in full in Appendix WQN3." 
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5-233-10  Table WQN14.4 Minimum flow and allocation conditions for the  Rangitata River 
5-233-10 476.507 Christchurch City 

Council (V1) 
Retain Table WQN14.4 as worded. 

5-233-
11f1 

334.278 Selwyn District Council 
(V1) 

Add the following under the heading 
Reductions in take in Table WQN14.4: 
"Takes, other than for group or community 
drinking water supply or stockwater supply 
purposes, shall be reduced on a pro rata 
basis in order to maintain the minimum 
flows." 

 F1001.227 Trustpower Ltd (V1) Oppose. 
 F1015.8 Irrigator Forum (V1) Oppose. 
 F1016.8 Rangitata Diversion 

Race Management 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose. 

5-233-
11f1 

338.234 Mackenzie District 
Council (V1) 

See submission point 334.278. 

5-233-
11f1 

352.218 Waitaki District Council 
(V1) 

See submission point 334.278. 

5-233-
11f1 

378.240 Christchurch City 
Council (formerly 
BPDC).  (V1) 

See submission point 334.278. 

5-233-
11f1 

413.226 Waimate District 
Council  (V1) 

See submission point 334.278. 

5-233-
11f1 

471.278 Selwyn Central 
Community Board (V1) 

See submission point 334.278. 

5-233-
11f1 

539.274 Timaru District Council 
(V1) 

See submission point 334.278. 

Evaluations and reasons 
476.507: This submitter supports retaining Table WQN14.4 without providing a specific reason for doing 
so. 
 
As stated in the above evaluations, at the time the NRRP was notified, the flow regime included in Table 
WQN14.4 was included for the event of a water conservation order not being made for the Rangitata 
River. Given that there is now an operative water conservation order for the river that is different than that 
proposed in Table WQN14.4, it is inappropriate to retain it as regional plans must not be inconsistent with 
water conservation orders (s67(4)(a)).  
 
For this reason, the original submission 476.507 is rejected and no amendment is required. 
 
334.278, F1001.227, F1015.8, F1016.8; 338.234, 352.218, 378.240, 413.226, 471.278, 539.274: These 
submitters seek the above relief because they consider there needs to be recognition to provide for an 
exemption from the allocation regime to reflect the priority to ensure community water and other essential 
supplies have access to water, as this will ensure consistency with other provisions, objectives, policies, 
methods and rules in the plan. 
 
F1001.227, F1015.8 and F1016.8 oppose 334.278 as consider that a pro rata restriction system is not fair 
and equitable as existing users will have the reliability of their supply reduced. 
 
As discussed in the evaluation above, as the flow regime included in Table WQN14.4 was proposed prior 
to the Water Conservation (Rangitata River) Order becoming operative and is now inconsistent with that 
order, it is necessary to remove the table. Thus the relief being sought to include an additional column in 
Table WQN14.4 and include in that, an exemption for takes for group or community drinking water supply 
or stockwater supply purposes from reductions to maintain the minimum flow. However, it is worth noting 
that revised Rule WQN5 (previously Rule WQN6) in Officer Report WQN11 (Volume II) provides for new 
takes for such purposes. When the takes are in excess of the allocation block/s set out in the 
conservation order, the activity is non-complying, even if they are not consistent with restriction provisions 
of the conservation order. However, RMA s217(2)(a) requires that a consent authority shall not grant a 
water permit if the grant of that permit would be contrary to any restriction or prohibition or any other 
provision of a water conservation order. Given that the order does not provide for an exemption of such 
takes from restrictions, it would not be possible for Environment Canterbury to grant water permits 
allowing that. 
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For these reasons, all of the original submissions are rejected, and all of the further submissions in 
opposition are accepted. No amendment is required. 

WQN12.4 Recommendation 
F1001.227, F1015.8, F1016.8: Accept  
 
334.278, 338.234, 352.218, 378.240, 413.226, 471.278, 539.274, 476.507: Reject 

Amendment 
Nil 

5-237-26  5.12.7 Ashley River/Rakahuri 
5-238-48 395.144 Landco Pastoral 

Holdings Limited  (V1) 
Amend section 5.12.7 last paragraph page 
238 to read: "That provision could be made 
for takes at higher flows to help facilitate off-
river water harvesting. One method is that 
the total take be..." 

 F1074.519 Federated Farmers of 
NZ (Inc) (V1) 

Support 

5-238-49 476.457 Christchurch City 
Council (V1) 

Correct typo last line of page 5-238, should 
be "2 m3/s" 
 

Evaluations and reasons 
395.144, F1074.519: The submitter seeks the change above to reflect that the 2m3/sec limit is not the 
only means of promoting off line storage. Further submission F1074.519 in support gives the same 
reasons as the original submission. 
 
Assessment 
While other augmentation may be an option in some circumstances, the explanation provided in 5.12.7 is 
outlining the explanation and reasons for the flow and allocation regime proposed in Schedule WQN1.2. 
This includes the allocation limit for C permits. Thus the amendment sought is not appropriate. If a 
different option is sought, then such relief would be required in Schedule WQN1.2 itself, rather than relief 
for the explanation for the regime itself. 
 
For the above reasons original submissions are rejected and no amendment is required. 
 
476.457: the submission identifies a typographic error.  
 
Assessment  
The submission is accepted as the last line on page 5-238 should read 2.0m3/s.  An amendment is 
required. 

WQN12.5 Recommendation 
395.144, F1074.518: Reject 
 
476.457: Accept 

Amendment 
On page 5-238, 5.12.7, amend the last bullet point at the bottom of the page to read “ …be limited to 
2m3/s2.0m3/s and have…” 

5-238-49 
 

5-260-1  Schedule WQN11: Daily stock water requirements 
5-260-1 257.1209 Upper Waitaki Branch 

Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-260-1 289.1730 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-260-1 334.269 Selwyn District Council (V1) Delete Schedule WQN11. 
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5-260-1 470.220 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Retain Schedule WQN11 

 F1033.655 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.659 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.655 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-260-1 471.269 Selwyn Central Community 

Board (V1) 
See submission point 334.269. 

5-260-1 476.470 Christchurch City Council (V1) Retain Schedule WQN11 as worded. 
5-260-1 506.1200 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 

Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-260-1 511.43 P H Van den Brink Limited (V1) Amend Schedule WQN11 to make it a 
guide only that can be adjusted to 
reflect the actual drinking water 
requirements of individual operations, 
rather than setting inflexible maximum 
limits. 

5-260-1 561.43 Tegel Foods Ltd (V1) Amend Schedule WQN11 to make it a 
guide only that can be adjusted to 
reflect the actual drinking water 
requirements of individual operations, 
rather than setting inflexible maximum 
limits. 

5-260-1 586.1200 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 
Canterbury Provinces (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN11 to build 
sufficient flexibility to accommodate 
variation within classes of animals and 
to accommodate extreme periods of 
hot dry weather, and food types. 

 F1043.2686 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 

 F1044.2679 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

 F1083.320 Fonterra Co-Operative Group 
Ltd (Fonterra)  (V1) 

Support 

 F1084.320 AgResearch Ltd (V1) Support 
5-260-1 617.144 Southern Area NRRP Irrigation 

Interest Group (V1) 
Provide some analysis and source for 
figures relating to daily stock water 
requirements. Amend Schedule 
WQN9 so that it is based upon 
realistic figures or delete it entirely. 

5-260-1 635.144 Haka Valley Irrigation Society 
(V1) 

Supports submission made by 
Southern Area NRRP Irrigation 
Interest Group. See submission point 
617.144. 

5-260-1 645.101 Synlait Investments (V1) Retain Schedule WQN11. 
5-260-1 648.100 Canterbury Pastoral Ltd (V1) Retain Schedule WQN11. 
5-260-1 649.100 Aqualinc Research Ltd (V1) Retain Schedule WQN11. 
5-260-1 669.1197 South Island High Country 

Section, Federated Farmers NZ 
(V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

Evaluations and reasons 
470.220, F1033.655, F1052.659, F1053.655; 476.470, 645.101, 648.100, 649.100: 470.220 supports 
retaining Schedule WQN11 as they consider the provisions afford a consistent standard to be employed 
throughout the region. 476.470, 645.101, 648.100 and 649.100 all support retaining the schedule without 
providing specific reasons for doing so.  
 
F1033.655 supports the entire submission 470 as they wish to see higher standards of water quality in 
lowland rivers and streams to the point that they are swimmable and fishable. 
 
F1052.659 and F1053.655 oppose 470 as the relief sought is considered unduly onerous, does not strike 
a balance and will result in inflexible provisions. 



 33

 
The Council evaluated the need for providing daily stock water requirements at the time the proposed 
plan was being developed and provided a s32 analysis that supports the need for these in the plan. While 
the evaluations of later submissions have resulted in amendments to Schedule WQN11, it is still 
considered appropriate to include the schedule in NRRP, subject to some amendment. 
 
For these reasons, all of the original submissions and further submission in support F1033.655 are 
accepted in part, while the further submissions in opposition are also accepted in part. No amendment is 
required. 
 
257.1209, 289.1730, 506.1200, 511.43, 561.43, 586.1200, F1043.2686, F1044.2679, F1083.320, 
F1084.320; 669.1197: 586.1200 and others are opposed to Schedule WQN11 as they are concerned that 
it will be applied too rigidly, as different classes of animals have different needs. An example is that a 
large Friesian diary cow will require more milk than a Jersey cow and animals will require more water in 
hot weather or depending on the feed they are eating. They seek that the schedule be amended to build 
in sufficient flexibility to accommodate such differences. 
 
511.43 seeks the above relief as they consider that the figures included in Schedule WQN11 in terms of 
poultry are too conservative and give the example that broilers require up to 430 millilitres per bird or 43 
litres per 100 birds at the end of the 40 - 42 day growing cycle. They consider it is not clear in the rules 
whether the amounts in the schedule form limits or standards for those rules. If it does, they consider that 
more flexibility is required. 
 
F1043 and F1044 support 586 for the same reasons as provided by that submitter. F1083 and F1084 
both support 586.1200 as they agree that there is a need for recognition of different animals, weather 
conditions and food types in terms of daily stock water requirements. 
 
Assessment 
It is accepted that different classes of animals and different feeding regimes impact on the voluntary water 
consumption requirements. Prof Andrew Sykes (Professor of Animal Science) of Lincoln University (pers 
com) comments that in looking at data from around the world, the consensus is that ruminant animals will 
utilise between 3 - 6 litres of water for every kilogram of feed dry matter (DM) eaten. The high value 
represents when animals are dealing with high rates of evaporative cooling loss due to high 
environmental temperatures and high wind speeds, especially with the combined effects of the two as 
occurs frequently in Canterbury. He indicates that high producing animals will have the highest 
requirement because they naturally have greatest DM intake, metabolic rate and therefore the greatest 
need for heat dissipation by evaporative cooling. However, where dairy animals are being feed on well 
managed and irrigated pasture for example, their involuntary water intake with herbage is likely to be 90 - 
100L/day (herbage usually contains 15% or less DM) compared to a maximum utilisation of about 
110L/day (18 kg DM x 6L/kg DM). If the herbage quality falls or animals are fed on conserved feed (due 
to low pasture availability) then voluntary water consumption of around 90L/d (example - silage with DM 
content of 50% - 110L minus 18L consumed involuntarily with silage) can be anticipated. 
 
The values included in Table WQN26 are taken from the Lincoln University Farm Technical Manual and 
are average daily stockwater requirements. Schedule WQN11 does provide a multiplier of 1.2 to adjust 
these values to account for both peak demand and some potential loss from the system. 
 
While the use of this multiplier indicates there has been recognition that the values in Table WQN26 are 
average values and an adjustment is required to met requirements at times of peak demand, on the basis 
of the above information, it is considered appropriate to increase that multiplier to better account for those 
needs, and it is recommended that the multiplier be increased to 1.5. While this is an arbitrary value, if it 
is assumed that it provides for potential losses of up to 10% (considered reasonable for an efficient 
delivery system), the additional 40% added to the average requirements, is expected to be sufficient for 
animals exposed to high evaporative conditions. This adjustment would also address the specific 
concerns raised with respect to poultry by 511. 
 
This then requires an amendment to be made to Schedule WQN11. Rather than specifically changing the 
multiplier value in the last sentence in the paragraph below Table WQN26, it is suggested to amend the 
values in Table WQN26 and the paragraph below to indicate the values represent peak demand 
requirements. This would then eliminate the need for Table WQN27 and it could be deleted. 
 
For these reasons, all of the original submissions and further submissions in support are accepted, and 
an amendment is required. 
 
334.269, 471.269, 617.144, 635.144: 334.269 and 471.269 seek the deletion of Schedule WQN11 as 
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they consider using stock numbers dependent on the scheme it is not an appropriate or practical method 
for restricting water use when water shortages occur (condition 1 Rule WQN28), and suggest a more 
appropriate method to be to use a design of 65 litres/ha/day at times of minimum flow restrictions. 
 
617.144 and 635.144 seek some analysis and the source of the figures in Schedule WQN11 as they 
consider it is not clear whether these figures are appropriate and accurate. 
 
As indicated in the S32 report and above, the values included in Schedule WQN11 are sourced from the 
Lincoln Farm Technical Manual, and are considered accurate and appropriate subject to some 
amendment. 
 
With regard to the suggestion for using 65 litres/ha/day allowance at times of restrictions, this relief is also 
sought with respect to Rule WQN28 (see Officer Report WQN25 334.263 Recommendation 
WQN11.333). The earlier submission has been rejected as although the approach may be simpler to 
manage, using a standard volume per hectare would underestimate the volume required for dairy cows 
and over-estimate the volume required for sheep. While provided there is a mix of stock types served by 
each scheme, the volume may average out to provide sufficient water for all, but this could not be 
guaranteed. 
 
For these reasons, all of the original submissions are rejected and no amendment is required. 

WQN12.6 Recommendation 
257.1209, 289.1730, 506.1200, 511.43, 561.43, 586.1200, 669.1197, F1043.2686, F1044.2679, 
F1083.320, F1084.320: Accept 
 
470.220, 476.470, 645.101, 648.100, 649.100, F1033.655, F1052.659, F1053.655: Accept in part 
 
334.269, 471.269, 617.144, 635.144: Reject 

Amendment 
Amend Schedule WQN11 on page 5-260 as follows: 
 
“Schedule WQN11: Daily stock water requirements 
Table WQN26: Peak Ddaily stockwater requirements 

Stock type Litres/head/day 
 Dairy cattle  - in lactation    - dry  70105  4568 
 Beef cattle  4568 
 Calves  2538 
 Horses - working   - grazing  5583  3553 
 Breeding ewes  35 
 Sows  2538 
 Pigs  1117 
 Poultry - per 100 birds  3045 
 Turkey - per 100 birds  5583 

 
For the purposes of determining stockwater requirements for rules WQN1, WQN3, WQN13 or WQN28 
the total daily amount shall be determined by establishing the number of each stock per type, multiplying 
the number of stock on the property by the litres per head per day for each of the different stock types 
and summing these. This result may be multiplied by a factor of 1.2 to allow for peak demand and for 
some potential loss from the system.  
 
(The source of the values in Table WQN26 is from the average daily stock water requirements provided in 
the Lincoln University Farm Technical Manual (2003). Those average daily stock water requirements are 
multiplied by a factor of 1.5 to allow for peak demand and for some potential loss from the system.) 
 
Table WQN27: Example of application of provisions for stockwater 

 
Land use Stock numbers Litres/head / day  Total L/day Total x 1.2 

L/day 
 Sheep and beef  Sheep  1780  3  5340   
   Beef   660  45  29700   
 Total demand  35040  42048 
            
 Dairy  Dairy cows  300  70  21000  25200 
 Total demand        21,000  25,200 



 35

 

5-260-2  Table WQN26: Daily stockwater requirements 
5-260-2 428.96 Ashburton Community Water 

Trust (V1) 
Support the Ashburton District 
Community's submission (refer 
566.98). 

5-260-2 476.519 Christchurch City Council (V1) Retain Table WQN26 as worded. 
5-260-2 539.278 Timaru District Council (V1) Amend the heading of Table WQN26 

as follows: "Table WQN26: Average 
daily stockwater requirements." 

 F1049.547 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 
Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-260-2 539.279 Timaru District Council (V1) Add the following to Table WQN26: 
Mixed Deer 20 litres head/day 
Stags         30 litres head/day 

5-260-2 557.96 Gregory Partnership (V1) Support The Ashburton District 
Community's Submission (refer 
566.98). 

5-260-2 565.417 Ashburton District Council (V1) Amend Table WQN26 by adding after 
the word "requirements" in the heading 
the words "per stock unit". 

5-260-2 566.98 The Ashburton District 
Community's Submission (V1) 

Amend Table WQN26 by adding after 
the word "requirements" in the heading 
the words "per stock unit". 

5-260-7 428.97 Ashburton Community Water 
Trust (V1) 

Support the Ashburton District 
Community's submission (refer 
566.99). 

5-260-7 557.97 Gregory Partnership (V1) Support The Ashburton District 
Community's Submission (refer 
566.99). 

5-260-7 565.418 Ashburton District Council (V1) Amend Schedule WQN11 by removing 
the last sentence after the words 
"stock types and summing these". 

5-260-7 566.99 The Ashburton District 
Community's Submission (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN11 by removing 
the last sentence after the words 
"stock types and summing these". 

5-260-8 539.280 Timaru District Council (V1) Replace '1.2' with '2' in the paragraph 
following Table WQN26. 

Evaluations and reasons 
476.519: This submitter supports retaining Table WQN26 without providing specific reasons for this. 
 
The Council evaluated the need for providing daily stock water requirements at the time the proposed 
plan was being developed and provided a s32 analysis that supports the need for these in the plan. While 
the evaluations of other submissions have resulted in amendments to Schedule WQN11 and Table 
WQN26, it is still considered appropriate to include the Schedule WQN11 and Table WQN26 in NRRP, 
subject to some amendment. 
 
For this reason, 476.519 is accepted in part. No amendment is required. 
 
428.96, 539.278, F1049.547, 557.96, 565.417, 566.98: These submitters seek the above relief without 
providing specific reasons for this. 539.278 seeks the addition of the term “average” as they consider the 
specified values are based on average daily values as this is recognised through the provision of a 
multiplying factor of 1.2. 
 
F1049.547 opposes 539.278 as they consider it is appropriate to retain Table WQN26 heading as in the 
plan. 
 
The addition of the phrase “per stock unit” would be incorrect as the second column of Table WQN26 is 
for the value of litres per head (of the stock type) per day, without being specific to stock units per se. The 
term “stock unit” has a specific meaning in New Zealand - commonly the basic unit (one s.u.) is one 
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breeding ewe that weighs 55 kg and bears one lamb, with a lactating dairy cow being the equivalent of 
the range of 4.6 - 9.0 stock units (depending on liveweight and milksolid production).  While it is accepted 
that there are differences in stockwater requirements depending on liveweight and feeding regime, the 
amendments suggested in Recommendation WQN12.6 above setting out Table WQN26 to reflect peak 
requirements should largely overcome the concerns raised.  
 
The values included in Table WQN26 have been sourced from the Farm Technical Manual (2003) 
published by Lincoln University, and as indicated in Recommendation WQN12.6 above, are based on 
average daily stock water requirements, and to that extent should have been referred to in the way 
suggested. However, in light of the evaluation and recommendations for 586.1200 and others 
(Recommendation WQN12.6), it is considered that amending Table WQN26 to directly reflect peak 
stockwater requirements, removing the need for Table WQN27, is a clearer and simpler means of setting 
out Schedule WQN11. 
 
For these reasons, the original submission 539.278 and further submission in opposition F1049.547 are 
both accepted in part, while the original submissions 428.96, 565.417, 566.98, 557.96 are all rejected. No 
amendment is required. 
 
 
539.279: This submitter seeks the addition of mixed deer and stags to Table WQN26 as they consider it 
incomplete without these stock types. The quantity suggested is for average daily stockwater 
requirements for these additional stock types. 
 
Professor Sykes indicates that considering data from around the world, a consensus can be drawn that 
ruminant animals will utilise between 3 - 6L/kg DM eaten per day. He also indicates the higher value is 
representative of demand under high rates of evaporative cooling. The Lincoln University Farm Technical 
Manual 2003 indicates that the feed requirements for mature hinds and stags in summer range from 4.5 - 
7.7 and 3.4 - 4.6 kg DM/head/day depending on breed (excluding values for Canadian Wapiti which are 
not as numerous as other breeds in New Zealand). Using these numbers, the higher value for stags of 
4.6 kg DM/head/day would lead to a peak water requirement of (4.6 x 6L water per kg DM feed) 
approximately 28L/head/day. For “mixed deer”, if it is based on hinds, then the higher value for hinds of 
7.7 kg DM/head/day would lead to a peak water requirement of (7.7 x 6L water per kg DM feed) 
approximately 46L/head/day.  
 
The values provided by the submitter are average daily, while the estimates provided in the paragraph 
above are peak daily water requirements. If the submitters values of 20 and 30 litres are multiplied by 1.5 
as discussed in Recommendation WQN26.X (586.1200) above, then the equivalent peak values would be 
equivalent to 30 (20 litres x 1.5) and 45 (30 litres x 1.5) litres for mixed deer and stags respectively. 
However, for the estimates based on the calculations above, it appears 45 L/head/day for hinds and 30 
(rounded up from 28) L/head/day for stags. 
 
Thus the values are similar and it is accepted that values for deer could be included in Schedule WQN11. 
However, it is recommended that values are included for hinds and stags, rather than “mixed deer” and 
stags. 
 
For the above reasons, the original submission is 539.279 is accepted in part and an amendment is 
required.  
 
428.97, 557.97, 565.418, 566.99: These submitters seek the deletion of the last sentence in the 
paragraph under Table WQN26 which indicates the summed value can be multiplied by a factor of 1.2 to 
allow for peak demand and some potential loss from the system, although they have not stated why they 
seek this relief. 
 
Given that these submitters have not stated why they oppose the inclusion of the sentence, it is difficult to 
evaluate the submission points. 
 
For this reason, all of the original submissions are rejected and no amendment is required. 
 
539.280:  This submitter seeks the increase in the multiplying factor from 1.2 to 2.0 as they consider that 
1.2 is insufficient recognition of the peak demand of daily stockwater requirements and potential losses 
from stockwater systems. They consider their suggestion of a multiplying factor of 2.0 better recognises 
the significant change in stockwater requirements in hot dry conditions and is a more accurate reflection 
of the potential losses from a stockwater system. 
  
As discussed above in Recommendation WQN12.6, the multiplier of 1.2 is considered to be insufficient to 
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met peak stockwater requirements for high production systems. The values provided an additional 10% 
above average daily stockwater requirements. The request to double the average values by this submitter 
is considered is be too generous, given the information from Prof Sykes indicating a need for 3 -6 
L/kgDM/day requirement identified by local and international research. In the case of dairy cows, using a 
multiplier of 2.0 would give a value of 140L/head/day. Based in the earlier analysis in Recommendation 
WQN12.6, a multiplier of 1.5 is considered more appropriate. Thus no additional amendments to those 
recommended in Recommendation WQN12.6 for Table WQN26 are considered to be necessary. 
 
For the above reason, the original submission is accepted in part and no amendment is required. 

WQN12.7 Recommendation 
476.519, 539.278, 539.279, 539.280, F1049.547: Accept in part 
 
428.96, 428.97, 565.417, 565.418, 566.98, 566.99, 557.96, 557.97: Reject 

Amendment 
Amend Table WQN26 by adding the following category: 
 

Stock type Litres/head/day 
 Deer                  - hinds      45   
                           - stags  30 

 

5-260-9  Table WQN27: Example of application of provisions for  stockwater 
5-260-9 476.520 Christchurch City Council (V1) Amend Table WQN27 to make the use 

of thousands separators consistent. 
5-260-9 539.281 Timaru District Council (V1) Amend Table WQN27 to take into 

account the new multiplying factor of 2. 
 F1049.548 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 

Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-260-
10E 

428.98 Ashburton Community Water 
Trust (V1) 

Support the Ashburton District 
Community's submission (refer 
566.100). 

5-260-
10E 

557.98 Gregory Partnership (V1) Support The Ashburton District 
Community's Submission (refer 
566.100). 

5-260-
10E 

565.419 Ashburton District Council (V1) Amend Table WQN27 by removing the 
column headed "total x 1.2 L/day". 

 F1049.549 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 
Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-260-
10E 

566.100 The Ashburton District 
Community's Submission (V1) 

Amend Table WQN27 by removing the 
column headed "total x 1.2 L/day" 

Evaluations and reasons 
476.520: This submitter seeks that the inconsistent use of the thousands separator in Table WQN27 be 
corrected as they consider this inconsistency to be typographical errors. 
 
It is correct that there is inconsistency in how the numerical values in the table are displayed and that this 
is simply typographical errors and should be corrected. However, earlier evaluations (Recommendation 
WQN12.6) have resulted in a recommendation to delete Table WQN27, and so while the submission pint 
is accepted, there is no need for any further amendment. 
 
For this reason, the original submission is accepted and an amendment is required. 
 
539.281, F1049.548: 539 seeks that there be subsequent amendments to Table WQN27 to take into a 
multiplying factor of 2.0 (as per their earlier submission point above (see 539.280). They seek this change 
for the same reason as provided for seeking 539.280 above. 
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F1049.548 opposes 539.281 as they consider it is appropriate to retain Table WQN27 as written in the 
Plan. 
 
For the same reasons as given in Recommendation WQN12.7, this original submission and further 
submission in opposition are accepted in part. No amendment is required. 
 
428.98, 557.98, 565.419, F1049.549; 566.100: These submitters seek the above relief of deleting the 
column headed “Total x 1.2 L/day” although they have not stated why they seek this relief. 
 
F1049.549 opposes 565.419 as they consider the column builds in a safety factor and ought to be 
retained. 
 
Given that these submitters have not stated why they oppose the inclusion of the sentence, it is difficult to 
evaluate the submission points, and as F1049.549 points out, the multiplier of 1.2 builds in an additional 
amount as a safety factor. 
 
For this reason, all of the original submissions are rejected, while further submission in opposition 
F1049.549 is accepted. No amendment is required 

WQN12.8 Recommendation 
476.520, F1049.549: Accept 
 
539.281, F1049.548: Accept in part 
 
428.98, 557.98, 565.419, 566.100: Reject 

Amendment 
Nil 

5-261-1  Schedule WQN12: Fish screen standards 
5-261-1 189.2 Don Hansen (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have all 

intakes to be screened. 
5-261-1 190.7 Wilfred van Slooten (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening of all intakes 
and six monthly monitoring to ensure 
that screens are effective. 
 
 

 F1045.544 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.473 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.473 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
 F1074.531 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 

(V1) 
Oppose 

5-261-1 191.10 Robert P Blickle (V1) Have all intakes screened and 
monitored on a regular basis, in Policy 
WQN12. 

 F1045.545 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.474 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.474 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 192.9 Henry E Green (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.475 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.475 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 193.3 Hector Johnston (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.476 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.476 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
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5-261-1 197.9 Paul Tony Kershaw (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to make 
fish screening compulsory and 
enforce screen maintenance. 

5-261-1 199.9 William J Cranfield (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.477 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.477 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 208.9 Stephen Gerard (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to require 

screening of all intakes, and 6-monthly 
monitoring to ensure that screens are 
effective.  

 F1045.546 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.478 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.478 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 214.9 Blair Hartland (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to make 

fish screening of all intakes 
compulsory and ensure screens are 
effective. 

 F1060.479 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.479 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 219.9 Gerald S McAslan (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.480 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.480 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 220.9 Louisa McAslan (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.481 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.481 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 221.6 Norman G Parkyn (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.482 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.482 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 223.9 Fred Edwards (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.483 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.483 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 224.9 William J Hall (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.484 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.484 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 227.11 Edward F R Shaw (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening of all intakes, 
with monitoring by Fish and Game on 
a regular basis. 

 F1045.547 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.485 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.485 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 229.9 John N Crawley (V1) Have compulsory, effective and 

monitored screening, in Schedule 
WQN12 

 F1045.548 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
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 F1060.486 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.486 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 230.9 Terence W Hayes (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have all 

abstraction points to be screened, 
maintained and inspected. Any 
abstracter failing to meet the standard 
to have consent withdrawn. 

 F1045.549 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 231.6 Keith Batchelor (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory effective fish screening 
from today. 

5-261-1 236.9 Russell Smith (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 
compulsory screening of all intakes, 
which should be checked regularly. 

 F1045.550 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.487 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.487 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 238.8 Cyril J Parker (V1) See submission point 190.7 
 F1060.488 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.488 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 239.7 Clive Morriss (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.489 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.489 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 243.5 L W Crosbie (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

more effective screens on all intakes. 
 F1074.532 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 

(V1) 
Oppose 

5-261-1 244.9 Eric Davidson (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.490 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.490 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 247.7 Harry Frunt (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening of every intake. 
5-261-1 251.9 Fred Overmars & Ari Murphy 

(V1) 
See submission point 190.7. 

 F1060.491 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.491 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 252.6 W H Vink (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.492 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.492 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 262.5 Ivan Coldicott (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

screens on intakes and monitor all 
intakes. 

 F1060.493 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.493 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 263.6 Peter J Coffey (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have fish 

screens fitted to all irrigation and stock 
water races. 
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 F1074.533 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 268.10 Diarmuld Toman (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 
compulsory fish screens on all 
abstractions. 

5-261-1 269.8 Barry Milnes (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.494 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.494 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 270.10 Ethel A &  Murray F McDrury 

(V1) 
Amend Schedule WQN12 to include 
fish screens on irrigation/stockwater 
races. 

5-261-1 271.5 Robin N Scowen (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.495 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.495 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 273.9 Kim Danna (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.496 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.496 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 274.8 Graeme J Burborough (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.497 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.497 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 277.6 Ian Forsyth (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to require 

compulsory screening of intakes and 
abstraction points; and periodic 
checks. 

 F1045.551 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.498 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.498 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 278.17 Save The Rivers Mid 

Canterbury Inc (G Ackerly) (V1) 
Retain Schedule WQN12. 
 

5-261-1 279.9 Derek S Brown (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.499 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.499 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 280.9 Martyn V  & Marian C Baker 

(V1) 
Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 
compulsory screening of all intakes 
and three monthly monitoring to 
ensure that screens are effective. 

 F1045.552 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.500 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.500 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 284.12 Geoffrey Ackerley (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to require 

all takes to have fish screens and that 
the effectiveness of such screens be 
monitored. 

 F1045.553 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.501 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.501 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 297.8 Ian S Cumberpatch (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
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 F1060.502 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.502 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 298.9 University Of Canterbury. (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.503 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.503 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 302.4 Errol  E Robb (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening and monitoring 
to ensure screens are effective. 

 F1045.554 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.504 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.504 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 304.9 Kenneth J Masson (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.505 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.505 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 308.9 Ivan E Mason (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to screen 

all intakes and have 6 monthly 
monitoring. 

 F1045.555 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.506 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.506 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 313.1 D Bisset (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to provide 

for development of a levy principle to 
fund construction and maintenance of 
efficient and effective smolt screening 
according to the volume of extracted 
surface and groundwater. 

 F1074.534 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 313.2 D Bisset (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to include a 
levy principle to fund research and 
mitigation measures for consent 
applicants for discharges and use of 
pollutants. When an applicant 
improves their discharges, reduce the 
levy. 

 F1074.535 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 313.3 D Bisset (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to provide 
for a battery of smaller screens, 
shielded by a robust barrier designed 
to divert debris and fingerlings back 
into the mainstream. 

 F1074.536 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 313.4 D Bisset (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to make 
screening compulsory with 6 month 
monitoring to ensure screens are 
working. 

 F1045.556 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.507 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.507 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 313.5 D Bisset (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to include 
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funding research as a condition of 
continued extraction and a schedule 
of progress with a nominated target 
established, any further taking of 
water would be dependent on 
satisfactory outcomes. 

 F1074.537 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 316.9 Granville Holmes (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to fit all 
water races with effective fish screens 
and monitored for effectiveness. 

 F1060.508 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.508 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 318.9 Mark Staiger (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.509 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.509 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 321.5 Geoffrey A Scragg (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 have 

compulsory screening of all intakes. 
5-261-1 326.9 Sid T Brown (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.510 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.510 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 331.9 Peter Buchanan (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.511 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.511 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 335.9 Norman G Dench (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.512 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.512 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 337.9 Kevin O'Hanlon (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.513 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.513 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 339.9 Alan Campbell (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.514 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.514 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 340.9 Patrick Cahill (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.515 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.515 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 344.9 Gary Franklin (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.516 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.516 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 345.89 Waitaki Irrigation Schemes (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 

other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery, and 
where it can be shown that significant 
fish losses occur. 
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 F1049.550 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 

Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1060.548 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.548 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
 F1074.538 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 

(V1) 
Support 

5-261-1 346.124 Kakahu Irrigation Company Ltd 
&  Temuka River Water User 
Group (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery. 

 F1043.774 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.774 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1060.549 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.549 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 347.103 Levels Plain Irrigation Co Ltd 

(V1) 
Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery. 

 F1060.550 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.550 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 362.14 Save The Rivers Mid 

Canterbury Inc (I J Parkin) (V1) 
Retain Schedule WQN12. 

5-261-1 365.6 Roderick B Fagan (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 
compulsory screening of all intakes 
and have monitoring to ensure they 
are working. 

 F1045.557 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.517 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.517 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 366.9 John N Fenwick (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

adequate screens on all offtakes 
where fishery values are apparent. 

5-261-1 367.7 John P Godfrey (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.518 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.518 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 379.112 TrustPower Limited  (V1) Delete Schedule WQN12. 
 F1043.603 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.603 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 383.4 A J Read  (V1) Amend Schedule WQN 12 so that 
there is compulsory screening of all 
intakes and a 6 monthly monitoring to 
ensure that the screens are effective 
in stopping the loss of fish. 

 F1045.558 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.519 Hurunui Community Water Oppose 
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Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

 F1061.519 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 384.7 H H Thomas  (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to ensure 

compulsory fish screening of all 
surface water intakes with effective 
fish screens that are inspected at 6 
monthly intervals.  

 F1045.559 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.520 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.520 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 385.9 Stan Price  (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to provide 

for compulsory screening of all intakes 
and 6 monthly monitoring to ensure 
screens are effective. 

 F1045.560 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.521 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.521 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 386.9 S E Smith  (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to provide 

for compulsory screening of all intakes 
and 6 monthly monitoring to ensure 
screens are effective. 

 F1045.561 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.522 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.522 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 388.9 Roger Millichamp  (V1) Amend Schedule WNQ12 to compel 

and monitor screeing on all water 
takes. 

 F1045.562 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.523 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.523 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 389.9 William G Trolove  (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.524 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.524 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 391.9 Les R Gray  (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.525 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.525 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 414.9 Robson Environmental 

Services Ltd  (V1) 
See submission point 190.7. 

 F1060.526 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.526 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 420.9 K J Sewell (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.527 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.527 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 423.11 N F Ellis (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 so that 

every abstraction must have a fully 
effective fish screen installed, which 
must be inspected by a qualified 
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engineer prior to the irrigation season 
(August-September) each year and a 
certificate as to their efficiency be sent 
to Ecan and Fish and Game prior to 
any water being abstracted. If there is 
no current Certificate of Efficiency, no 
water (for irrigation). 

 F1045.563 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.528 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.528 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
 F1074.539 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 

(V1) 
Oppose 

5-261-1 434.16 Tinaka Enterprises (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have all 
intakes to be screened and inspected 
regularly to ensure effective operation. 

 F1045.564 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.529 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.529 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 437.3 M & B Beach (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory fish screens, and put this 
into effect straight away. 

 F1074.540 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 440.5 M J Green (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 
compulsory screening of all intakes 
and an effective practical monitoring 
system that ensures they are 
effective. 

 F1045.565 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.530 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.530 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 453.62 Orari Estate Ltd (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 

other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only 
require prevention methods in rivers 
where there is a significant fishery 
present. 

 F1060.551 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.551 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
 F1074.541 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 

(V1) 
Support 

5-261-1 454.62 Rangitata South Irrigation Ltd 
(V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only 
require prevention methods in rivers 
where there is a significant fishery 
present. 

 F1060.552 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.552 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 461.5 Stephen M McNeill (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have all 

intakes shall have fish screens fitted. 
Ecan staff shall inspect all fish 
screens at a maximum of 6 monthly 
intervals to ensure compliance. 
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 F1045.566 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.531 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.531 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 467.4 David G Ward (V1) Have mandatory fish screens of all 

intakes, and to be checked 6 monthly, 
in Schedule WQN12.  

 F1045.567 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.532 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.532 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 476.471 Christchurch City Council (V1) Retain Schedule WQN12 as worded. 
5-261-1 485.7 Stephen H Hiskemuller (V1) Retain Schedule WQN12. 
5-261-1 486.285 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu. (V1) As Submission 546, ie, amend 

Schedule WQN12, to: 
�Ensure all new and existing intakes 
from rivers are screened within 12 
months of the NRRP becoming 
operative or from 1 October 2007, 
whichever comes first. 
�Ensure all structures and works that 
may impede indigenous fish and 
salmonids provide for fish passage. 
�Ensure any screens to protect 
instream values are an adequate 
mesh size and maintained in 
operational condition so as to: 
   (a)  Return fish via a by-wash 
channel back to the river, 
   (b)  Prevent juvenile native fish and 
sports fish from passing through the 
screen, and 
   (c)  Restrict the approach velocity 
and so prevent juvenile fish from 
being injured via contact with the            
screen. 
�Ensure that screen effectiveness is 
monitored annually and screens 
inspected after freshes and floods. 
�Promote abstraction from 
groundwater bores and galleries, 
where practicable, as opposed to 
direct takes from surface water 
bodies. 

 F1043.1429 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.1429 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1060.545 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.545 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 489.9 South Canterbury Anglers Club 

Inc (V1) 
See submission point 190.7. 

 F1060.533 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.533 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 490.9 Allan R Davidson (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.534 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 
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 F1061.534 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 491.9 Frederick E Davidson (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.535 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.535 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 503.59 Waihao Downs Irrigation 

Limited (V1) 
Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Limit Schedule 
WQL12 to significant fisheries. 

 F1043.4320 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.4298 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1060.553 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.553 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 509.179 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Project Working 
Group (V1) 

Amend Condition 2 of Rule WQN6 to 
allow for alternative solutions to the 
fish screen standards contained in 
Schedule WQN12 to prevent fish from 
entering the water intake. 

5-261-1 509.180 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Project Working 
Group (V1) 

Amend Condition 2 of Rule WQN7 to 
allow for alternative solutions to the 
fish screen standards contained in 
Schedule WQN12 to prevent fish from 
entering the water intake. 

5-261-1 510.176 MainPower NZ Limited (V1) Amend Condition 2 of Rule WQN6 to 
allow for alternative solutions to the 
fish screen standards contained in 
Schedule WQN12 to prevent fish from 
entering the water intake. 

5-261-1 510.177 MainPower NZ Limited (V1) Amend Condition 2 of Rule WQN7 to 
allow for alternative solutions to the 
fish screen standards contained in 
Schedule WQN12 to prevent fish from 
entering the water intake. 

5-261-1 540.332 Canterbury Growers Society 
Ltd (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery and where 
it has been shown that significant fish 
losses occur. 

 F1060.554 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.554 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 541.332 Horticulture NZ (ex NZ 

Vegetable & Potato Growers 
Federation Inc et al)  (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery and where 
it has been shown that significant fish 
losses occur. 

 F1060.555 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.555 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 544.283 Meridian Energy Ltd (V1) Replace the present Schedule 

WQN12 with: 
�A flexible approach to considering 
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the need for fish screening and 
barriers. 
�Means and methods, including 
mitigation, appropriate to different 
situations. 
�Room for evolving research, 
technology and developments in fish 
screening and barriers. 
�Alternatively, an effects based 
standard that will enable the “how” be 
considered on a case by case basis. 

 F1001.164 Trustpower Ltd (V1) Support. 
 F1015.79 Irrigator Forum (V1) Support 
 F1016.79 Rangitata Diversion Race 

Management Limited (V1) 
Support 

 F1043.4021 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.4008 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1616 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Support 
 F1060.556 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.556 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 546.35 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu, Fish 

and Game, and Forest and Bird 
(V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to provide 
that: 
• All abstraction intakes, new and 

existing, from rivers are screened 
within 12 months of the NRRP 
becoming operative or from 1 
October 2007, whichever comes 
first. 

• Fish passage be maintained or 
provided for past all structures and 
works in water bodies that may 
impede indigenous fish and 
salmonids. 

• Any screens put in place to protect 
instream values must be 
maintained in operational condition 
such that it allows for: 
(a) The return of fish via a by-wash 
channel back to the river, 
(b) Adequate mesh size to prevent 
juvenile native fish and sports fish 
from passing through the screen, 
and 
(c) An approach velocity that 
prevents juvenile native fish and 
sports fish from being impinged or 
injured via contact with the screen. 

• Annual monitoring of screen 
effectiveness and inspection after 
freshes and floods. 

• Abstraction from groundwater 
bores and galleries is promoted, 
where practicable, as opposed to 
direct takes from surface water 
bodies. 

 F1060.536 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.536 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
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 F1074.542 Federated Farmers of NZ (Inc) 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 563.297 Te Hapu O Ngati Wheke 
Rapaki Runanga Inc (V1) 

Support submission by Te Runanga o 
Ngai Tahu (refer 486). 

5-261-1 570.18 Neville & Andrea Chalmers (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 so that fish 
screens do not have to be less than 
5mm mesh size or slot width, 
regardless of distance to the coast, 
and also to remove the requirement to 
notify Environment Canterbury if a 
screen has become ineffective. 

 F1060.546 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.546 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-1 580.15 Walter C Clark (V1) Provide for a change in management 

approach to support Schedule 
WQN12 to ensure that all takes are 
effectively screened and that the state 
of the fish screens are checked on a 
regular basis. 

 F1045.568 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.537 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.537 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 594.112 Rangitata Diversion Race 

Irrigator Forum (V1) 
Delete Schedule WQN12. 

5-261-1 597.6 Canterbury Anglers Club 
Incorporated (V1) 

See submission point 190.7. 

 F1060.538 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.538 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 598.1 John R Millar (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory fish screens on all water 
intakes and with 6 monthly monitoring 
to ensure they are working and not 
damaged - muxt be checked after 
floods. 

 F1045.569 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.539 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.539 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 600.9 David A Bowron (V1) See submission point 190.7. 
 F1060.540 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.540 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 602.117 Rangitata Diversion Race 

Management Ltd (V1) 
Delete Schedule WQN12. 

5-261-1 615.182 Land Solutions (Otago) Limited 
& J T O'Connell (V1) 

Supports submission by Hurunui 
Community Water Development 
Project Working Group (refer 
509.179). 

5-261-1 615.183 Land Solutions (Otago) Limited 
& J T O'Connell (V1) 

Supports submission by Hurunui 
Community Water Development 
Project Working Group (refer 
509.118). 

5-261-1 616.124 South Canterbury Farmers 
Irrigation Society (V1) 

Amend Schedule 12 to allow for other 
methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
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prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery. 

 F1043.926 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.926 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-1 617.145 Southern Area NRRP Irrigation 
Interest Group (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQL12 to allow for 
other methods of preventing fish from 
entering intakes. Only require 
prevention methods in rivers where 
there is a significant fishery. 
 

5-261-1 619.1 Laurie E Cain (V1) Retain the fish screen standards in 
Schedule WQN12. 

5-261-1 621.9 Rakaia River Fishing 
Promotions Inc (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 
screens on all intakes kept at efficient 
maintenance standards. 

5-261-1 623.7 Ian H Watson (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to require 
fish screens to be monitored will in 
operation. 

 F1045.570 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 626.4 George  A K Kelly (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening and regular 
monitoring. 

 F1045.571 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 635.145 Haka Valley Irrigation Society 

(V1) 
Supports submission made by 
Southern Area NRRP Irrigation 
Interest Group. See submission point 
617.145. 

5-261-1 636.6 Tyndall and Hanham Limited 
(V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 to have all 
intakes to be screened and monitored. 

 F1045.572 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.541 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.541 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 639.9 Adrian Batt (V1) Amend Schedule WQN3 to have all 

water takes to be screened, and 
checked on a regular basis to ensure 
compliance. 

 F1045.573 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.542 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.542 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 640.9 Ross R Davoren (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening of all intakes 
and to be monitored regularly for 
effectiveness. 

 F1045.574 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.543 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.543 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 642.6 Tom van der Burg (V1) Amend Schedule WQN12 to have 

compulsory screening of all intakes 
plus monitoring to ensure that the 
screens are effective. 

 F1045.575 Meridian Energy (V1) Oppose 
 F1060.544 Hurunui Community Water 

Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1061.544 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-1 645.102 Synlait Investments (V1) Delete Schedule WQN12. 
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5-261-1 648.101 Canterbury Pastoral Ltd (V1) Delete Schedule WQN12. 
5-261-1 649.101 Aqualinc Research Ltd (V1) Delete Schedule WQN12. 

Evaluations and reasons 
Retain 
278.17, 362.14, 476.471, 485.7: 278.17 and 362.14 both support the requirement for fish screens on all 
diversions without providing any specific reasons for this. 476.471 supports retaining Schedule WQN12 
also without providing any specific reasons for doing so. 485.7 supports Schedule WQN12 but also asks 
if there will be two screens of different sizes 5 metres apart to make cleaning easier. 619 supports the 
screening standards but considers they do not go far enough. 
 
The Council evaluated the need for requiring fish screens at the time the proposed plan was being 
developed and provided a s32 analysis that supports the need for these in the plan. While the evaluations 
of later submissions have resulted in amendments to Schedule WQN12, it is still considered appropriate 
to include the schedule in NRRP, subject to some amendment. It is not clear that 485.7 specifically seeks 
for a requirement in the schedule for two screens to be included, however it is not considered necessary if 
all of the other design features are implemented as suggested in the amendments. 
 
For these reasons, all of the originals submissions are accepted in part. No amendment is required. 
 
Compulsory screening of all intakes and monitoring for effectiveness 
189.2, 190.7, F1045.544, F1060.473, F1061.473, F1074.531; 191.10, F1045.545, F1060.474, 
F1061.474; 192.9, F1060.475, F1061.475; 193.3, F1060.476, F1061.476; 197.9, 199.9, F1060.477, 
F1061.477; 208.9, F1045.546, F1060.478, F1061.478; 214.9, F1060.479, F1061.479; 219.9, F1060.480, 
F1061.480; 220.9, F1060.481, F1061.481; 221.6, F1060.482, F1061.482; 223.9, F1060.483, F1061.483; 
224.9, F1060.484, F1061.484; 227.11, F1045.547, F1060.485, F1061.485; 229.9, F1045.548, 
F1060.486, F1061.486; 230.9, F1045.549; 231.6, 236.9, F1045.550, F1060.487, F1061.487; 238.8, 
F1060.488, F1061.488; 239.7, F1060.489, F1061.489; 243.5, F1074.532; 244.9, F1060.490, F1061.490; 
247.7, 251.9, F1060.491, F1061.491; 252.6, F1060.492, F1061.492; 262.5, F1060.493, F1061.493; 
263.6, F1074.533; 268.10, 269.8, F1060.494, F1061.494; 270.10, 271.5, F1060.495, F1061.495; 273.9, 
F1060.496, F1061.496; 274.8, F1060.497, F1061.497; 277.6, F1045.551, F1060.498, F1061.498; 279.9, 
F1060.499, F1061.499; 280.9, F1045.552, F1060.500, F1061.500; 284.12, F1045.553, F1060.501, 
F1061.501; 297.8, F1060.502, F1061.502; 298.9, F1060.503, F1061.503; 302.4, F1045.554, F1060.504, 
F1061.504; 304.9, F1060.505, F1061.505; 308.9, F1045.555, F1060.506, F1061.506; 316.9, F1060.508, 
F1061.508; 318.9, F1060.509, F1061.509; 321.5, 326.9, F1060.510, F1061.510; 331.9, F1060.511, 
F1061.511; 335.9, F1060.512, F1061.512; 337.9, F1060.513, F1061.513; 339.9, F1060.514, F1061.514; 
340.9, F1060.515, F1061.515; 344.9, F1060.516, F1061.516; 365.6, F1045.557, F1060.517, F1061.517; 
366.9, 367.7, F1060.518, F1061.518; 383.4, F1045.558, F1060.519, F1061.519; 384.7, F1045.559, 
F1060.520, F1061.520; 385.9, F1045.560, F1060.521, F1061.521; 386.9, F1045.561, F1060.522, 
F1061.522; 388.9, F1045.562, F1060.523, F1061.523; 389.9, F1060.524, F1061.524; 391.9, F1060.525, 
F1061.525; 414.9, F1060.526, F1061.526; 420.9, F1060.527, F1061.527; 434.16, F1045.564, 
F1060.529, F1061.529; 437.3, F1074.540; 440.5, F1045.565, F1060.530, F1061.530; 461.5, F1045.566, 
F1060.531, F1061.531; 467.4, F1045.567, F1060.532, F1061.532; 489.9, F1060.533, F1061.533; 490.9, 
F1060.534, F1061.534; 491.9, F1060.535, F1061.535; 597.6, F1060.538, F1061.538; 598.1, F1045.569, 
F1060.539, F1061.539; 600.9, F1060.540, F1061.540; 619.1: Many of these submitters have made 
similar submissions using the Fish and Game suggestions made to members in a Special edition 
newsletter in November 2004. They are generally requesting that there be compulsory screening of all 
intakes and monitoring of these to ensure that screens are effective. They seek this as they consider that 
the NRRP provides fish screen standards in Schedule WQN12 but does not guarantee that all takes will 
be screened. They are particularly concerned that at present many irrigation and stockwater races are not 
screened and many (some state “millions”) of fish are lost annually. Some request that any non-
compliance with compulsory fish screening be subject to penalties that are enforceable. 
 
F1045 opposes many of these submissions for while they agree with the need for fish screening, they 
consider that the relief proposed would be unnecessary within the schedule as monitoring and 
enforcement measures would be set in place through the resource consent process. 
 
F1060 and F1061 also oppose many of these submissions as they consider the relief sought is onerous 
and unnecessary. 
 
As currently set out, the rules in Chapter 5 relating to the taking and diverting of surface water require as 
a condition that fish will be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12. 
Where an activity will not meet that condition, then generally the activity will require a resource consent as 
either a restricted discretionary, discretionary or non-complying activity and it will be a matter to be 
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considered as part of the application. In this way, there is a specific requirement to consider the issue of 
fish exclusion at the time of granting resource consents.  
 
Once resource consents are granted and given effect, it is then the responsibility of the consent authority 
to monitor those consents for compliance. There are a number of other provisions in the RMA that allow 
consent authorities to act to address adverse environmental effects. For example, they can review 
consents if adverse effects are occurring that weren’t anticipated at the time of granting. It is also a 
requirement under the RMA, for local authorities to report on the effectiveness of their plans.  
 
Given this, to a large extent, the relief being sought by these submitters is already provided for by 
provisions within the plan (as well as additional provisions provided in the RMA) and so no further relief is 
considered necessary. 
 
For the above reason, the original submitters and further submitters are accepted in part and no 
amendment is required. 
 
Develop levy principle for water takes and discharges to help fund research and building effective 
methods of exclusion 
313.1, F1074.534; 313.2, F1074.535; 313.3, F1074.536; 313.4, F1045.556, F1060.507, F1061.507; 
313.5, F1074.537: This submitter seeks the above wide ranging relief to help address the issue of 
reduced numbers of fish returning to spawn and to increase the number of fingerlings reaching the ocean. 
This is because, as a fisher, he has noticed that since the 1960s there has been a cumulative effect of a 
reduction in the numbers of fish in both the Rangitata and Rakaia Rivers. The submitter has personal 
experience of working on the Valetta block in the early 1960s and being involved in flood irrigation where 
vast numbers of fingerlings were lost at each irrigation stop. He considers there is a benefit to ensuring 
there is a healthy fishery to provide for healthy outdoor opportunities for families and youth.  
 
For these reasons, he seeks a two-fold approach to be adopted primarily. The first aspect relates to 
introducing a levy system on both the volume of water extracted (surface and ground) and on the level of 
discharge (such that those that have a higher level of discharge, they incur a higher cost). The levies 
would then be used to fund research into construction and maintenance of efficient and effective smolt 
screening, and mitigation for pollution.  
 
F1060, F1061 and F1074 oppose many of the submission points made by 313 on the basis that they 
oppose the collection and use of levies as described, and that they are unnecessary and costly. F1045 
opposes 313.4 for while they agree with the need for fish screening, they consider that making screening 
compulsory with 6 months monitoring is unnecessary within the schedule as monitoring and enforcement 
measures would be in place through the resource consent process. 
 
RMA s36 provides for local authorities to recoup the cost of administering the resource consent process, 
including monitoring and compliance. There is no specific provision to allow the raising of levies for 
research in the manner suggested by the submitter. There are investigations being carried out by 
Environment Canterbury into introducing a system of cost recovery based on the level of resource use, 
however to progress this further will require changes to the LTCCP and annual plan. That is considered 
the more appropriate forum to seek this relief, although as indicated, there are already some 
investigations underway to consider an alternative cost recovery mechanism. 
 
The need for 6 months monitoring is not considered appropriate for the reasons provided by F1045. 
 
To the extent that the investigation may deliver in part the relief sought, all of the original submissions and 
further submissions are accepted in part. No amendment is required. 
 
Other methods and more flexible approach 
345.89, F1049.550, F1060.548, F1061.548, F1074.538; 346.124, F1043.774, F1044.774, F1060.549, 
F1061.549; 347.103, F1060.550, F1061.550; 379.112, F1043.603, F1044.603; 423.11, F1045.563, 
F1060.528, F1061.528, F1074.539: 453.62, F1060.551, F1061.551, F1074.541; 454.62, F1060.552, 
F1061.552; 486.285, F1043.1429, F1044.1429, F1060.545, F1061.545; 503.59, F1043.4320, 
F1044.4298, F1060.553, F1061.553; 540.332, F1060.554, F1061.554; 541.332, F1060.555, F1061.555; 
544.283, F1001.164, F1015.79, F1016.79, F1043.4021, F1044.4008, F1053.1616, F1060.556, 
F1061.556; 546.35, F1060.536, F1061.536, F1074.542; 563.297, 570.18, F1060.546, F1061.546; 
580.15, F1045.568, F1060.537, F1061.537; 594.112; 602.117, 616.124, F1043.926, F1044.926; 
617.145, 621.9, 626.4, F1045.571; 623.7, F1045.570; 636.6, F1045.572, F1060.541, F1061.541; 639.9, 
F1045.573, F1060.542, F1061.542; 640.9, F1045.574, F1060.543, F1061.543; 642.6, F1045.575, 
F1060.544, F1061.544; 635.145; 645.102, 648.101, 649.101: These submitters generally support the 
need to exclude fish from intakes and open races but are opposed to the prescriptiveness of the 
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standards set and the assumption that fish screens are required in all water bodies, irrespective of 
whether they are natural or artificial water bodies, and of whether there is a significant fishery present. 
They consider the schedule presumes that a conventional fish “screen” will be used and does not allow 
other methods of exclusion such as buried galleries or sonic systems. They also consider the proposed 
mesh size as impractical for efficient passage of water through the screen. 
 
Some seek the deletion of Schedule WQN12 as they consider it overly prescriptive and doesn’t allow for 
the consideration of other fish diversion systems on a case by case basis. They prefer guidelines to be 
developed to also consider alternatives to screens such as behaviour systems, and to consider 
thresholds on abstractive flow ranges as a consideration on whether or not the effect of not screening or 
diversion is necessary. Some also seek for the schedule to enable the application of evolving research. 
Suggestions include amending the schedule to prescribe an effects based standard that will enable the 
“how” (in terms of how it is to be achieved), to be considered on a case by case basis. 
 
423 supports that every abstraction must have a fish screen installed however they seek that the 
specifications for such screens need to be laid down in conjunction with North Canterbury Fish and 
Game, and that the screens must be effective with water pressure against the screen to be low enough to 
not trap small fish against the screen itself and must be inspected regularly to ensure they are working 
effectively. 
 
486 and 546 seek the above relief also because they consider in some circumstances native fish passage 
may be reduced by impediments to fish passage, and in such circumstances there is a need for native 
fish passage to be provided for. 
 
570 specifically opposes anything less than 5mm screens 8km or less to the coast, and seeks the 
deletion of the requirement to notify Environment Canterbury regarding damaged screens. 
 
580 don’t specifically seek change to the standards but do seek change from the management of 
abstractions as compared to the past. This submitter believes the Fisheries Act requires fish screening 
but considers management in the past has resulted in many sites not being effectively screened resulting 
in sports and migratory native fish being cast onto farm land by way of irrigation water, and considers this 
needs to be avoided. 
 
F1001, F1015, F1016 and F1053 support 544 as they consider the relief sought to allow flexibility for new 
technology and effects based standards. 
 
F1043 and F1044 oppose 346, 379, 486, 503, 544, 546 and 616 based on their opposition to any 
increase in the regulatory controls for forestry activities sought by the submitter that is unnecessary or 
inconsistent with the RMA. This reasoning is not relevant to the submission point raised under this 
provision. 
 
F1045 opposes 423 for while they support the need for fish screening, they consider the changes sought 
are unnecessary within the schedule as monitoring and enforcement measures would be set in place 
through the resource consent process.  
 
F1049 opposes 345 as they consider it inconsistent with Part II section 7 of the RMA. 
 
F1060, F1061 and F1074 support many of the submission points as they consider the relief sought is 
pragmatic, while F1045, F1060 and F1061 oppose 423, 486 and 580 for, while they agree with the need 
for fish screening, they consider that the relief proposed would be unnecessary within the schedule as 
monitoring and enforcement measures would be set in place through the resource consent process. 
 
The majority of these submissions support the general need to exclude fish from intakes, and the rules 
relating to the taking and diverting of surface water and Schedule WQN12 are structured such that this is 
a requirement of takes whether they be for relatively small rates of abstraction or larger. These 
requirements do include takes from artificial water courses as these too may have important 
environmental values associated with them and may have replaced what were natural water bodies in the 
past that had values but have been modified as a result of development. 
 
The criticism that the fish screen standards in Schedule WQN12 as proposed in NRRP are too 
prescriptive and appear to only provide for so-called conventional fish screens may have some validity, 
however it is nevertheless important that fish screening, by whatever means, ensures that fish are 
prevented from entering intakes. In this way, Objective WQN1 will be met. Given that Objective WQN1 
reflects the requirements of the RPS, which in turn reflects the RMA, then this aspect of Schedule 
WQN12 must remain. 
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It is agreed that the schedule does not need to be prescriptive as to the actual means of fish exclusion, 
but can be prescriptive in terms of the design features or specifications that must be met to ensure 
whatever the actual device, fish will be excluded from entering the intake. The exception to this is 
considered to be for activities that are intended to be permitted activities, as there needs to be certainty 
as to the conditions being required to be met. 
 
In 2005, after the NRRP was notified and as fish screens were being required by the regulatory 
authorities on irrigation and stock water intakes, a fish screen working party was instigated by Irrigation 
New Zealand (INZ) , Environment Canterbury (ECan)  and Fish and Game New Zealand (FGNZ) to 
consider the issues around screening requirements at such intakes. After commencement, the 
Department of Conservation began work on native fish requirements for water intakes, which ultimately 
resulted in the review “Native fish Requirements for Intakes in Canterbury” in July 2006 (Charteris 2006). 
NIWA has also had a role of providing an impartial review of science based information for the working 
party. 
 
Support was obtained from the Sustainable Farming Fund, through Irrigation New Zealand, for a project 
to investigate and develop guidelines that represent industry best practice for ensuring that fish are 
efficiently and effectively diverted without damage from intakes. It was the intention that by developing 
these in collaboration, it would ensure that the consenting process would also be more efficient where an 
application is able to demonstrate they are meeting the key features of best practise in the design of the 
fish screen in accordance with agreed guidelines.  
 
The project has set about: 
� summarising structural design options currently available (and considered international information 

also) and identifying good design features for screening success;  
� identifying and summarising the movements of the New Zealand fish species that will be 

susceptible to water diversions and that need protection, and identifying screening characteristics 
(e.g. mesh size) most appropriate to the various species; 

� providing information that would encourage technical innovation by all parties involved with intake 
design; 

� identifying further work to clarify issues around fish biology, fish behaviour at intakes and 
information on how intakes perform in practise - also how to address dealing with the new invasive 
alga species (Didymo); and 

� providing good working examples of fish screens currently operational in contrasting situations in 
Canterbury. 

 
While the working party is still undertaking some of this work, one output from it to date has been the 
publication of a document in October 2007 by NIWA called “Fish screening: good practice guidelines for 
Canterbury”. This is a document that is the result of the collaboration between all the parties and is based 
on a review of fish screening requirements of sports fish by FGNZ and DOC’s review of indigenous fish 
requirements, and has been “signed off” by them for publication. It provides guidance on what key 
features must be met in the design and operation of a fish screen that will ensure it is effective in 
preventing fish from entering intake structures. It is stated in these guidelines that they are intended to be 
a practical guideline covering intake sizes of up to 10 m3s-1 surface and 500 ls-1 pumped. These 
guidelines are already being used to help design fish screens to ensure fish are being adequately 
excluded from entering intakes. 
 
The studies have shown that swimming speed (velocity) is important in relation to the fish screen size and 
the ability of the species to escape entrainment, so that these two factors need to be considered together. 
The fact that some native fish species (e.g. eels and whitebait) will increase in size as they migrate 
upstream, needs also to be taken into consideration. 
 
For small takes, these guidelines are not necessarily considered more appropriate than the current 
standards in Schedule WQN12. This is because the small abstractions will be limited in the instantaneous 
rate of take and volume that can be abstracted, and because of this, are more likely to use a pump to 
abstract the water. Where this is the case, there is likely to be a need to have a filter to ensure debris is 
not sucked into the pump. That requirement and one to have a fish screen with a specified mesh size or 
slot width are likely to be complementary requirements, and relatively easy to meet. There is still a need 
to ensure that the approach velocity of the water being sucked into the pipe is not so great as to result in 
the entrainment of fish, particularly in their juvenile stages. It is therefore recommended that an additional 
standard be included requiring the screen area to be designed to ensure the calculated average approach 
velocity (that is, the velocity of water approaching or flowing onto the fish screen) does not exceed 0.12 
m/sec. This is a "rule of thumb" that is recommended in the “Fish screening: good practise guidelines for 
Canterbury”. 



 56

 
A number of submitters have sought to not have a requirement for a fish screen where there are no fish 
present. While there may be locations where there are no fish species present, and therefore a fish 
screen may not be required, it is generally considered that fish, particularly indigenous species, are 
ubiquitous throughout the region, including in small streams and therefore some form of fish exclusion is 
required. The rules are structured such that if the condition requiring fish screening is not able to be met, 
the activity will require a resource consent and this matter can be considered at the time of granting. 
Where there is sufficient information to justify there being no need for fish exclusion, then such an 
application could be granted. Except there may be some circumstances where a take is from a source 
that has already excluded fish (such as a water supply race). Note Recommendations WQN11.25, 32, 37, 
42, 49, 51, 56, 62, 72, 82, 105 and 129 have recommended the addition of a footnote to Rules WQN1 - 6 
which advises that the condition that fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake "is considered 
to be met if fish are not present in the water body from which water is taken or diverted and are prevented 
from entering it." 
 
The basis for the standards in Schedule WQN12 of 2mm, 3mm and 5mm were based on the best 
knowledge of the lifecycles of both sport fish and indigenous species at the time the NRRP was notified. 
This indicated the need for smaller mesh size in locations close to the coast to protect native species, 
particularly in their juvenile stages. Based in the recent work, it is considered that “(iii) 5mm for anywhere 
else” will actually not prevent fish entering an intake as some juvenile stages of fish species require a 
mesh size of no more than 3mm to ensure exclusion. Thus, it is recommended that this threshold be 
removed. 
 
For takes that will exceed the rates that are a condition of the permitted activity rules, it is considered 
appropriate to include the design criteria and features developed and published by the fish screen 
working party in the “Fish screening: good practise guidelines for Canterbury”, as these are currently 
accepted as providing the guidance to show when a fish screening device will ensure that fish are 
prevented from entering an intake. These guidelines include criteria that will ensure the water pressure is 
low enough that fish will not get entrained or entrapped, and this is relief that is being sought by some 
submitters. It is also considered that by including these design criteria, the standards will not be 
prescriptive as to the type of device used, and this is also relief being sought. 
 
It is noted that the guidelines include the structural options considered appropriate which includes 
submerged galleries and also indicate that there are behavioural devices such as louvers and sound and 
light behavioural devices. If such devices are being proposed, it will be necessary that the engineering 
design is such that it is demonstrated that they have the same degree of effectiveness as a positive 
barrier screen will have. 
 
It is also recommended that a new method be added to Policy WQN4 to recognise the on-going work of 
the fish screen working party to fill the gaps in knowledge identified by the studies to date. This on-going 
work may lead to the identification of further criteria or specific design features that are identified as being 
most effective in excluding fish from entering an intake. Any significant changes identified can be 
incorporated into the NRRP by way of a plan change at a later date. 
 
For takes larger than 10 m3s-1 surface and 500 ls-1 pumped, the design criteria will still be relevant, but in 
addition, a different level of scrutiny will be required, and this needs to be reflected in these standards and 
guidelines. 
 
It is considered that if the fish screening is shown to have included all of the design features and 
installation criteria, and is operated and maintained in good working order, then there does not need to be 
a requirement to inspect these on a set time basis. 
 
For the above reasons, the original submissions 345.89, 346.124, 347.103, 423.11, 453.62, 454.62, 
486.285, 503.59, 540.332, 541.332, 544.283, 546.35, 563.297, 570.18, 580.15, 616.124, 617.145, 621.9, 
626.4, 636.6, 639.9, 640.9, 642.6, 623.7, 635.145; and further submissions in support F1001.164, 
F1015.79, F1016.79, F1053.1616, F1060.546, F1060.548, F1060.549, F1060.550, F1060.551, 
F1060.552, F1060.553, F1060.554, F1060.555, F1061.546; F1060.556, F1061.554, F1061.555, 
F1061.548, F1061.549, F1061.550, F1061.551, F1061.552; F1061.553; F1061.556,  
F1074.538, F1074.541 and further submissions in opposition F1043.774, F1043.926, F1043.1429, 
F1043.4320, F1043.4021, F1044.774, F1044.926; F1044.4008, F1044.4298, F1044.1429, F1049.550, 
F1045.563, F1045.568, F1045.570; F1045.571; F1045.572, F1045.573, F1045.574, F1045.575, 
F1060.528, F1060.536, F1060.537, F1060.541, F1060.542, F1060.543, F1060.544, F1060.545, 
F1061.528, F1061.536, F1061.537; F1061.541; F1061.542; F1061.543; F1061.544; F1061.545, 
F1074.539 F1074.542 are accepted in part. The original submissions 379.112, 594.112, 602.117, 
645.102, 648.101, 649.101 are rejected, and further submissions in opposition F1043.603, F1044.603 are 
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accepted. An amendment is required. 
 
509.179, 509.180, 510.176, 510.177, 615.182, 615.183: These submitters seek the amendment of 
condition 2 to Rule WQN6 as they consider the fish screen criteria referred to in condition 2 (which refers 
to Schedule WQN12) are overly onerous and provides no opportunity for alternative solutions. 
 
While Schedule WQN12 as notified in Variation 1 does refer to fish screen standards and can be 
considered to seemingly exclude devices, other than “screened” devices, it does not explicitly do so. The 
additional work undertaken and reported on by the fish screen working party continues to use the term 
“fish screen” and acknowledges that these can be categorised in various ways, e.g. stationary, moving, 
and behavioural, and then uses the classification of positive barrier screens and behavioural devices. 
Given this use of terminology, it is still considered appropriate to use “fish screen” and that the use of 
such a term does not in fact exclude alternative solutions generally. The submitters did not say what 
alternatives they considered are excluded, but given the classification above, which includes behavioural 
devices, it is unlikely that there are any recognised alternatives not covered by the term and therefore the 
standards. Any behavioural devices will also have to include the design features now being 
recommended for inclusion in Schedule WQN12 in order to be considered to adequately prevent fish from 
entering an intake. 
 
For the above reasons, all of these original submission points are rejected, and no amendment is 
required. 
 
References 
Charteris, S.C. (2006). Native fish Requirements for Intakes in Canterbury. Department of Conservation, 
Christchurch. 

WQN12.9 Recommendation 
F1043.603, F1044.603: Accept 
 
189.2, 190.7, 191.10, 192.9, 193.3, 197.9, 199.9, 208.9, 214.9, 219.9, 220.9, 221.6, 223.9, 224.9, 227.11, 
229.9, 230.9, 231.6, 236.9, 238.8, 239.7, 243.5, 244.9, 247.7, 251.9, 252.6, 262.5, 263.6, 268.10, 269.8, 
270.10, 271.5, 273.9, 274.8, 277.6, 278.17, 279.9, 280.9, 284.12, 297.8, 298.9, 302.4, 304.9, 308.9, 
313.1, 313.2, 313.3, 313.4, 313.5, 316.9, 318.9, 321.5, 326.9, 331.9, 335.9, 337.9, 339.9, 340.9, 344.9, 
345.89, 346.124, 347.103, 362.14, 365.6, 366.9, 367.7, 383.4, 384.7, 385.9, 386.9, 388.9, 389.9, 391.9, 
414.9, 420.9, 423.11, 434.16, 437.3, 440.5, 453.62, 454.62, 461.5, 467.4, 476.471, 485.7, 486.285, 
489.9, 490.9, 491.9, 503.59, 509.179, 509.180, 510.176, 510.177, 540.332, 541.332, 544.283, 546.35, 
563.297, 570.18, 580.15, 597.6, 598.1, 600.9, 615.181, 615.182, 615.183, 616.124,  617.145, 619.1, 
621.9, 626.4, 636.6, 639.9, 640.9, 642.6, 623.7, 635.145, F1001.164, F1015.79, F1016.79, F1043.774, 
F1043.926, F1043.1429, F1043.4320, F1043.4021, F1044.774, F1044.926; F1044.4008, F1044.4298, 
F1044.1429, F1045.544, F1045.545, F1045.546, F1045.547, F1045.548, F1045.549; F1045.550, 
F1045.551, F1045.552 F1045.553, F1045.554, F1045.555, F1045.556, F1045.557, F1045.559, 
F1045.558, F1045.560, F1045.561, F1045.562,  F1045.563, F1045.564, F1045.565, F1045.566, 
F1045.567, F1045.568, F1045.569, F1045.570; F1045.571; F1045.572, F1045.573, F1045.574, 
F1045.575, F1049.550, F1053.1616, F1060.473, F1060.474, F1060.475, F1060.476, F1060.477, 
F1060.478, F1060.479, F1060.480, F1060.481, F1060.482, F1060.483, F1060.484, F1060.485, 
F1060.486, F1060.487, F1060.488, F1060.489, F1060.490, F1060.491, F1060.492, F1060.493, 
F1060.494, F1060.495, F1060.496, F1060.497, F1060.498, F1060.499, F1060.500, F1060.501, 
F1060.502, F1060.503, F1060.504, F1060.505, F1060.506, F1060.507, F1060.508, F1060.509, 
F1060.510, F1060.511, F1060.512, F1060.513, F1060.514, F1060.515, F1060.516, F1060.517, 
F1060.518, F1060.519, F1060.520, F1060.521, F1060.522, F1060.523, F1060.524, F1060.525, 
F1060.526, F1060.527, F1060.528, F1060.529, F1060.530, F1060.531, F1060.532, F1060.533, 
F1060.534, F1060.535, F1060.536, F1060.537, F1060.538, F1060.539, F1060.540, F1060.541, 
F1060.542, F1060.543, F1060.544, F1060.545, F1060.546, F1060.548, F1060.549, F1060.550, 
F1060.551, F1060.552, F1060.553, F1060.554, F1060.555, F1060.556, F1061.473, F1061.474, 
F1061.475, F1061.476, F1061.477, F1061.478, F1061.479, F1061.480, F1061.481, F1061.482, 
F1061.483, F1061.484, F1061.485, F1061.486, F1061.487, F1061.488, F1061.489, F1061.490, 
F1061.491, F1061.492, F1061.493, F1061.494, F1061.495, F1061.496, F1061.497, F1061.498, 
F1061.499, F1061.500, F1061.501, F1061.502, F1061.503, F1061.504, F1061.505, F1061.506, 
F1061.507, F1061.508, F1061.509, F1061.510, F1061.511, F1061.512, F1061.513, F1061.514, 
F1061.515, F1061.516, F1061.517, F1061.518, F1061.519, F1061.520, F1061.521, F1061.522, 
F1061.523, F1061.524, F1061.525, F1061.526, F1061.527, F1061.528, F1061.529, F1061.530, 
F1061.531, F1061.532, F1061.533, F1061.534, F1061.535, F1061.536, F1061.537; F1061.538, 
F1061.539, F1061.540, F1061.541; F1061.542; F1061.543; F1061.544; F1061.545, F1061.546; 
F1061.548, F1061.549, F1061.550, F1061.551, F1061.552; F1061.553; F1061.554, F1061.555, 
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F1061.556, F1074.531, F1074.532, F1074.533, F1074.534; F1074.535, F1074.536, F1074.537, 
F1074.538, F1074.539, F1074.540, F1074.541, F1074.542: Accept in part 
 
379.112, 509.179, 509.180, 510.176, 510.177, 594.112, 602.117, 615.182, 615.183, 645.102, 648.101, 
649.101: Reject  

Amendment 
1. Amend Schedule WQN12 on page 5-261 as follows:  
 
"Schedule WQN12:  Fish screen standards and guidelines 
Fish screen standards and guidelines for rules WQN1 - WQN3 and WQN5 - WQN8 and guideline for 
rules WQN9 and WQN11 

A. Where the total take, diversion and use does not exceed a maximum rate of 10L/s and a maximum 
volume of 100m3/day 

Where a person is taking water from a surface water body a fish screen shall be installed to prevent fish 
from entering the intake. The fish screen shall be designed to the following standard and kept functional 
at all times that water is being taken: 

(a) water shall only be taken when a fish screen with a mesh size or slot width not exceeding [      ]1 
millimetres is operated and maintained across the intake to ensure that fish and fish fry are 
prevented from passing through the intake;  

 1Add in one of the following to the above condition:  

(i) 2mm for intakes within 2 km of the coast, a coastal lake or estuary; 

(ii) 3mm when between 2 and 8 km from the coast, a coastal lake, estuary or in a recognised trout 
spawning stream; or   

(iii) 5mm for anywhere else; 

(b) The fish screen area shall be designed to ensure the calculated average through screen velocity 
does not exceed 0.12 m/sec.2 

2 The required area (m2) = flow (L/sec) /120.  

Example:  For required area for a cylindrical screen can therefore be calculated from: 

Area= 2πr(r + h) x z 

Where:  π = 3.14159 

  r = radius of cyclinder (m) 

  h = length or height of cyclinder (m) 

z = proportional open mesh area of screen material (i.e. 0.5 for mesh that is 50% open 
area) 

Note: The above formula holds where the screen is fully immersed in water as is usually the case 
with pump takes. Where this is not the case, the area will need to be adjusted accordingly. Where 
50% of the screen may be exposed, then the area calculation will need to be multiplied by 0.5. 
Also, for best performance, it is desirable to have the screen fully immersed, with it not resting on 
the stream bed nor being sited immediately below the stream surface. 

 

B. Where the total take and/or diversion does not exceed a maximum rate of 10L/s and a maximum 
volume of 100m3/day but does not meet the standards in A above; or where the total take and/or 
diversion exceeds a maximum rate of 10L/s and a maximum volume of 100m3/day and the intake is less 
than 10 m3/s and 500L/s pumped, a fish screen shall be installed to prevent fish from entering the intake.  

The fish screen shall be designed with the following features: 

(a) The site is located to minimise exposure of fish to the fish screen structure, and minimises the length 
of stream affected while providing the best possible conditions for (b) - (g) below: 

(b) Water velocity (“speed”) through the screen (“approach velocity”) is slow enough to allow fish to 
escape entrainment (being sucked through or washed over the screen) or impingement (being squashed 
or rubbed against the screen); 
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(c) Water velocity across (or past) the screen (“sweep velocity”) is sufficient to sweep the fish past the 
intake promptly; 

(d) A suitable fish bypass is provided so that fish are taken away from the intake and back into the 
source channel; 

(e) There is “connectivity” between the fish bypass and somewhere safe, usually an actively flowing (i.e. 
not still) main stem of the waterway; 

(f) Screening material (mesh, profile bars or other) on the screen needs to have openings small enough 
to exclude fish, and a surface smooth enough to prevent any damage to fish; and 

(g) The intake is operated to a consistent, appropriate standard with appropriate operation and 
maintenance, and this should be checked or monitored. A record should be kept of all the maintencance 
and monitoring carried out.  

 
C. Where the intake is more than 10 m3/s and 500 L/s pumped, in addition to the features listed in B (a) 
to (g) above, it will be necessary for the intake to be purpose designed and to consider on a case by case 
basis whether any additional features will be necessary to ensure fish are prevented from entering the 
intake. 
 
Note:  

1. Submerged galleries, or behavioural barriers and devices such as those that use light and sound 
diversions may not meet all of the engineering features set out in B above, but shall be considered to 
comply with them where it is demonstrated that they are able to exclude fish to the same degree of 
effectiveness. 

2. In conjunction with a number of stakeholder groups, Environment Canterbury has developed good 
practice guidelines for fish screening in Canterbury. A copy of this guideline can be obtained from 
Environment Canterbury to help in ensuring fish screens are designed, installed and operated to 
include the features identified in B above. 

 

(b) for all intakes the fish screen shall be positioned to ensure that there is unimpeded fish passage to 
and along the waterway to avoid the entrapment of fish at the point of abstraction;  

(c) for all open channel intakes where there is no direct pumping (e.g. diversions with rotary and static 
screens), the design and maintenance of the fish screen shall ensure that the velocity of flow at and 
through the screen will prevent fish and fish fry being trapped on the screen;  

(d) all practicable measures shall be taken to avoid the stranding of fish in pools and channels. 

The consent holder shall within 24 hours of the fish screen becoming damaged or ineffective notify 
Environment Canterbury of the situation and of any remedial measures including fish salvage to be 
implemented." 
 
2. Amend Method WQN4(b) Investigations on page 5-53 by adding the following: 
 
 "(c) in conjunction with stakeholders such as Irrigation New Zealand, Fish and Game and the 
Department of Conservation, investigate suitable designs for intakes and how they perform at a range of 
locations in the region; clarify issues surrounding fish biology, fish behaviour and migration patterns in 
relation to screen designs; measure the effectiveness of fish screens in practise and help improve fish 
screen design for Canterbury river systems." 
 
 
3. Amend Rule WQN1 condition 4 (previously condition 5, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation 
WQN11.1) as follows: 
 
"4. Fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12A." 
 
 
4. Amend Rule WQN1 Restriction of discretion 1  (as added in Officer Report No.25, 
Recommendation WQN11.167) as follows: 
 
"1. In the case of condition 4 not being met, the need for and method of preventing fish from entering 
the intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B)." 
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5. Amend Rule WQN2 (previously Rule WQN3, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
condition 5 as follows: 
 
"5. Fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12A." 
 
 
4. Amend Rule WQN2 (previously Rule WQN3, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
Restriction of discretion 5 (as added in Recommendation WQN11.1) as follows: 
 
"5. The method for preventing fish from entering the water intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B)." 
 
 
5. Amend Rule WQN3 (previously Rule WQN4, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
condition A (as added in Recommendation WQN11.25, WQN11.37, WQN11.49, WQN11.62) as follows: 
 
"A. Fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12A." 
 
 
6. Amend Rule WQN3 (previouslyOfficer Report No.25,  Rule WQN4, Officer Report No.25, 
Recommendation WQN11.1) Restriction of discretion 1 (as added in Recommendation WQN11.25, 
WQN11.27, WQN11.37, WQN11.49, WQN11.62) as follows: 
 
"1. In the case of condition A not being met, the need for and method of preventing fish from entering 
the intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B)." 
 
 
7. Amend Rule WQN4 (previously Rule WQN5, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
condition 7 as follows: 
 
"7. Fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12A." 
 
 
8. Amend Rule WQN4 (previously Rule WQN5, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1)  
Restriction of discretion 7 (as added in Recommendation WQN11.67) as follows: 
 
"7. In the case of condition 7 not being met, the need for and method of preventing fish from entering 
the intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B)." 
 
 
9. Amend Rule WQN5 (previously Rule WQN6, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
by deleting condition 3 (previously condition 2, Recommendation WQN11.1) as follows: 
 
"3. Fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12."  
 
 
10. Amend Rule WQN5 (previously Rule WQN6, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
Restriction of discretion 4 (as added in Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) as follows: 
 
"4.  The method for preventing fish from entering the water intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B and 
WQN12C)." 
 
 
11. Amend Rule WQN6 (previously Rule WQN8, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
by deleting condition 4 (previously condition 2, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) as 
follows: 
 
"3. Fish shall be prevented from entering the water intake as set out in Schedule WQN12."  
 
 
12. Amend Rule WQN6 (previously Rule WQN8, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
Discretion 3 (as added in Recommendation WQN11.1) as follows: 
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"3.  The method for preventing fish from entering the water intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B and 
WQN12C)." 
 
 
13. Amend Rule WQN7 (previously Rule WQN9, Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
Discretion 4 (as added in Recommendation WQN11.1) as follows: 
 
"4.  The method for preventing fish from entering the water intake (refer to Schedule WQN12B)." 
 

5-261-2  Fish screen standards for rules WQN1 - WQN3 and WQN5 -  WQN8 and guideline for rules 
WQN9 and WQN11 
5-261-2 515.309 Department Of Conservation, 

Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 
Amend the sub-heading in Schedule 
WQN12 to read: “Fish screen 
standards for rules WQN1 - WQN8 
and Rule WQN33, and guidelines for 
rules WQN9 - WQN1.” 

 F1033.1224 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3641 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3628 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1232 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1224 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-2 539.282 Timaru District Council (V1) Amend the sub-heading under 

Schedule WQN12 to read:"Fish 
screen guidelines for rules WQN1- 
WQN3, WQN5, WQN9 and WQN11." 

 F1049.551 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 
Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-2 564.220 Hurunui District Council (V1) See submission point 539.282. 
5-261-4 257.1210 Upper Waitaki Branch 

Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-4 289.1731 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-4 470.221 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Amend the Schedule WQN12 sub-
heading to read: “Fish screen 
standards for Rule WQN1 and Rule 
WQN33, and guideline for rules 
WQN9 and WQN11”. 

 F1033.656 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.660 Eminence Investments Ltd. 

(V1) 
Oppose 

 F1053.656 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-261-4 506.1201 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 

Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-4 586.1201 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 
Canterbury Provinces (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 by 
rewording the first paragraph to read: 
"Where a person is taking water for 
other than domestic or stock water 
use, or in a gallery situation, as a 
minimum a 5mm fish screen shall be 
installed to deter fish from entering the 
intake unless other fish protection 
measures are in place." 

 F1043.2687 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 



 62

 F1044.2680 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

 F1049.552 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 
Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-4 669.1198 South Island High Country 
Section, Federated Farmers NZ 
(V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
10 

14.6 S. Taylor (V1) Increase the size of fish screen mesh 
in Schedule WQN12. 

 F1060.547 Hurunui Community Water 
Development Working Group. 
(V1) 

Support 

 F1061.547 MainPower NZ Ltd (V1) Support 
5-261-
10 

257.1211 Upper Waitaki Branch 
Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
10 

289.1732 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
10 

506.1202 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
10 

586.1202 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 
Canterbury Provinces (V1) 

Amend Schedule WQN12 by deleting 
the reference to screen sizes of 2mm 
or 3mm. 

 F1043.2688 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 

 F1044.2681 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

5-261-
10 

669.1199 South Island High Country 
Section, Federated Farmers NZ 
(V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
24 

257.1212 Upper Waitaki Branch 
Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
24 

289.1733 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
24 

506.1203 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-261-
24 

586.1203 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 
Canterbury Provinces (V1) 

Delete the final paragraph of 
Schedule WQN12 or amend to read: 
"As soon as possible...". 

 F1043.2689 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 

 F1044.2682 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

 F1049.553 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 
Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-261-
24 

669.1200 South Island High Country 
Section, Federated Farmers NZ 
(V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

Evaluations and reasons 
515.309, F1033.1224, F1043.3641, F1044.3628, F1052.1232, F1053.1224; 470.221, F1033.656, 
F1052.660, F1053.656: 515 seeks the above relief because they oppose in part Schedule WQN12 as 
they consider the standards should apply to a number of other rules also.  For example, they consider the 
standards should also apply to Rule WQN4 which deals with takes from water storage, as they have 
concerns as to how Lake Benmore might be viewed. They consider such takes from storage for irrigation 
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or other abstractive use purposes should be screened. They also consider that the standards should refer 
to Rules WQN10 and WQN33. 
 
F1033 supports 515 and 470 as they also wish to see higher standards of water quality in lowland rivers 
and streams, at least to the point where they are swimmable and fishable. 
 
F1043 and F1044 oppose the entire submission 515 based on their opposition to any increase in the 
regulatory controls for forestry activities sought by the submitter that is unnecessary or inconsistent with 
the RMA. This reasoning is not relevant to the submission point raised under this provision.  
 
F1052 and F1053 oppose 515 and 470 as they consider the relief being sought is unduly onerous, fails to 
strike an appropriate balance, does not adequately provide for the ability of an applicant to avoid, remedy 
or mitigate adverse effects, and will impose a high level of cost on landowners, users and developers 
without a commensurate level of environmental benefit. 
 
Recommendations have been made to restructure the rules to simplify and stream line them (see 
Recommendation WQN11.1, Officer Report WQN25). This has resulted in a number of rules being 
deleted as individual rules now cover a range of activity status from permitted through to non-complying 
(or even prohibited) in some cases.  
 
It is agreed that Rule WQN4 (now Rule WQN3 see Recommendation WQN11.1) should also require fish 
screening and this change has already been recommended (see Recommendations WQN11.25, 
WQN11.37, WQN11.49, WQN11.62 - Officer Report WQN11). With regard to whether Rule WQN33 
requires a similar amendment, in evaluations of submissions directly on that rule, no such amendment is 
recommended. This is because Rule WQN33 is for the activity of transferring a resource consent and 
such an activity comes under  RMA s136(4) and (5) provisions which set out how transfers of water 
permits are to be considered. In particular, whether the existing conditions must be part of the new permit, 
and that when approving the grant, the consent authority must have regard to the effects of the proposed 
transfer, including the effects of ceasing or changing the exercise of the permit under its current 
conditions, and the effect of allowing the transfer. Any resource consent application to transfer a water 
permit under Rule WQN33, will be processed in accordance with the relevant requirements of s136 and 
so it is not considered necessary to amend Rule WQN33 to ensure fish screen standards are also 
transferred. 
 
For this reason, the original submission 515.309 is accepted in part, and further submissions in support 
F1033.1224 and further submissions in opposition F1043.3641, F1044.3628, F1052.1232, F1053.1224 
are also accepted in part.  The original submission 470.221 and further submission in support F1033.656 
are rejected, while the further submissions in opposition F1052.660, F1053.656 are accepted. No 
amendment is required.  
 
539.282, F1049.551; 564.220:  539 and 564 seek the above relief as they consider that as currently 
proposed the effect for an activity of failing the standards is it to require a resource consent, and they 
consider that this is not effects based where any prevention of fish entering an intake will adequately 
address the effects. 
 
F1049 opposes 539 as they consider the standards are appropriate to provide for Part II section 7(h) of 
the RMA and provisions of the Conservation Act 1987. 
 
It is accepted that if the standards as proposed in Variation 1 Schedule WQN13 are not met then a 
resource consent will be required for activities that would otherwise have been permitted. This is still the 
case given the amendments proposed above in Recommendation WQN12.9 (345.89 and others). 
However, it is also proposed to include the term “guideline” to more accurately reflect the purpose of 
Schedule WQN13. Given that this amendment has already been proposed as part of the change in 
Recommendation WQN12.9 (345.89 and others), it is not necessary to repeat these here. 
 
For this reason, the original submissions 539.282 and 564.220 are accepted, while the further submission 
is opposition F1049.551 is rejected. No amendment is required. 
 
14.6, F1060.547, F1061.547; 257.1210, 289.1731, 506.1201, 586.1201, F1043.2687, F1044.2680, 
F1049.552; 669.1198, 257.1211, 289.1732, 506.1202, 586.1202, F1043.2688, F1044.2681; 669.1199, 
257.1212, 289.1733, 506.1203, 586.1203, F1043.2689, F1044.2682, F1049.553; 669.1200: 14.6 
considers that the proposed screen sizes are too small for the reason that the amount of vegetation that 
floats down his stream would quickly block the proposed screens. 
 
The remaining original submissions seek a number of changes to Schedule WQN12 (not all of which are 
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listed above) without specifically providing reasons for the relief sought. They indicate that fish screens 
should not be required for small takes such as when from a pipe less than 30cm, or when the intake is a 
gallery, or when the take is for domestic or stockwater use. They also seek the deletion of the last 
paragraph, or it be amended to start “As soon as possible…” 
 
F1043 and F1044 support 586 for the same reasons as provided by the submitter. 
 
While the taking of water for an individual’s reasonable domestic needs and the reasonable needs of their 
animals for drinking water is provided for in RMA s14, this is only provided for where that taking does not, 
or is not likely to, have an adverse effect on the environment. Where fish are being excluded from the 
intake, even where relatively small quantities of water are being taken, this will ensure adverse effects, in 
terms of fish entrainment and entrapment do not result from such an activity. If they are not excluded, 
then that requirement of s14 will not be met. 
 
Where small intake pipes are being used, and there is an issue of blocking the intake by vegetative debris 
that is in the water body, then there would also be the issue of damage to the pump of such debris being 
sucked in. It will be necessary is such circumstances for the intake to be operated in such a way to avoid 
both situations - inadequate filtering for the pump and blocked intake. While these are operational 
concerns, it is considered also important to ensure juvenile fish fry, eel elvers etc are not also sucked in. 
In order to achieve this, it will be necessary to have some sort of fish screen, even for small takes.  
 
In the case of galleries, these are essentially a means of an intake structure from a surface water body 
and so also need to ensure fish are excluded from entering them. There appears to be no reason why 
such structures should be treated any differently as they have the same potential for adverse effects 
where fish are not excluded from entering them. 
 
The work undertaken to support the fish screen working party indicates that a 5mm screen is not 
sufficiently small to exclude indigenous juvenile fish fry (including larval whitebait), eel elver etc and 
recommends that a mesh size of 3mm will protect a significant proportion of migrating whitebait, 
particularly further inland from the coast, but that in close proximity to the coast, an even smaller screen 
or slot size will be required to exclude larvae.  
 
With regard to the last paragraph, with the earlier recommendations to amend Schedule WQN12, it is 
considered appropriate to delete that paragraph, given the inclusion of B(g) requiring appropriate 
operation and maintenance, with checking or monitoring. 
 
For these reasons, the original submissions 14.6, 257.1210, 257.1211, 257.1212, 289.1731, 289.1732, 
289.1733, 506.1201, 506.1202, 506.1203, 586.1201, 586.1202, 586.1203, 669.1198, 669.1199, 669.1200 
and further submissions in support F1043.2687, F1043.2688, F1043.2689, F1044.2680, F1044.2681, 
F1044.2682, F1060.547, F1061.547 are all rejected, while the further submissions in opposition 
F1049.552, F1049.553; are accepted. No amendment is required. 

WQN12.10 Recommendation 
539.282, 564.220, F1049.552, F1049.553, F1052.660, F1053.656: Accept 
 
515.309, F1033.1224, F1043.3641, F1044.3628, F1052.1232, F1053.1224: Accept in part 
 
14.6, 257.1210, 257.1211, 257.1212, 289.1731, 289.1732, 289.1733, 470.221, 506.1201, 506.1202, 
506.1203, 586.1201, 586.1202, 586.1203, 669.1198, 669.1199, 669.1200, F1033.656, F1043.2687, 
F1043.2688, F1043.2689, F1044.2680, F1044.2681, F1044.2682, F1049.551, F1060.547, F1061.547: 
Reject 

Amendment 
Nil 

5-266-1  Schedule WQN14: Significant salmon spawning sites 
5-266-1 67.5 Ian J Morrison (V1) Delete Schedule WQN14 
5-266-1 123.9 P G & W E A Reid (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 132.5 John Watherston (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 134.5 Thomas W & Pamella A 

O'Carroll (V1) 
See submission point 67.5 

5-266-1 140.5 Robert R Hobson (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 164.5 Dorothy R Halliday (V1) See submission point 67.5 
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5-266-1 168.5 Graham Uren (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 180.8 Glenthorne Station Ltd (V1) See submssion point 67.5 
5-266-1 201.6 Orari Gorge Station Ltd (V1) See submssion point 67.5 
5-266-1 233.11 G F Bowron (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 255.5 Orari Gorge Station Limited 

(V1) 
See submssion point 67.5 

5-266-1 257.1213 Upper Waitaki Branch 
Federated Farmers Of New 
Zealand Inc (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-266-1 276.5 K Taylor (V1) Delete Schedule WQN14. 
5-266-1 284.45 Geoffrey Ackerley (V1) Retain Schedule WQN14. 
 F1049.558 Fish & Game NZ, Central South 

Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

Support 

5-266-1 289.1734 North Bank Land Owners 
Group (V1) 

Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-266-1 332.5 Blue Mountain Land Company 
(V1) 

See submssion point 67.5 

5-266-1 362.17 Save The Rivers Mid 
Canterbury Inc (I J Parkin) (V1) 

Retain Schedule WQN14. 

5-266-1 368.12 H Dampier-Crossley (V1) See submssion point 67.5 
5-266-1 369.11 B Dampier-Crossley (V1) See submssion point 67.5 
5-266-1 370.65 James Cleeve (V1) See submssion point 67.5 
5-266-1 374.8 D D & D M Galletly (V1) See submssion point 67.5 
5-266-1 376.26 Matthew Gardner (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 430.6 J Dampier-Crossley (V1) Delete Schedule WQN14. 
5-266-1 469.21 CJ & AM Allen (V1) Amend Table WQN14. (See submit 

point 469/7 and 469/14) 
5-266-1 473.8 I Upston (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 476.605 Christchurch City Council (V1) Add trout spawning sites or the word 

trout (if same sites) to Schedule 
WQN14. 
 

5-266-1 476.666 Christchurch City Council (V1) Place Schedule WQN14 in Chapter 6 
and name appropriately or as an 
Appendix. 

5-266-1 506.1204 Hugh Turnbull (V1) Supports submission from Federated 
Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

5-266-1 515.310 Department Of Conservation, 
Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 

New sub schedule to Schedule 
WQN14 titled: “Important catchments 
for nationally threatened fresh water 
fauna present in Canterbury”, as per 
details labelled “Schedule WQN14A” 
supplied with the submission. The 
species in this schedule include: 
lowland longjaw galaxias, caddis fly 
(five species), Canterbury mudfish, 
upland longjaw galaxias, big-nose 
galaxias, dwarf galaxias, long-fined 
eel, giant kokopu, koura/fresh water 
crayfish, fresh water mussel, shortjaw 
kokopu, lamprey, Stokells smelt, fresh 
water isopod (Austridotea annectens), 
mayfly, net-winged midge, northern 
galaxias, snail (Potamopyrgus 
pupoides), amphipods 
(Neophreatoicus assimilus and 
Phreatoicus orari). 
The catchments include: Ohau 
Stream, Kowhai River (Kaikoura), 
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Hapuku River, Blue Duck Creek, 
Conway River, Clarence River, Waiau 
River, Hurunui River, Ashley River, 
Waimakariri River, Heathcote Estuary, 
Banks Peninsula, Lake Ellesmere, 
Selwyn River, Rakaia River, 
Ashburton River, Mid-Canterbury 
Plains stockwater/irrigation network, 
Hinds River, Orari River, Opihi River, 
Horseshoe Lagoon, Washdyke Creek, 
Pareora River, St Andrews Stream, 
Makikihi area, Waihao River/ Hook 
River, Morven Drain, Waitaki River. 

 F1001.75 Trustpower Ltd (V1) Oppose. 
 F1015.204 Irrigator Forum (V1) Oppose. 
 F1016.204 Rangitata Diversion Race 

Management Limited (V1) 
Oppose. 

 F1033.1225 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3642 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3629 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1233 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1225 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-266-1 515.311 Department Of Conservation, 

Canterbury Conservancy (V1) 
New sub schedule to Schedule 
WQN14 titled: “Important whitebait 
fishery areas in Canterbury”, as per 
details labelled “Schedule WQN14B” 
supplied with the submission. The 
species in this schedule include: 
banded kokopu, shortjaw kokopu, 
inanga, koaro and giant kokopu.  
The catchments include: Ashley River, 
Waimakariri River, Avon River 
Heathcote River, all Banks Peninsula 
and Lyttelton Harbour streams, Lake 
Ellesmere, Rakaia River Orari River, 
Opihi River, Washdyke Creek, 
Saltwater Creek, Pareora River, 
Waihao River, Sir Charles Creek, 
Wakanui Creek, Kapunatiki Creek, 
Waitaki River. 

 F1033.1226 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1043.3643 Canterbury Forest Industry 

Working Group. (V1) 
Oppose 

 F1044.3630 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1052.1234 Eminence Investments Ltd. 
(V1) 

Oppose 

 F1053.1226 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-266-1 562.57 Michael Eder (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 575.49 David A Williams (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 576.68 Michael R Hodgen (V1) See submission point 67.5 
5-266-1 586.1204 Federated Farmers NZ Inc - 

Canterbury Provinces (V1) 
Delete Schedule WQN14. 

 F1043.2690 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Support 

 F1044.2683 Selwyn Plantation Board 
Limited (V1) 

Support 

 F1046.118 Department of Conservation 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-266-1 669.1201 South Island High Country Supports submission from Federated 
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Section, Federated Farmers NZ 
(V1) 

Farmers NZ Inc, Canterbury 
Provinces (refer 586). 

Evaluations and reasons 
67.5, 123.9, 132.5, 134.5, 140.5, 164.5, 168.5, 180.8, 201.6, 233.11, 255.5, 257.1213, 276.5, 289.1734, 
332.5, 368.12, 369.11, 370.65, 374.8, 376.26, 430.6, 473.8, 469.21, 506.1204, 562.57, 575.49, 576.68, 
586.1204, F1043.2690, F1044.2683, F1046.118, 669.1201  
This group of submissions request the deletion of Schedule WQN14. Submission 67.5 and the other 
common submissions are concerned that schedule WQN14 affects their land and that rules which link to 
this schedule will adversely affect some of their farming activities.  Submission 586.1204 oppose 
Schedule WQN14 reasoning that they are not confident that the sites identified are significant, that no 
criteria for defining significance has been found and the s32 analysis has not clearly justified some of the 
methods that stem from this. Further submissions F1043.2690, F1044.2683 support this submission point 
for the reasons stated by the submitter. Further submission F1046.118 is opposed to this and reason that 
the table assists with giving effect to s7 RMA, in identifying salmon spawning sites. Submission 469.21 
opposes the table referring to salmon and seeks its amendment. It is presumed that this is a request that 
it be deleted and it is noted that the submitter is opposed to references to salmon in the Schedule 
WQN1.1 Ashburton River/Hakatere flow restriction and allocation regime.   
 
Assessment 
The assessment for these points is included in the assessment below following the submissions seeking 
retention of Schedule WQN14.   
 
284.45, F1049.558, 362.17  
These submissions seek retention of the schedule. Submitter 284.45 suppports rules that ensure the 
protection of spawning grounds and cover for both fish and birds. This is supported by further submission 
F1049.558 who also comment that it is important to note that the Schedule will never be a comprehensive 
document that reflects all salmon spawning sites as salmon are free to go where they choose. Submitter 
362.17 supports protection of spawning grounds and wildlife habitat.  
 
Assessment 
RMA s 7 lists matters that should be had particular regard to when managing the use, development and 
protection of natural and physical resources. These include the protection of the habitat of trout and 
salmon. The RPS provides for the protection of significant habitats of trout and salmon in Chapter 9 
Objective 1, 2 and 3 and also in Chapter 10 Objective 1. Policy 1 of Chapter 10 goes further and indicates 
that areas within beds of rivers and lakes and their margins containing important conservation values are 
to be identified. These include (vii) significant habitats of trout and salmon.  
 
It is noteworthy that a number of matters are listed here and not just significant habitats of trout and 
salmon. It could be questioned as to whether all these other matters are being identified in the same way 
as is proposed for salmon. Later submissions do request additional lists for indigenous fish and inanga. A 
summary table is provided below to indicate how these various matters have been addressed to date in 
the NRRP. 
  
NRRP provisions Trout Salmon Indigenous fish Indigenous 

birds 
Indigenous 
vegetation 

Objective 
WQL1.1.Rivers 

Where the river water quality or the physical and chemical characteristics of the 
riverbed are: (a) in a natural state … maintain it in that state (b) not in a natural state 
… maintain or improve … so they are suitable as a habitat for indigenous species or 
salmonoids 

Objective 
WQL1.2.Natural 
and artificial 
lakes 

1.For high country lakes (a) Where the water quality is in a natural state … maintain it 
in that state (b) Where the water quality is not in a natural state … maintain or 
improve … so they are suitable as a habitat for indigenous species or salmonoids 2. 
For coastal lakes or lagoons that are isolated from or only intermittently connected to 
the sea, the water quality shall be maintained or improved so that: (a) it is suitable as 
a habitat for indigenous species and trout. 

Policy WQL1(4) 
Point source 
discharges to 
water 

 Where a 
discharge 
occurs in a 
significant 
spawning reach 
for salmon 
water quality 
standard to be 
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met at 
discharge 
point. 

Policy WQL2 
Prevent the 
discharge of 
certain 
contaminants to 
water 

Avoid significant adverse effects on water quality and associated ecological amenity. 

Policy WQN4 
Non point source 
discharge to 
surface water  

 Prevent cattle 
deer and pig 
access from 
significant 
spawning areas 
of salmon 

Prevent cattle 
deer and pig 
access from 
permanently 
flowing reaches 
of lowland 
rivers 

  

Policy WQL5 
Management of 
riparian margins. 

Minimise sediment discharge: retain, maintain or plant riparian vegetation   

Objective WQN1 Protect 
significant 
habitat of trout 

Protect 
significant 
habitat of 
salmon 

safeguard life 
supporting 
capacity, 
including its 
associated 
aquatic 
ecosystems, 
significant 
habitats of 
indigenous 
fauna 

safeguard life 
supporting 
capacity, 
including its 
associated 
aquatic 
ecosystems, 
significant 
habitats of 
indigenous 
fauna 

safeguard life-
supporting 
capacity, 
including its 
associated 
aquatic 
ecosystems, 
significant 
indigenous 
vegetation 

Policy WQN1 
High Naturalness 
water bodies. 
(recommended 
amendment refer 
OR16 
recommendation 
WQN9.4) 

Identify high 
naturalness 
water bodies; 
Maintain flow 
variability; 
Protect 
passage and 
spawning 
areas of trout  

Identify high 
naturalness 
water bodies; 
Maintain flow 
variability; 
Protect 
passage and 
spawning areas 
of salmon  

Identify high 
naturalness 
water bodies; 
Maintain flow 
variability; 
Protect aquatic 
ecosystems 
including 
habitats of 
indigenous fish 
(including fish 
passage) 

Identify high 
naturalness 
water bodies; 
Maintain flow 
variability; 
Protect 
aquatic 
ecosystems 
including 
habitats of 
indigenous 
birds. 

Identify high 
naturalness 
water bodies; 
Maintain flow 
variability; 
Protect 
indigenous 
vegetation 
within and 
adjacent to the 
waterbody. 

Policy WQN4 
Matters to be 
considered when 
setting flow 
regimes 

Functioning of 
the river 
mouth … 
relative to 
migration of 
fish and 
exchange of 
freshwater 
and seawater  
Habitats, 
spawning 
areas and 
passage for 
trout 

Functioning of 
the river mouth 
… relative to 
migration of 
fish and 
exchange of 
freshwater and 
seawater 
Habitats, 
spawning areas 
and passage 
for salmon 

Functioning of 
the river mouth 
… relative to 
migration of 
fish and 
exchange of 
freshwater and 
seawater. 
Aquatic 
ecosystems 
including 
habitats for 
indigenous fish 

Aquatic 
ecosystems 
including 
habitats for 
indigenous 
birds 

Aquatic 
ecosystems 
including 
indigenous 
vegetation 

Objective BLR1 
Activities are able 
to be undertaken 
while. 

Protecting 
significant 
habitat for 
trout 

Protecting 
significant 
habitat for 
salmon 

Protecting 
significant 
habitat of 
indigenous 
fauna. 

Protecting 
significant 
habitat of 
indigenous 
fauna. 

Protecting 
areas of 
significant 
indigenous 
vegetation 

Policy BLR1   Encourage land holders and users … to undertake their activities such that the 
achievement of Obj BLR1 is not compromised 
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To assist in developing the NRRP, Peter Langlands was contracted to carry out a desk top survey of trout 
and salmon habitat across the region. Each site was assessed and ranked according to the salmonid 
values within each catchment according to the criteria listed in Appendix 1 of the report. The sites that 
were regarded as being of high value for salmon spawning were included in Schedule WQN14 (with 
some additions proposed by North Canterbury Fish and Game staff). Initially the significant salmon 
spawning and significant trout habitat sites were mapped and the thought was to include this layer on the 
Planning maps. However the areas mapped covered much of the region and overlapped each other. 
From an assessment of this information it was decided to focus on the most critical habitat areas for 
sustaining salmon i.e. the high value salmon spawning areas. These were chosen ahead of trout habitat 
or spawning areas as these latter areas were considered to be more ubiquitous and because of this, less 
vulnerable overall. Additionally other provisions e.g. flow regimes are generally being designed to provide 
flows that will allow passage of trout and salmon, provide feeding and breeding habitat and food 
producing habitat. In the assessment salmon spawning habitat was regarded as the most sensitive and 
therefore deserving of identification and some control of activities that could affect these areas.     
 
Since the NRRP was notified, and in order to respond to submissions, Martin Unwin (NIWA) has been 
contracted to revise this work on significant salmon spawning sites. Specifically he was asked to “critically 
review the list of salmon spawning sites in Schedule WQN14 and prepare a list of salmon spawning sites 
that are essential to maintain the salmon fishery in the Canterbury Region.”  This report is annexed to this 
officers report. It provides a refined list of sites that are assessed as being nationally or regionally 
important salmon spawning sites. It is recommended that the plan be amended to incorporate this list 
(except for those areas in the Waimakariri Catchment). Unwin does provide some caution on the use of 
the term sites, noting that some areas are quite localised but some are up to 40 km long. 
 
The review by Unwin has reviewed and applied clear criteria for ranking salmon spawning habitats. This 
should give confidence that the areas identified are significant salmon spawning areas and that some 
control over activities that could affect these values is justified. The opposition by a number of the parties 
opposing this schedule and the consequent rules may be diminished if they look at the areas that are now 
identified. But in the areas identified some activities will be affected by rules. If the areas identified are 
accepted as significant salmon spawning areas the debate should then be over the appropriateness of 
the rules and the constraints imposed by them.   
 
For the reasons given Schedule WQN14 should be retained. To this end submissions 67.5, 123.9, 132.5, 
134.5, 140.5, 164.5, 168.5, 180.8, 201.6, 233.11, 255.5, 257.1213, 276.5, 289.1734, 332.5, 368.12, 
369.11, 370.65, 374.8, 376.26, 430.6, 473.8, 469.21, 506.1204, 562.57, 575.49, 576.68, 586.1204, 
669.1201 requesting the deletion of the Schedule, and further submissions F1043.2690, F1044.2683,  in 
support of this request, are rejected. Submissions 284.45, 362.17 requesting the retention of the 
schedule, further submission F1049.558 in support of this, and further submission F1046.118 opposing 
the request that the schedule be deleted are accepted. No amendment is required in response to these 
submission points.  
 
476.605 requests that trout spawning sites be added to this schedule or that these sites also be referred 
to as trout spawning sites if they are the same sites.  
 
Assessment 
As discussed above trout habitat sites were considered to be too numerous to identify across the region. 
It was noted from the Langlands report that the areas identified as high value salmon spawning sites do 
often have similar values for trout. However there are many other areas that are rated as high value trout 
habitats across the region. It would not be appropriate to label these in a way that indicates these are the 
only high value trout habitat sites. As mentioned earlier other methods are intended to provide for the 
protection of trout spawning, passage and habitat.  
 
For the reasons given the submission is rejected. No amendment is required.  
 
476.666 requests that the Schedule also be placed in Chapter 6.  
 
Assessment 
A number of schedules relate to more than one Chapter of the NRRP. It has been a deliberate aim not to 
duplicate these across chapters and to cross reference between chapters instead. It is therefore not 
considered necessary to add this schedule to other chapters. Chapter 6 does reference back to this 
schedule as does Chapter 4. There is a complication now that there is a separate Waitaki Catchment 
Water Allocation Regional Plan. The rivers that are listed in Schedule WQN14 that are in the Waitaki 
Catchment are not affected by rules in Chapter 5. They are however affected by rules in Chapters 4 and 6 
so there is no clear alternative chapter to shift the Waitaki part of the schedule to. In the end it seems 
appropriate to retain this list of salmon spawning areas in one location and that is Chapter 5.  
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For the reasons given the submission is rejected. No amendment is required.    
 
515.310, F1001.75, F1015.204, F1016.204, F1033.1225, F1043.3642, F1044.3629, F1052.1233, 
F1053.1225 
515.310 seeks the inclusion of another table that identifies “Important catchments for nationally 
threatened fresh water fauna present in Canterbury” and have provided details. Further submissions 
F1001.75, F1015.204, F1016.204 are opposed to this. They reason that the listing of these species as 
threatened and the criteria used to identify the catchments as important needs to be clarified and justified 
before this schedule can be included. Further submissions F1043.3642 and F1044.3629 are opposed for 
the reason that any increase in the regulatory control for forestry activities sought by the submitter that is 
unnecessary or inconsistent with the RMA, or is not supported by cogent scientific evidence 
F1052.1233 and F1053.1225 are opposed to all submission points made by this submitter.  
F1033.1225 supports all submission points made by the submitter.   
 
Assessment 
The submitter has included a proposed Schedule WQN14A. This lists threatened and endangered 
species and lists the rivers where these can be found. The list is fairly general and serves as an indicator 
of where these species have been found. Because of its generality it captures a good percentage of water 
bodies across the region. Some of the rivers listed are covered by the High Naturalness classification now 
proposed for Policy WQN1 or the High Natural Character water bodies listed in the Waitaki Catchment 
WARP. Rules in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 are drafted to exclude certain activities from being permitted 
activities in areas listed as high naturalness water bodies. There are however rivers that are proposed by 
the submitter and identified as waters of national importance for biodiversity that are not on the Policy 
WQN1 list.   
 
Mudfish sites are included in the list proposed by the submitter and these correspond with the sites that 
are recorded on the Planning maps. The identification on the Planning maps serves only to indicate the 
presence of these sensitive habitat areas. There is one rule (Rule WQN34) that refers to these sites in 
Chapter 5. Note it has been recommended (refer Recommendation WQN11.375) that this rule be deleted 
and partially replaced with a Rule permitting temporary diversions. New Rule WQN20 does include the 
condition that "the section diverted shall not be habitat for Canterbury mudfish (refer to Map Volume Part 
1 Planning Map)".  
 
An initial aim when developing the NRRP was not to construct it as a resource document. The 
identification of sites of importance was intended to support or assist in the implementation of rules or 
other provisions which could affect resource management decisions. If this wasn’t the case then it was 
preferred that this information was housed elsewhere.  
 
For the reasons given the submission is rejected. The further submissions in opposition are accepted. No 
amendment is required       
 
515.311, F1033.1226, F1043.3643, F1044.3630, F1052.1234, F1053.1226 
515.311 seeks the inclusion of another table that identifies “Important whitebait fishery areas in 
Canterbury”, and has provided details. Further submission F1033.1226 supports all submission points 
made by the submitter. Further submission F1043.3643, F1044.3630, F1052.1234 and F1053.1226 are 
all opposed for the same reasons as listed in the preceding discussion. 
 
Assessment 
The table lists a large number of streams and rivers as habitat for the five main species of whitebait that 
occur within Canterbury rivers. A number of the rivers are described in their entirety. Inanga spawning is 
identified in a number of cases as generally occurring in the lower reaches and in some cases this is 
identified at a specific map reference.  
 
It is recognised that inanga spawning areas are fairly specialised. They are found at the lower ends of 
streams and rivers about the point of spring tide influence. Inanga spawn on the spring tide through 
January to April and their eggs reside amongst vegetation at this level and hatch with the next spring tide. 
They are sensitive to disturbance of the vegetation in these areas at this time.  
 
As mentioned the submitter has provided a list of sites. This has been checked by Mark Taylor an 
ecological consultant, and he has provided some amendments to the list. He has commented that the 
identification of these sites is merited as inanga spawn gregariously in much the same areas year after 
year, and often with rather clear-cut geographic boundaries. And he notes the viability of the spawning 
grounds is based on lowland riparian land management, which is subject to significant and time-variable 
landuse pressures.  
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But he also cautions “in terms of resource management, some care needs to be taken here with using 
out-of-date information. The location and monitoring of inanga spawning grounds has been very sporadic, 
and the use by inanga will change with the suitability of the reach. Unfortunately, monitoring of inanga 
spawning grounds has never been a priority with regional authorities or DoC, thus we pay the cost for this 
when it comes to managing and protecting this resource.” 
 
Adrian Meredith (Environment Canterbury Surface Water Quality Scientist) has also commented as 
follows: “The two most important attributes (from my opinion ) are selecting previously used sites 
(probably with remaining odours of past spawning), and then suitability of vegetation, and finally 
"opportunity" given tides, timing etc.. It is therefore not surprising that "actual" spawning site data rapidly 
goes out of date and that (in my opinion) the plan should be focussing on broader boundaries of 
"potential" spawning areas to safeguard the range of opportunities for inanga to utilise over the duration 
of (the effectiveness) of the plan.”  
 
The identification of these sites gives an indication of the areas that are likely to be utilised for inanga 
spawning. The discussion also points to the sensitivity of these to change and therefore points to the 
need to give them some protection from activities that can cause change. Rather than list the recorded 
sites, it seems better to identify these generically.  
 
Rule WQN34 (now partly covered by new Rule WQN20 refer Recommendation WQN11.375) did provide 
for this by excluding areas that are tidal from being a permitted activity for diversion. The intention of this 
condition was to capture inanga spawning areas. This same condition (if it is adequate) could be attached 
to other rules rather than to refer to a schedule of sites. This will assist in applying control over activities in 
these areas that could compromise these values.  
 
The principle rules affected are: Chapter 4 permitted activity rule addressing the disturbance of the bed of 
a river by livestock (Rule WQL20), permitted activity rule addressing vegetation clearance within a 
riparian zone (WQL32), permitted activity rule addressing disturbance or deposition of soil within a 
riparian zone (Rule WQL33); Chapter 5 permitted activity rule addressing diverting of surface water (Rule 
WQN34 new Rule WQN20), permitted activity rule addressing damming (Rule WQN39 new Rule 
WQN25) ; and Chapter 6 permitted activity rules addressing disturbance of the bed to maintain or erect 
structures, (BLR1 and BLR2), excavate material or disturb the bed, (BLR3), disturb vegetation (BLR5). 
Interestingly Rule BLR1 has condition 5 that reads “the activity shall not obstruct fish spawning or the 
passage of fish both upstream or downstream”. This might be able to be used to prevent activities that 
could adversely affect inanga spawning areas. However it is considered that this could be more 
confidently secured by the additional condition that is recommended. 
 
Therefore it is recommended that instead of a schedule being added which identifies inanga spawning 
sites specifically, a condition be added to the permitted activity rules which could otherwise allow activities 
that affect these areas and their value for inanga spawning.  
 
For the reasons given submission 515.311 and F1033.1226 are accepted in part. Further submission 
F1043.3643, F1044.3630, F1052.1234 and F1053.1226 are rejected. Amendments are required. 

WQN12.11 Recommendation 
284.45, 362.17, F1001.75, F1015.204, F1016.204, F1033.1225, F1043.3642, F1044.3629, F1046.118, 
F1049.558, F1052.1233 and F1053.1225: Accept 
 
515.311 and F1033.1226: Accept in part. 
 
67.5, 123.9, 132.5, 134.5, 140.5, 164.5, 168.5, 180.8, 201.6, 233.11, 255.5, 257.1213, 276.5, 289.1734, 
332.5, 368.12, 369.11, 370.65, 374.8, 376.26, 430.6, 473.8, 469.21, 476.605, 476.666, 506.1204, 
515.310, 562.57, 575.49, 576.68, 586.1204, 669.1201, F1043.2690, F1043.3643, F1044.2683, 
F1044.3630, F1052.1234 and F1053.1226: Reject  

Amendment 
Amend Chapter 4 Rule WQL20 condition 2 by adding (e) as follows: “(e) a section of a waterbody that is 
tidal”   (page 4-125-3-B-17) 
Amend Chapter 4 Rule WQL32 by adding a new condition (zz) as follows: “The vegetation clearance shall 
not occur within any section of the waterbody that is tidal.” (page 4-139-3-B-2) 
Amend Chapter 4 Rule WQL33 by adding (c) to condition 9. as follows: “(c) a section of a waterbody that 
is tidal”  (page 4-142-1-B-3) 
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Amend Rule WQN34 (new Rule WQN20, see Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.375) by 
adding a condition as follows: “The activity shall not occur within any section of the waterbody that is 
tidal.”  (page 5-154-3-B-2) 
Amend Rule WQN25 (previously Rule WQN39, see Officer Report No.25, Recommendation WQN11.1) 
by adding a condition (x) as follows: “The activity shall not occur within any section of the waterbody that 
is tidal.”  (page 5-156-5-B-2) 
Amend Chapter 6 Rule BLR1 by adding a condition (zz) as follows: “The activity shall not occur within any 
section of the bed that is tidal.” (page 6-23-3-B-2) 
Amend Chapter 6 Rule BLR2 by adding a condition (zz) as follows: “The activity shall not occur within any 
section of the bed that is tidal.” (page 6-24-2-B-2) 
Amend Chapter 6 Rule BLR3 by adding a condition (zz) as follows: “The activity shall not occur within any 
section of the bed that is tidal.” (page 6-26-2-B-2) 
Amend Chapter 6 Rule BLR5 (previously Rule BLR6, see Officer Report No.21 Recommendation 
BLR2.1) by adding a condition (zz) as follows: “The activity shall not occur within any section of the bed 
that is tidal.” (page 6-30-2-B-2) 

5-266-2  Table WQN 28: Significant salmon spawning sites 
5-266-2 476.521 Christchurch City Council (V1) Retain Table WQN28 as worded. 
5-266-2 476.660 Christchurch City Council (V1) Identify significant spawning sites more 

specifically, in Schedule WQN14. 
 

5-266-2 557.144 Gregory Partnership (V1) Delete any reference to the Ashburton 
River/Hakatere and tributaries in Table 
WQN28. 

5-266-2 565.51 Ashburton District Council (V1) Amend Table WQN28, Schedule 
WQN14 to include references to 
studies that determine "significance" or 
delete the term. 

5-266-
3a7 

461.1 Stephen M McNeill (V1) Amend Schedule WQN14 to alter the 
upstream location description for  the 
Avon River to the "confluence of the 
Wairarapa Stream into Avon River" or 
similiar words, following consultation 
with Fish and Game 

5-266-
3a7 

476.475 Christchurch City Council (V1) Delete sites in Avon and Heathcote 
Rivers from Schedule WQN14. 
 

5-267-1 379.114 TrustPower Limited  (V1) Undertake a variation to include the 
criteria for assessing significant 
salmon spawning sites in Schedule 
WQN14 of the Proposed Plan. 

 F1043.605 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.605 Selwyn Plantation Board Limited 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-267-1 594.114 Rangitata Diversion Race 
Irrigator Forum (V1) 

Undertake a variation to include the 
criteria for assessing significant 
salmon spawning sites in Schedule 
WQN14 of the Proposed Plan. 

5-267-1 602.120 Rangitata Diversion Race 
Management Ltd (V1) 

Undertake a variation to include the 
criteria for assessing significant 
salmon spawning sites in Schedule 
WQN14 of the Proposed Plan. 

5-267-
1A3 

379.113 TrustPower Limited  (V1) Delete the "South Branch of Ashburton 
River" from Schedule WQN14. 

 F1043.604 Canterbury Forest Industry 
Working Group. (V1) 

Oppose 

 F1044.604 Selwyn Plantation Board Limited 
(V1) 

Oppose 

5-267-
1A3 

594.113 Rangitata Diversion Race 
Irrigator Forum (V1) 

Delete the "South Branch of the 
Ashburton River" from Schedule 
WQN14. 

 F1049.559 Fish & Game NZ, Central South Oppose 
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Is, North Canty & 
Nelson/Marlborough Regions  
(V1) 

5-267-
1A3 

602.119 Rangitata Diversion Race 
Management Ltd (V1) 

Delete the "South Branch of the 
Ashburton River" from Schedule 
WQN14. 

5-268-
1A3 

470.222 Fish and Game New Zealand 
Central S Is, N. Canterbury & 
Nelson/Marlborough (V1) 

Add the following sites to Schedule 
WQN14: 
“�Opihi River Catchment / Upper Opihi 
River / Upper Opihi River from Fairlie 
downstream to the confluence with the 
Te Ngawai River. 
•Opihi River Catchment / Opuha River 
/ Opuha River from the Opihi 
confluence to the Opuha Dam.” 

 F1033.657 Rosalie and Jules Snoyink (V1) Support 
 F1052.661 Eminence Investments Ltd. (V1) Oppose 
 F1053.657 Ngai Tahu Property Ltd (V1) Oppose 
5-268-3 9.44 South Canterbury Water 

Enhancement Group (V1) 
Add to Schedule WQN14: “Opihi 
catchment:  
•Middle Opihi River: from the 
confluence of the Te Ngawai with the 
Opihi to the confluence of the Opuha. 
•Upper Opihi River: from the 
confluence of the Opihi with  
•Opuha to and including Three Springs 
Creek.  
•Opuha River: from the confluence of 
the Opihi and Opuha to the Opuha 
Dam.” 

Evaluations and reasons 
476.521, 476.660 
476.521 requests the retention of the schedule but in a subsequent submission point 476.660, they 
request that the NRRP identify significant spawning sites more specifically.  
 
Assessment 
As discussed in Recommendation WQN12.11 above there has been a review of the significant salmon 
spawning sites. This work was carried out by Martin Unwin. This has lead to the more specific 
identification of sites as requested by this submitter. This review has more accurately identified significant 
salmon spawning sites across the region. It has led to the deletion of some sites such as the Clarence 
River, Lyell Creek, Ashley river, Avon River and the Heathcote River. And it has led to the addition of 
others such as reaches on the Opuha and Waihi rivers and the addition of sockeye salmon spawning 
sites in the upper Waitaki catchment. There are also changes to the areas shown within some rivers such 
as the Hurunui where the main changes are the inclusion of a reach on the North Branch above Lake 
Sumner instead of below Lake Sumner, and the addition of a reach on the South Branch instead of the 
Esk River. Also reaches in the Opihi River mainstem and the lower Waitaki have been extended. 
 
It is recommended that this revised list be used to replace the existing list in Schedule WQN14. This 
means that some sites will be deleted while some will be added. Of those added there are submissions 
that specifically request this for parts of the Opihi catchment. But there are some reaches in the Opihi 
catchment and in other parts of the region that are not specifically requested for inclusion other than via 
this submission. This submission has requested that the NRRP identify significant salmon spawning sites 
more specifically. This is what is intended by this recommended amendment.  
 
For the reasons given submission 476.660 is accepted and because this leads to an amendment of the 
schedule submission 476.521 is only accepted in part. An amendment is required. 
 
565.51, 379.114, F1043.605, F1044.605, 594.114, 602.120  
This group of submissions seek references to the studies that determine ‘significance” and request a 
variation to include criteria for assessing significant salmon spawning sites. Further submissions 
F1043.605 and F1044.605 are opposed to submission 379.114 for reasons based on their opposition to 
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any increase in the regulatory control for forestry activities sought by the submitter that is unnecessary or 
inconsistent with the RMA, or is not supported by cogent scientific evidence.  
 
Assessment 
As discussed in Recommendation WQN12.11 above ECan staff have sought a review of sites listed in the 
notified schedule. This work was carried out by Martin Unwin. He has reviewed and applied clear criteria 
for identifying and ranking significant salmon spawning habitats. This should give confidence that the 
areas identified are significant salmon spawning areas.  
 
For the reasons given the Schedule should be retained but it should be amended to include those areas 
identified by Unwin as significant salmon spawning areas. This more specific identification has resulted 
from a reviewed application of criteria for identifying sites. The criteria are identified in the reviewed report 
and applied, but it is not considered necessary to bring them into the plan. Reference to this report could 
be made in the final s32 report. Given this review it is recommended that submissions 565.51, 379.114, 
594.114, 602.120, be accepted in part. And that further submissions F1043.605, F1044.605 be rejected. 
No amendment is required.     
  
 
557.144, 379.113, F1043.604, F1044.604, 594.113, F1049.559, 602.119 
This group of submissions seek the deletion of references to the Ashburton River/Hakatere, or the South 
Branch of the Ashburton River. This is opposed by further submissions F1043.604, F1044.604 for 
reasons based on their opposition to any increase in the regulatory control for forestry activities sought by 
the submitter that is unnecessary or inconsistent with the RMA, or is not supported by cogent scientific 
evidence.It is also opposed by further submission F1049.559 who seek that the Ashburton River south 
branch is retained in the schedule. 
 
Assessment 
Unwin has retained the three salmon spawning sites that are identified on the Ashburton River in his 
review. In doing so he makes the following comment.  
 
“Schedule WQN14 identifies three high value salmon spawning sites within the Ashburton River system, 
all of which have been retained in the revised Schedule as locally important sites (Fig. 5). In doing so, it is 
acknowledged that the Ashburton River is generally regarded as highly degraded, and that the salmon 
fishery is currently well below the level required to justify its former status as locally important (Teirney et 
al. 1987a, Unwin & Deans 2003). However, as recently as 1960 the fishery appears to have been at least 
as productive as the Hurunui River is today, with over 1000 salmon taken annually (Webb 2004). 
Management plans being developed by the Central South Island Region of FGNZ include proposals 
aimed at restoring the fishery to its former status, and the spawning sites listed in the revised schedule 
reflect this latent potential rather than the current status quo (see Section 6.2). 
Existing records are insufficient to establish the whereabouts of the main spawning populations of the 
1960s with any certainty. The three streams listed in the LEDB (Langlands Elley data base) have been 
surveyed intermittently since the 1970s, with Bowyers Stream showing the most consistent use, and are 
likely to include most areas where future salmon runs would seek spawning gravels should stocks be 
restored. If this does not eventuate, the value of these sites to the salmon fishery of the region would 
need to be reconsidered.” 
 
It is acknowledged that the Ashburton river is not in the best state as a salmon fishery. The flow regime 
that has operated since 1983 has not been conducive to this. The proposed flow regime set in Schedule 
WQN1.1 recognises the instream values of the Ashburton to include salmon as one of these and aims to 
provide for this. 
 
Given this recognition by Unwin and the aim of the Ashburton flow and allocation regime it is appropriate 
to retain these sites in the list of significant salmon spawning sites.  
 
For the reasons given the submissions are rejected and the further submissions in opposition are 
accepted.      
   
461.1, 476.475 
These submissions seek amendment or deletion of sites on the Avon and Heathcote rivers.  
 
Assessment 
The amendment requested would increase the extent of the Avon river that is defined as significant 
salmon spawning site. However Unwin has not identified the Avon or the Heathcote rivers as significant 
salmon spawning sites at all. He makes no specific comment on this. However applying the criteria 
identified by Unwin has led to seven of the sixteen catchments that were listed in Schedule WQN14 being 
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dropped. It is recommended in response to other submissions that the Schedule WQN14 be amended to 
list only those sites that have been confirmed by Unwin. This will lead to the removal of the Avon and 
Heathcote Rivers from the schedule.  
 
For the reasons given submission 461.1 is rejected and submission 476.475 is accepted. An amendment 
is required. 
 
470.222, F1033.657, F1052.661, F1053.657, 9.44 
Submissions 470.222 and 9.44 request the inclusion of parts of the Opihi River in the list of significant 
salmon spawning sites. Further submission F1033.657 supports this request while F1052.661 and 
F1053.657 are opposed. 
 
Assessment 
The review by Unwin has identified these areas as significant salmon spawning sites. The river had 
declined in value but has seen some improvement since the Opuha dam was established. He comments 
as follows: 
 
“The Opihi River salmon fishery has declined substantially since its apparent heyday in the 1960s and 
1970s, but is still of regional significance. Annual spawning counts generally fluctuate between 200 and 
400 redds, implying spawning populations of at least double that number, but have been as high as 1000 
redds within the last 10-15 years (Webb 2004). A distinguishing feature of the fishery is the extent to 
which spawning is distributed throughout the catchment, rather than being concentrated in a few well 
defined tributaries as in most other salmon producing rivers. Recent estimates of the proportion of total 
spawning within each section are 40% for the Opihi mainstem from the Temuka River junction to Fairlie, 
25% for the Temuka and lower Waihi River, 20% for the Tengawai River, and 10% for the Opuha River 
(Webb 2004). 
 
The LEDB (Langlands Elley data base) identifies 16 spawning sites within the Opihi catchment, but many 
of these are contiguous sections of the Opihi mainstem or one of its larger tributaries and are contained 
within one of the four stream sections listed above. Three of these - the lower 20 km of the Opihi River, 
the Tengawai River, and the Temuka River - are listed in Schedule WQN 14. These three sections have 
been retained in the revised Schedule (Fig. 5), but with some revision of their upstream boundaries to 
reflect current usage data. In addition, a small section of the Waihi River upstream of the Temuka 
confluence has been included, together with the Opuha River from Skipton Bridge to within about 2 km of 
the Opuha Dam. Flows in this section have become much more stable since the dam was commissioned, 
and it is now the most heavily used section of the Opuha River.” 
 
On the basis of this it is recommended that the sites be added to the schedule.  
 
For the reasons given submissions 470.222, 9.44 and further submission F1033.657 are accepted and 
further submissions, F1052.661, F1053.657 are rejected. 

WQN12.12 Recommendation 
9.44, 470.222, 476.475, 476.660, F1033.657, F1043.604, F1044.604, F1049.559: Accept 
 
379.114, 476.521, 565.51, 594.114, 602.120: Accept in part 
 
379.113, 461.1, 557.144, 594.113, 602.119, F1043.605, F1044.605, F1052.661, F1053.657: Reject 
 

Amendment 



 76

Schedule WQN14: Significant salmon spawning sites 
Table WQN 28: Significant salmon spawning sites 
River Catchment River, stream or reach 

name 
Upstream Location Description Downstream Location Description Downstream Grid 

Reference 
Upstream Grid 
Reference or 
(contour) 

 Clarence  Clarence River Upland 
(Upstream Acheron 
Influence) 

 Confluence of Nightingale Stream with Clarence River
(approximately 4.2km downstream of Tophouse Road 
bridge over Clarence River). 

 Confluence of Clarence River with Acheron River 
(approximately 2.3km downstream of Acheron 
Accommodation House). 

 N31:073-683  N31:913-827 

 Lyell Creek  Lyell Creek  Approx 800m upstream of Mill Road crossing.  Lyell Creek entrance to sea.  O31:664-669  O31:652-700 
 Waiau  Henry River  Approx 8.9km upstream Henry River from confluence 

with Waiau River. Approx 2 km above Anne River 
 Confluence of Henry River with Waiau River St James 
walkway bridge 

 M31:769-737 
M31:729-731 

 M31:688-732   

   Waiau River - headwaters  Approximately 15.3km upstream Waiau River from 
confluence with Ada River. 

 Confluence of Ada River with Waiau River.  M31:777-762  M31:820-898 

   Matagouri Point Stream  Approximately 2.7km upstream Matagouri Stream 
from confluence with Waiau River at 790m contour 

 Confluence of Matagouri Stream with Waiau River.  M31:790-811  M31:790-836  
(790 m) 

 Hurunui   Hurunui River - north 
branch 

 Exit from Lake Sumner  Camp Stream confluence  Confluence of North Branch Hurunui River with Jollie 
Brook.  Lake Sumner 

 M33:558-236  
M32:414-340 

 M32:506-314  
M32:257-331 

   Landslip Stream  Approx 4.25km upstream Landslip Stream from 
confluence with North Branch Hurunui River.  620m 
contour 

 Confluence of Landslip Stream with North Branch 
Hurunui River (just below Matagouri Flat). 

 L32:319-347  L32:287-350  
(620 m) 

   Sisters Stream  Lake Sheppard  Confluence of Sisters Stream with the Hurunui River  M33:545-254  L33:492-262 
   North Esk River   Hurunui 

South Branch  
 Unspecified distance upstream of the Hurunui South 
Branch  Stream at 780 m contour 

 Confluence of North Esk River with the Hurunui South 
Branch  North Esk confluence 

 L33:475-214  
L33:474-213 

 L33:332-234  
L33:294-274 

   Homestead Creek  Unspecified distance upstream of the Hurunui South 
Branch  700 m contour 

 Confluence of Homestead Creek with the Hurunui 
South Branch 

 L33: 448-227  L33:415-247 

 Ashley  Townshend Stream  Confluence of Dobson Stream with Townshend River 
(approx 300m upstream Townshend River from 
Townshend Huts). 

 Confluence of Townshend River with Ashley River.  L34:401-793  L34:332-787 

   Broom Stream  Broom Stream at Lees Valley Road crossing.  Confluence of Broom Stream with Ashley River 
(approx 2.8km downstream Broom Stream from Lees 
Valley Road crossing). 

 L34:436-820  L34:434-844 

 Avon  Avon River  Confluence of Ilam Stream and Waimari Stream into 
Avon River. 

 Avon River at Hurley Street - Oxford Terrace 
intersection. 

 M35:814-424  M35:784-426 

 Heathcote  Heathcote River (mid)  Confluence of Cashmere Stream with Heathcote 
River (at Cashmere Road crossing). 

 Heathcote River at Hume Road - Eastern Terrace 
intersection. 

 M36:817-392  M36:791-370 

 Rakaia  Glenariffe Stream  Top of Genariffe Stream (approx. 4.8km from 
confluence with Double Hill Stream). 

 Confluence of Glenariffe Stream with Rakaia Double 
Hill Stream 

 K35:776-647  
K35:781-650 

 K35:731-647  
K35:728-660 

   Double Hill Stream  Approx 3.6km upstream Double Hill Stream from 
Double Hill Run Road bridge. 

 Confluence of Double Hill Stream with Rakaia River  K35:782-649  K35:702-668  
(450 m) 

   Manuka Point Stream  Base of foothills below stream headwaters.  540 m 
contour 

 Confluence of Manuka Point Stream and Rakaia River  J35:679-680  J35:543-671  (540 
m) 

   Hydra waters, Titan 
Stream, Chimera Stream 

 8.5 km upstream of confluence with Rakaia River  
480 m contour 

 Confluence of Titan Stream with Rakaia River  K35:771-684  K34:700-705  
(480 m) 

   Ryton River  Approx 11km upstream Ryton River from entrance to 
Lake Coleridge. 

 Entrance of Ryton River into Lake Coleridge  K35:905-678  K34:954-746  
K34:931-701 

   Goat Hill  Two streams in the Goat Hill system which flow  confluence with Wilberforce River  K34:785-742  (500 m) 
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across a stable tussock flat to the Wilberforce River  
500 m contour 

   Hennah Stream  Exit of Hennah Stream from Lake Evelyn  Confluence of Hennah Stream with Ryton River.  K35:918-692  K34:913-713 
   Lake Stream-Lake Heron  Upstream of Lake Stream confluence with the Rakaia 

River inclusive of Lake Heron 
 Head of Lake Heron  J35:600:650  J35: 610-442 

   Mellish Stream  Approximately 4.2 km upstream of in Harrisons Bight 
inlet, Lake Heron .  4WD track 1.5 km upstream 

 Inlet of Mellish Stream to Harrisons Bight, Lake Heron  J35:656-470  J35:656-470  
J35:664-460 

 Ashburton  Ashburton River - South 
Branch 

 Confluence of Bowyers Taylors Stream and South 
Branch Ashburton River (approx 700m downstream of 
Mayfield Valetta Road bridge). 

 Confluence of South and North branches of Ashburton 
River (approx 3km upstream of SH1 bridge). 

 K37:075-016  K36:922-177 

   Bowyers Stream  Confluence of the Mill Creek with Bowyers Stream 
(approx 250m upstream Bowyers Creek from Boyds 
Road crossing). 

 Approximately 2.9km downstream Bowyers Stream 
from Hepburns Road crossing. at the 280m contour 

 K36:899-203  K36:841-276 

   Māori Lakes outflow  Exit from Māori Lakes (approx 510m upstream Māori 
Lakes outflow from Hakatere Heron Road crossing). 

 Confluence of Māori Lakes outflow with Ashburton 
River South Branch (approx 1.9km downstream 
Ashburton River South Branch from Hakatere Heron 
Road crossing). 

 J36:626-330  J36:630-352 

 Rangitata  Deep Stream Complex - 
Mesopotamia 

 Approx 500m updownstream Scour Stream from 
Rangitata Gorge Road crossing. to the 470m contour 

 Confluence of Scour Stream with Rangitata River.  J36:464-241  J36:410-264  (470 
m) 

   Deep Creek Complex - Mt 
Potts 

 Approximately 2.3 km south west of Rabbit Hill to the 
530m contour 

 Confluence of Deep Creek complex with Rangitata 
River (approximately 3 km west of Potts Road Bridge 
over Potts River) 

 J36:414-339  J36:390-390  (530 
m) 

   Brabazon Fan  Unnamed tributaries of the Rangitata River to the 
500m contour 

 Confluence with the Rangitata River  J36: 390-316  
J36:412-312 

 (500 m) 

   Black Mountain Stream  Unnamed tributaries of the Rangitata River to the 
580m contour 

 Confluence with the Rangitata River  J36:348:379  (580 m) 

   Ealing Springs  Unnamed tributaries of the Rangitata River to the 
140m contour 

 Confluence with the Rangitata River  K37:824-831  K37:804-848 

   McKinnons Creek  Unnamed tributary of the Rangitata River known as 
McKinnons Creek to the 40m contour 

 Confluence with the Rangitata River  K38:893-702  (40 m) 

 Orari  Orari River - Lower 
Section 

 Orari River at Victoria Badham Bridge.  Orari River mouth.  K38:828-617  K38:745-740  
K38:777-679 

   Ohapi Creek  South Road crossing over Ohapi Creek South Branch 
(K38:736-669); approx 370m upstream Factory Road 
crossing Ohapi Creek Middle Branch (K38:756-665); 
approx 2.8km upstream of Milford Clandeboye Road 
crossing Ohapi Creek Middle Branch (K38:782-650). 
Ohapi South, Middle and North Branches at Guild Rd / 
20m contour. 

 Confluence with the mouth of the Orari River.  K38:824-616  K38:762-644  
K38:763-645  
K38:777-660 

 Opihi   Opihi River Lower  Confluence of Tengawai River with Opihi River 
(approx 800m upstream of Waitohi Pleasant Point 
Road bridge over Opihi River).  Fairlie at SH79 bridge

 Entrance to Opihi River mouth (approx 7km 
downstream of SH1 bridge over Opihi River).  Temuka 
River confluence 

 K38:782-574  
K38:752-591 

 J38:610-606  
J38:366-768 

   Temuka River  Ford at Oxford Crossing Road  Confluence of Temuka River with Opihi River (approx 
3.5km downstream of SH1 bridge over Opihi River). 

 K38:752-593  
K38:752-591 

 K38:714-634 

   Waihi River  Beeby Road ford  Oxford Crossing Road  K38:714-634  K38:713-709 
   Opuha River Gorge  Approximately 1.5 km below dam  Skipton Bridge (SH79 bridge over Opuha River)  J38:482-789  J37:412-858 
   Tengawai River  Approx 2.8km downstream Tengawai River from 

Albury Monument. 
 Confluence of Tengawai River with Opihi River (approx 
800m upstream of Waitohi Pleasant Point Road bridge 
over Opihi River). 

 J38:610-606  J38:420-599  
J38:406:622 
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 Waitaki  Lower Waitaki River  Waitaki Dam.  Approx 24km downstream Waitaki River from 
Waimate-Kurow Highway bridge.  SH1 bridge 

 I40:296-922  
I40:599-848 

 I40:061-102 

   Hakataramea River  Confluence of Dalgety Stream with Hakataramea 
River  Cattle Creek 

 Confluence of Hakataramea River with Waitaki River.  I40:109-057  
I40:107-055 

 I39:215-481  
I39:255-306 

  Larch Stream  540 m contour Hopkins confluence   H38:581-700  (540 m) 
  Stockyard Creek  555 m contour Hopkins confluence   H38:598-751  (555 m) 
  Ohau tributary 1  Just below 560 m contour Lake Benmore   H39:863-477  H39:855-486 
  Ohau tributary 2  Ponds beside Ohau C Ohau confluence   H38:805-528  H38:782-542 
 
Note: A number of sites do not have an upstream map reference and instead have a contour that indicates the upper extent of the spawning area. The reason for this is 
that these streams generally include several tributaries and all are significant. The reference to the contour is intended to capture all tributaries feeding into the stream 
above its lower reference point.  
 

*** 




