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Phone number:  068749363 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 18/05/2020

First name:  Ben Last name:  Goodwin

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.3 Policies: Managing Adverse Effects From Land Use on Water Quality (Diffuse Discharges) > Industry

Programmes and Catchment Management > POL TANK 25

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

I think that a provision needs to be made for farms on the bounday of two catchments, such that the rules of catchment inwhich the majority of a

farming enterprise is in, should apply to the whole farm and the rules of the minor part dont apply. This would reduce the confusion and cost if

rules differ from catchment to catchment.  

Reason for decision requested:

We have a farm with most of its area in the Tukituki catchment, but some in the Tank. we dont want to have a situation where we need to do two

separate farm plans or concents for separtate section of our farm. 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

I think that a provision needs to be made for farms on the bounday of two catchments, such that the rules of the catchment inwhich the majority

of a farming enterprise is in, should apply to the whole farm and the rules of the minor catchment shouldn't apply. This would reduce the

confusion and cost if rules differ from catchment to catchment.

Reason for decision requested:

We have a farm with most of its area in the Tukituki catchment, but some in the Tank. we dont want to have a situation where we need to do two

separate farm plans or concents for separtate section of our farm. 
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Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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Phone number:  0211749778 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 18/05/2020

First name:  Angus Last name:  Wall

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.1 TANK Objectives > General Objectives > OBJ TANK 1

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Reason for decision requested:

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.4 Policies: Stormwater Management

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Reason for decision requested:

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > Chapter 6 New Regional Rules > 6.10.1 Use of Production Land > Stock Access

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Reason for decision requested:

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.1 TANK Objectives > General Objectives > OBJ TANK 2

Support

Oppose

2        

    T24Consult  Page 1 of 2    



Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Reason for decision requested:

Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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1

Nichola Nicholson

From: Angus Wall <flynnwall@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, 21 May 2020 12:46 PM
To: Mary-Anne Baker
Subject: Re: TANK Plan Change submission
Attachments: noname

Hi Mary-Anne, 
 
Yes, I support the council to retain the provisions.  
 
Regards 
Angus 
 
On Thu, 21 May 2020, 11:46 AM Mary-Anne Baker, <Mary-Anne.Baker@hbrc.govt.nz> wrote: 

Dear Angus, 

Thank you for making a submission on the proposed TANK Plan Change. 

We would like to confirm with you that as you support the plan provisions, the decision you wish the Council to 
make is to retain those provisions. 

  

If you could reply to this email that would be great.  

Regards, 

Mary-Anne Baker 

The linked 
image cannot 
be d isplayed.  
The file may  
have been 
mov ed, 
renamed, or  
deleted. 
Verify that  
the link 
points to the  
correct file  
and location.

 

Mary-Anne Baker 
Senior Policy Planner 
833-5478 
Hawke's Bay Regional Council | Te Kaunihera ā-rohe o Te Matau a Māui 
159 Dalton Street, Napier 4110 | hbrc.govt.nz  
Enhancing Our Environment Together | Te Whakapakari Tahi I Tō Tātau Taiao 
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    Let us know how we’re doing, give your feedback here. 
This communication, including any attachments, is confidential. Refer to the disclaimer on our website. 

 



Organisation/Iwi/Hapu:  Limestone Properties

Limited 

Phone number:  06 8781800 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 28/05/2020

First name:  Gavin Last name:  Yort

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Attached Documents

File

LPL PC9 Submission

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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Limestone Proper es Limited

1

1 RMA20150341 HDC Ref: PIP99838
2 LPL applied to renew its existing groundwater take consent WP030582Ta in 2019. No change to the existing rate of take
(L/s) or maximum 7-day volume of take was sought. LPL agreed to an unlimited extension of the processing time for the
consent renewal application to enable HBRC to undertake a cumulative effects assessment of all the expiring groundwater
takes in the area.

SUBMISSION – PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 9 TO THE RRMP

Company name Limestone Properties Limited
Contact person Gavin Yort
Address PO Box 14065

Hastings 4159
Region Hawke’s Bay
Phone +64 6 878 1800
Email toni@squakingmagpie.co.nz
Submitter type Business / Industry

1 INTRODUCTION

Limestone Properties Limited (LPL) is the owner of a property at 2596 SH50. In March 2017 LPL was
granted a subdivision consent by the Hastings District Council.1 The subdivision is for 35 residential
farm park sites (ranging in area from 0.2750ha to 0.3874ha) with a balance lot of 130.2 ha.

Potable water for each farm lot will be obtained from individual roof rainwater collection tanks.
However, reticulated irrigation water from existing bore 4909 will be used for the lawns and gardens of
each residential farm lot.2 Existing consent WP030582Ta provides for 35 L/s at a maximum volume of
19,404 m3 in any 7-day period and it is intended to be used for this purpose, once it is renewed.

LPL is concerned about potential adverse effects of PC9 on the viability of its residential farm park
development site.

2 PROVISIONS SUPPORTED

Plan Provisions
The provisions in Table 1 of this submission.

Position
Support.

Reasons for Position
Brief reasons for support are provided in Table 1. LPL supports these provisions as they appropriately
seek to manage water abstraction, whilst recognising the importance of resource use and development
activities for the Hawke’s Bay economy.

Relief sought:
a) Retain the provisions in Table 1 of this submission .
b) Any consequential amendments required to other parts of PC 9 as a result of the above relief.
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3 PROVISIONS OPPOSED

Plan Provisions
The provisions in Table 2 of this submission.

Position
Oppose.

Reasons for Position
Reasons for opposition are provided in Table 2, together with the relief sought in each case.

4 HEARING

LPL wishes to be heard in support of its submission and if others make a similar submission, LPL would
consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.
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Table 1: PC9 Provisions Supported

Provision Reason for Support
OBJ TANK 14(a) Enabling people and communities to safely meet their domestic supply and essential needs appropriately gives effect

to Objective A4, Policy A7, Objective B5 and Policy B8 of the NPSFM.
OBJ TANK 16(a) and (b)
5.10.6 Policy 37(a) In terms of supporting economic and social well-being it is appropriate to base the Heretaunga Plains Water

Management Unit interim allocation limit on actual and reasonable water use.
5.10.7 Policy 43(a) to (d) The existing flow management regimes for Ngaruroro River are sustainable. It is also appropriate to provide water

for abstraction at a reasonable security of supply.
5.10.7 Policy 46(b) It is appropriate to allocate water based on actual and reasonable requirements.
5.10.7 Policy 47(a)(ii) and (d) Good practice water use technology and processes that minimise the amount of water wasted  are supported.
5.10.7 Policy 49(g) Consent durations of 15 years provide appropriate investment certainty.
Rule TANK 9 It is appropriate that groundwater consent renewals (namely those subject to s124) are restricted discretionary

activities, particularly as abstraction is to be limited to an “actual and reasonable amount”. In particular clause (d)(i)
is supported as it relates to the existing authorised quantity on the consent to be renewed.

Schedule 31 Ngaruroro groundwater It is appropriate to set the groundwater allocations based on existing use.

Schedule 33 Ngaruroro Catchment The proposed expiry dates provide appropriate investment certainty for primary producers whilst enabling a periodic
review of allocations and effects.

Glossary
Actual and reasonable use

Clause (a) is appropriate for the renewal of water take consents.

Table 2: PC9 Provisions Opposed

Provision Reason for Opposition Relief Sought
OBJ TANK 11 Objective 11(g) recognises primary production and urban activities

but not rural residential activities that are equally reliant on a
reliable source of water.

Mend clause (g):
“primary production water needs and water required for associated
processing and other urban and rural residential (including farm
parks) activities to provide for community social and economic
well-being”

OBJ TANK 17 The development of economic and social wellbeing is important for
all sectors of the Hawke’s Bay community.

Amend clause (a):
“the development of Māori the Hawke’s Bay community’s
economic, cultural and social well-being is supported through
regulating the use and allocation of the water available at high
flows for taking, storage and use”
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Provision Reason for Opposition Relief Sought
5.10.6 Policy 36(g) An unqualified reference to “reducing existing levels of water use”

does not provide adequate guidance to decision-makers.
Amend clause (g) to refer to reducing existing levels of water use
to actual and reasonable water needs, as provided for in 5.10.6
Policy 37(d)(ii).

5.10.6 Policy 37(d)(ii) Policy 37(d)(ii) does not provide for the situation where an existing
water take has sought to be renewed with no increase in the rate
of or volume of take, but where the intended use differs from that
undertaken in the ten years prior to 2017.

Amend Policy 37(d)(ii):
“apply an assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects
land use and water use authorised in the ten years up to August
2017 (except as provided by Policy 50 and except where a
consent renewal application subject to s124 has sought to change
the intended use of the abstracted water);”

5.10.6 Policy 39 Policy 39 is inconsistent with the approach to stream depleting
groundwater takes established in RRMP POL TT11 and Table
5.9.7. Having inconsistent regimes in the Ruataniwha and
Heretaunga Plains does not promote integrated management.

Amend Policy 5.10.6 Policy 39 to be consistent with RRMP POL
TT11 and Table 5.9.7.

5.10.7 Policy 45(d) Policy 45(d) is inconsistent with the approach to stream depleting
groundwater takes established in RRMP POL TT11 and Table
5.9.7. Having inconsistent regimes in the Ruataniwha and
Heretaunga Plains does not promote integrated management

Amend Policy 5.10.7 Policy 45 to be consistent with RRMP POL
TT11 and Table 5.9.7.

5.10.7 Policy 48(e) It is inappropriate to prioritise the end use of existing water takes
to irrigation, particularly where an intended different end use
relates to human health and welfare and there are no additional
adverse effects on the water source.

Amend clause (e) to read:
except where a change of use and/or transfer is for the purpose of
a flow enhancement or ecosystem improvement scheme or is
intended to provide for the reasonable consumptive needs of
people and communities, declining ….

Rule TANK 9(f) TANK Rule 9 is inconsistent with the approach to stream depleting
groundwater takes established in RRMP POL TT11 and Table
5.9.7. Having inconsistent regimes in the Ruataniwha and
Heretaunga Plains does not promote integrated management

Amend TANK Rule 9 condition (f) to be consistent with RRMP
POL TT11 and Table 5.9.7.
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Phone number:  0277045736 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 08/06/2020

First name:  Daniel Last name:  Soltau

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.6 Policies: Heretaunga Plains Groundwater Levels and Allocation Limits > Heretaunga Plains Aquifer

Management > POL TANK 37

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Amend Clause (b) and (c) to reallocate water that becomes available to be used for new consent requests by smaller food

growers on less than 5Ha. Locally owned small enterprises should be given priority over foreign owned enterprises that

ship their profits overseas.  

 

Reason for decision requested:

This will enable small enterprises to get started to make better productive use of the high value soils in our region to

produce food crops that will encourage more jobs and regenerative farming practices.

This will enable small producers and lifestyle properties to change land use from just growing grass for their pet animals to

produce export income for the region. Growing high value crops and job creation in the community. 

If no avenue is available for new entrants to obtain consents and only existing consent holders can have water that will

create an artificial market for water. Where new entrants will be forced to pay for water by buying properties purely for the

allocations already consented on those. This will inflate some land prices and devalue others that have no consents.
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Preventing new consents below to 90 million limit will hold back economic development and job creation. The water

belongs to all of not just those who have the wealth and own the big businesses. There needs to be equity and fairness to

all of us who want to develop the land to the full productive food and job creating potential.

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.6 Policies: Heretaunga Plains Groundwater Levels and Allocation Limits > Heretaunga Plains Aquifer

Management > POL TANK 38

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Amend Clause (b) to be five years

Reason for decision requested:

Ten years it too long to wait, we have already waited three years since new consents were stopped. By the time this change goes through it will

be another year or two.

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.7 Policies: Surface Water Low Flow Management > Water Use Change/Transfer > POL TANK 48

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Amend Clause (f)

do not allow the transfer of any allocations between properties or owners

Reason for decision requested:

Allowing transfer creates a market for water. This means existing consent holders can sell their allocations under that table

and create a market for water that they received for free and can now sell to the highest bidder. 

Instead allow new consents for unused water thereby creating a fair and equitable process for new entrants. If water is not

used for the purpose it was consented for it should be reallocated fairly.

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.7 Policies: Surface Water Low Flow Management > Over-Allocation > POL TANK 52

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Remove Clause (d)

Reason for decision requested:

There is no pathway for those that use existing  unconsented quantities i.e under 20M3/day to obtain consents under current TANK plans. There

needs to be a way for all of us to have equal access to the shared resource.

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.7 Policies: Surface Water Low Flow Management > Over-Allocation > POL TANK 52

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Amend Clause (g)

Remove consent sharing and collectives
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Reason for decision requested:

If you allow consent sharing or collectives then you create a market to buy into shared consents and then on selling portions or shares in the

consents. This will create a market for water and allocations.

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.1 TANK Objectives > Catchment Objectives > OBJ TANK 11

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Amend Clause (c) Remove jet boating

Reason for decision requested:

I don't see why jet boating gets a special mention, what about jet ski's and other recreational water sports

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.1 TANK Objectives > Water quantity > OBJ TANK 17

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Amend Clause (d) include new consents into the flexible and efficient use 

Reason for decision requested:

There needs to be flexibility to enable new productive uses of smaller parcels of land and soils that are currently without irrigation consents.

Where more productive use can me made instead of large rain guns to water pumpkins/corn to feed animals in feedlots which pollute, we could

be growing food for export and to feed people.

Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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Phone number:   

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

First name:  Daniel Last name:  Soltau

 

 

I could not Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 
Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes 

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9 > 5.10.6 Policies: Heretaunga Plains Groundwater Levels and Allocation Limits > Heretaunga Plains Aquifer

Management > POL TANK 36

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Remove Clause (f) - avoiding further adverse effects by not allowing new water use

Include a clause that allows for new consents to be considered, on the basis of growing horticultural products.

Include a clause that allows for small horticultural enterprises to apply for new consents

Reason for decision requested:

1.) This is unfair and disadvantages those who don't already hold a consent. In particular, it favours large commercial users

and prevents small horticultural start-up blocks from operating.

2.) Water should be equally accessible to all of the horticultural community - it is a shared resource. And should not be

limited to those who already have existing consents.

3.)The focus should be on reducing the large users of water - particularly those in the business of exporting of water and

those commercial users not producing horticultural products.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  from Soltau, Daniel
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Phone number:  0272762043 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 10/06/2020

First name:  Neil Last name:  Eagles

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

The Ahuriri Estuary wetland proposal to polish the Storm Water coming from Napier City & surrounding areas should be progressed as soon

as possible. This is the only way to reduce future pollution. The Storm Water Working group has ground to a halt at present. Government

support for funding to progress the wetland is available if action taken soon. 

Reason for decision requested:

Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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SUBMISSION – PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 9 TO THE RRMP 
DELEGAT LIMITED 

 

Company name Delegat Limited 

Contact person Dr Rengasamy Balasubramaniam 

Address PO Box 305 
Blenheim 7240 

Region Hawke’s Bay 

Phone +64 3 572 6301 

Email bala@delegat.com 

Submitter type Business / Industry 

 
1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Delegat Limited (Delegat) was established in 1947 and it produces a range of export quality wine varieties 
including Sauvignon Blanc, Chardonnay, Pinot Noir, and Merlot from vineyards in the Marlborough Region 
(Wairau and Awatere Valleys) and the Crownthorpe Terraces and Gimblett Gravel areas of Hawke’s Bay. 
In the year to 30 June 2018, Delegat sold a record 2,736,000 cases of wine globally generating operating 
revenue of some $272 million. 
 
In Hawke’s Bay the Delegat resources include: 
▪ Over 1,000 hectares of planned vineyard plantings in the Crownthorpe Terraces (Matapiro Road) 

and Gimblett Gravel areas of the Ngaruroro River catchment; with 676 hectares of planted and 
productive vineyard currently established; 

▪ A substantial winery development constructed between 2014 and 2015 (operational since February 
2016), located on Evenden Road, north of Hastings. 

 
The current asset value of the Hawke’s Bay resources is around $230 million.  Delegat employs 31 
permanent staff in its vineyards and winery in Hawke’s Bay, and between 100 to 300 contractors on a 
seasonal basis.  The annual operating expenditure for these activities within the Hawke’s Bay region 
(including staff wages and salaries) is approximately $14.95 million. 
 
Delegat holds a number of existing resource consents to take and use water that are affected by PC9:   
 

Consent No  Location  Maximum Volume 
(m3/year) 

Irrigable Area 
(ha) 

Expiry Date 

WP140423Ta Matapiro Road, 
Crownthorpe 

2,630,808 normal 
700,000 high flow 

600 31 May 2025 

WP140492T  Matapiro Road, 
Crownthorpe 

653,576 308 31 May 2025 

WP140632T Gimblett and 
Kirkwood Road 

365,000 108 31 May 2030 

WP100258T Gimblett Road 118,820 33 31 May 2019 

WP990240Ta Gimblett Road 64,725 21 31 May 2019 

WP090268Ta Evenden Road 52,564 6.18 (viticulture) 
1.9 (pasture)  
winery and cellar 
door 

31 May 2020 

 
The continued availability of water authorised by these resource consents is essential to the continued 
viability of the Delegat operations in Hawke’s Bay. 
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2 PROVISIONS SUPPORTED 
 
Plan Provisions 
The provisions in Table 1 of this submission. 
 
Position 
Support. 
 
Reasons for Position 
Brief reasons for support are provided in Table 1.  In overall terms though, Delegat supports these 
provisions as they appropriately seek to manage water abstraction, whilst recognising the importance of 
primary production to the Hawke’s Bay economy. 
 
Relief sought: 
a) Retain the provisions in Table 1 of this submission. 
b) Any consequential amendments required to other parts of PC9 as a result of the above relief. 
 
3 PROVISIONS OPPOSED 
 
Plan Provisions 
The provisions in Table 2 of this submission. 
 
Position 
Oppose. 
 
Reasons for Position 
Reasons for opposition are provided in Table 2, together with the relief sought in each case. 
For all parts of Table 2, the relief sought includes any consequential amendments to other parts of PC9 
as a result of the specified relief. 
 
4 HEARING 
 
Delegat wishes to be heard in support of its submission and if others make a similar submission, Delegat 
would consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing. 
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Table 1: PC9 Provisions Supported 

Provision Reason for Support 

OBJ TANK 11(g) 
Enabling and prioritising primary production water needs and water required for associated processing appropriately 
gives effect to Objective A4, Policy A7, Objective B5 and Policy B8 of the NPSFM 

OBJ TANK 14(b) 

OBJ TANK 16(c) and (d) 

OBJ TANK 17(b), (c) and (d) A reliable standard of supply is a fundamental component of enabling the efficient use of water. 

5.10.3 Policy 21 It is appropriate to focus land use regulation on activities that result in increased nitrogen losses. 

5.10.3 Policy 23 

5.10.3 Policy 24 

It is appropriate to support industry programmes (including Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand’s (SWGNZ)) that 
are aligned with Council’s objectives for water quality.  

5.10.3 Policy 25 Where a primary production landuse is part of a recognised Industry Programme that sets standards for land and water 
use, including SWGNZ’s annual Winery and Vineyard Scorecards annually (entered online via WiSE – the Wine 
Industry Sustainability Engine tool) there is no need for a separate Farm Environmental Pan. 

5.10.6 Policy 37(d) 

5.10.7 Policy 46 

5.10.7 Policy 52(b) 

Rule TANK 9 conditions (c) and (e) 

Rule TANK 10 conditions (e) and (g) 

It is appropriate to base water allocation for irrigation on actual and reasonable use while enabling a known security of 
supply. The caveat to that is that “off season” use continues to be enabled for essential primary production activities 
such as filling spray tanks and flushing irrigation lines. 

5.10.6 Policy 37(a) In terms of supporting economic and social well-being it is appropriate to base the interim allocation limit on actual and 
reasonable water use. 

5.10.7 Policy 43(a), (c) and (d) The existing minimum flow regime for the Ngaruroro River is appropriate.  It is also appropriate to base the allocation 
volume on existing actual and reasonable use. 

5.01.7 Policy 45(a) It is appropriate that the abstraction of water that has been taken at times of high flow and stored and released for 
subsequent use, is not subject to allocation limits. 

5.10.7 Policy 46(b) It is appropriate to allocate water based on actual and reasonable requirements. 

5.10.7 Policy 47(c) The application efficiency and reliability of supply specified are appropriate and provide necessary certainty to primary 
producers. 

5.10.7 Policy 47(c) A reliability standard that meets demand 95% of the time is appropriate.  

5.10.7 Policy 49(g) Consent durations of 15 years provide appropriate investment certainty for primary producers. 
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Provision Reason for Support 

5.10.8 Policy 56 It is appropriate to recognise the benefits of water storage and augmentation schemes. 

Rule TANK 1 It is appropriate to provide for participation in Industry Programmes as an alternative to a Farm Environment Plan. 

Rule TANK 9 It is appropriate that groundwater consent renewals (namely those subject to s124) are restricted discretionary 
activities, particularly as abstraction is to be limited to an “actual and reasonable amount”. 

Rule TANK 13 It is appropriate to categorise high flow takes as discretionary activities. 

Glossary 

Actual and reasonable use 

The proposed methodology for irrigation takes is appropriate and strikes a sensible balance between providing 
certainty for primary producers whilst recognising the fully allocated nature of the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit. 

Schedule 30 

Industry Programme of Catchment 
Collective Programme 

It is appropriate to recognise industry programmes (including Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand’s (SWGNZ)) that 
are aligned with Council’s objectives for water quality. 

Schedule 31 

Ngaruroro River 

The Fernhill minimum flow of 2400 L/s is appropriate. 

Schedule 31 

Ngaruroro Groundwater 

An allocation limit based on existing use is appropriate. 

Schedule 32 

Ngaruroro R 

A high flow take cessation trigger of 20 m3/sec is appropriate. 

 
Table 2: PC9 Provisions Opposed 

Provision Reason for Opposition Relief Sought 

OBJ TANK 17 The development of economic and social wellbeing is important for 
all sectors of the Hawke’s Bay community. 

Amend clause (a): 

the development of Māori the Hawke’s Bay community’s economic, 
cultural and social well-being is supported through regulating the 
use and allocation of the water available at high flows for taking, 
storage and use 

5.10.6 Policy 36(f) The provision as currently worded could be interpreted to preclude 
the use of consented abstractions that relate to activities that have 
yet to be fully developed.  For example, where a winery holds 

Amend clause (f) so that it does not preclude the use of a consented 
but as yet unused allocation of water that relates to future planned 
primary production developments. 
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Provision Reason for Opposition Relief Sought 

consent to abstract water required to process the crop from planned 
future vineyard expansions. Precluding such planned development 
to occur would not represent sustainable management. 

5.10.6 Policy 36(g) An unqualified reference to “reducing existing levels of water use” 
does not provide adequate guidance to decision-makers. 

Amend clause (g) to refer to reducing existing levels of irrigation 
water use to reasonable crop water needs (as provided for in 5.10.6 
Policy 37(d)(ii)) and the reasonable needs of primary produce 
processing facilities, including wineries. 

5.10.6 Policy 36 It would promote the efficient use of water to enable water to be 
taken and stored (without exceeding a consent holder’s seasonal 
allocation) at time when irrigation is not required.  For example, 
when it is raining.  The stored water could then be used to irrigate 
crops if an irrigation ban is subsequently imposed later in the 
season. 

Amend Policy 36, and other Plan provisions as may be necessary, 
to enable water that has been allocated for irrigation on an actual 
and reasonable basis to also be abstracted, stored and thereafter 
used for irrigating crops in the eventuality of an irrigation ban being 
imposed later in the season, provided that in doing so a consent 
holder does not exceed their seasonal allocation. 

5.10.6 Policy 37(d)(ii) The need to set an arbitrary ‘cut off’ date for existing water use is 
acknowledged, however a more current and specific date should be 
used, such as 30 June 2019.  For example, the proposed healthy 
waterways NES intends to use benchmark periods culminating in 
the 2018/2019 year.  The 2 May 2020 date used referred to in the 
Glossary definition of “actual and Reasonable Use” should be 
applied consistently across the PC9 area. 

Amend clause (d)(ii) to refer to “up to 2 May 2020”. 

5.10.6 Policy 37(e) This provision could be interpreted to preclude an individual consent 
holder individually mitigating their stream depletion effects, such as 
though the use of stored water captured at times of high river flow. 

Amend clause (e) to read (or similar): 

“… schemes, including through an individual consent holder’s use 
of stored water to augment stream flows.” 

5.10.6 Policy 39 

5.10.6 Policy 40 

5.10.7 Policy 45(d) 

Schedule 36 

These provisions could be interpreted to preclude an individual 
consent holder mitigating their stream depletion effects, such as 
though the use of stored water captured at times of high river flow. 

Amend Policies 39, 40 and 45 and Schedule 36 to enable an 
individual consent holder to mitigate their stream depletion effects, 
including though the use of stored water captured at times of high 
river flow. 

5.10.6 Policy 39 

5.10.6 Policy 40 

5.10.6 Policy 41 

These policies in combination are inconsistent.  Policies 39 and 40 
place responsibility for mitigating Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit stream depletion effects on consent holders.  Yet 
Policy 41 states that HBRC will “remedy” those effects.  The Policy 

Amend Policies 39, 40 and 41 so that it is clear that HBRC will fully 
implement Policy 41 before requiring individual consent holders to 
mitigate stream depletion effects by way of contributions to “stream 
flow maintenance and habitat enhancement schemes”. 
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Provision Reason for Opposition Relief Sought 

41 approach is preferred.  It should be implemented before the 
Policy 39 and 40 obligations are imposed on consent holders. 

5.10.7 Policy 46(a) It would be more certain to include reference to the 95% reliability 
of supply for irrigation specified in 5.10.7 Policy 47(c) and the 
Glossary definition of “actual and reasonable use”.  Setting an 
appropriate reliability of supply is a fundamental component of 
determining allocable volumes of abstraction. 

Amend clause (a) to read: 

ensuring allocation limits and allocations of water for abstraction are 
calculated with known security of supply, including an irrigation 
reliability standard that meets demand 95% of the time. 

5.10.7 Policy 47(b) It is appropriate to enable a model other than IRRICALC to be used, 
particularly as IRRICALC is a commercial product and the 
algorithms it is based on do not appear to be available for scrutiny 
in the public domain.  A more generic wording would provide greater 
flexibility.  

Amend clause (b) to read: 

“using the IRRICALC water demand model if available for the land 
use being applied for (or otherwise by a suitable equivalent 
approved by Council) or a similar reasonable use model that utilises 
crop type, soil type and climatic conditions to determine efficient 
water allocations for irrigation uses; 

5.10.7 Policy 53 Frost protection is important. However, given the potentially over-
allocated nature of the Heretaunga Plains Groundwater Unit, it 
would be beneficial if applicants for frost protection water were 
required to firstly investigate and discount the feasibility of 
alternative non-water reliant options such as frost fans. 

Amend Policy 53 to require applicants for frost protection water to 
firstly investigate and discount alternative non-water reliant options 
such as frost fans. 

Rule TANK 5 and 6 

Schedule 29 

These rules are not consistent with Government’s proposed 
national environmental standards restricting agricultural 
intensification.  It is important to avoid a duplication of regulations 
at a national and regional level. 

 

Either delete Rules TANK 5 and 6 and Schedule 29 or amend them 
to ensure they are no more onerous than Government’s proposed 
national environmental standards restricting agricultural 
intensification.   

Rule TANK 5 Should Rule 5 be retained, then condition (a) is inappropriate and 
does not give effect to 5.10.3 Policy 21.  Changes in landuse should 
only be regulated if they will lead to an increase in nutrient leaching.  
This can be achieved by amending the rule so that it is the 
counterpart to Rule TANK 6. 

If Rule 5 is retained, amend condition (a) to read: 
Any change to a production land use activity over more than 10ha 
of the property or enterprise area commencing after 2 May 2020 
does not result in the annual nitrogen loss increasing by more than 
the applicable amount shown in Table 2 in Schedule 29. 

Rule TANK 9(e) 
Rule TANK 10(g) 

The use of 1 August 2017 is unnecessarily restrictive and the 2 May 
2020 date used referred to in the Glossary definition of “actual and 
Reasonable Use” should be applied consistently across the PC9 
area. 

Amend clauses (e)(ii) and (g)(iii) to refer to “preceding 1 August 
2017 2 May 2020”. 

 



Phone number:  0273306133 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 21/06/2020

First name:  Lynette Last name:  Blackburn

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Chapter 9 Glossary of Terms Used

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

The Actual and Reasonable take for groundwater be based on take up to May 2020, not the proposed date of 2017.

Or alternatively, that all water take consents are equitably pro-rated on a straight percentage basis.

Reason for decision requested:

We have a consent for water take for our drinking/household water and for irrigation of our land which is used for cropping.

Our land has been through various periods of use, including periods where it has been spelled from cropping and grazed,

as you would expect of sound land management principles. During those spelled periods it has been used for grazing.

Rotating bare land in this way is normal standard practice to manage the health of the soil.

Our land had been through a period of significant low/minimal water take for a period of time prior to 2017 due to the land

use rotation (ie: a significant period of limited cropping where grazing was taking place).andnbsp; Since 2017 to current, it

has been used again for cropping, resulting in moderate water take for irrigation purposes.

Our water used based on pre 2107 volumes will be very low compared to what it has actually been since 2017.

We will be unfairly disadvantaged if the proposed future water take was solely based on pre 2017 levels.
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We strongly oppose the altering of existing consents, and the issuing of future consents based on the proposed 10 year

period to 2017.

Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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TANK PLAN SUBMISSION

From the perspec ve of a fruitgrower, my comments are as follows:

A. Agreed Changes

1. Moving to annual alloca ons.

2. Reducing the daily allowance without a consent to 5000litres from
20,000Litres for any new applica on a er May 2020.

3. Requiring greater efficiency of use by fruitgrower consent holders.

B. Disagreed Changes

1. Repor ng by telemetry for all consents taking above 5l/sec ‐ certainly for
the very large takes . But what’s wrong with repor ng direct into the council 
database via the internet for the smaller takes?  I would agree that dishonest 
or persistent tardy repor ng could lead to it being mandatory for such consent
holders. But why impose this addi onal cost on the smaller takes?

2. Ninety‐five percent reliability of water availability. Would you be happy 
to see your income dras cally reduced once in 20 years? No reason appears to
be given for this criteria. You say the ground water resource is over allocated 
but you can guarantee water 19 years out of 20? Really?

3. No further alloca ons from the Heretaunga Plains aquifer. It seems 
Council has in general denied resource consent applica ons for water since 
2017. For applica ons pertaining to produc on of saleable export 
commodi es, how is this an acceptable situa on? This policy will put the 
brakes on produc on development to the detriment of the Hawke’s Bay 
people and NZ. It also has the effect of devaluing land for which water is not 
available for irriga on. Suppose the Hawke’s Bay Sta on was to be subdivided
into smaller blocks. Would you be happy to own  some of that land which 
would support cropping but you can’t take water for necessary irriga on from 
under your feet because someone else requires it?

4. With respect to the urban areas, further reduc on of available water for 
irriga on into the future . How the available 90 million cubic metres of water is 
divided between the sectors is per nent but I could not get informa on on this
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from Council despite asking. The Tank Plan is to further exacerbate this 
situa on because there is provision to increase the amount available for the 
urban areas to provide for popula on growth. This will have the effect of 
further restric ons being applied to the amount of water available for 
irriga on further inhibi ng crop produc on and therefore income into H . Bay.

5. Reduc on of exis ng Resource Consent water alloca on  for cropping. 
The plan is to reduce the allocated amount to an ‘actual and reasonable’
annual amount – generally as verified by 10 years of water meter records prior 
to 2017. We only installed a meter in 2014 so how is this a reliable guide? We 
certainly didn’t go through a drought up to 2017. For land owners who are not 
currently cropping all the land they could, this is a barrier to increasing 
produc on and prevents the full poten al of the land being realised with the 
same consequences as outlined above.

C. Sugges ons:

1. What efficiency gains are you asking the urban areas to make? Nothing 
really tangible in the plan other than a plea to try and reduce leakage. How 
about urban proper es having a decent sized water tank to collect some of the
roof runoff? Not the li le 200litre ones being promoted for use in the event of 
a civil emergency situa on which will only last a few days at best. This stored 
water would reduce flow in the storm water systems and could be used for 
garden irriga on, car washing etc and for domes c supply in an emergency.

2. The future of Water Bo ling. A conten ous topic. This ac vity is OK if 
there is plenty of water but if not it should be phased out as it doesn’t have to 
be located locally. There’s plenty of good water elsewhere, it will just cost 
more to make use of alterna ve sources  for this ac vity.

3. Augmenta on. If developed this would alleviate the situa on for some 
 me. I believe Mike Glazebrook has made you an offer. Weren ’t you also 
offered money from the Provincial Growth Fund  as well? No answer on this 
topic when I put the ques on . Is this going to be another Ruataniwha with 
millions wasted? More water was needed yesterday, not tomorrow. I cannot 
understand why construc on isn’t proceeding right now, with urgency. 
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FORM 5 

Submission on publicly notified proposal for policy statement or plan, change or variation 
under Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To:   Hawkes Bay Regional Council  

Name of submitter: Ministry of Education  

Address for service: C/- Beca Limited 
   PO Box 448 
   Hamilton 3240 

Attention:  Alec Duncan  

Phone:   (07) 960 7259 

Email:   alec.duncan@beca.com 

 
Ministry of Education Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9: Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource 
Management Plan 

Pursuant to Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Ministry of Education could not gain an 
advantage in trade competition through its submission. 

Background: 

The Ministry of Education (the Ministry) is the Government’s lead advisor on the education system, shaping 
direction for education agencies and providers and contributing to the Government’s goals for education. The 
Ministry’s overall purpose is:   

We shape an education system that delivers equitable and excellent outcomes / He mea tārai e mātou te 
mātauranga kia rangatira ai, kia mana taurite ai ōna huanga. 

The Ministry has responsibility for managing all education property owned by the Crown. This principally 
involves managing the existing property portfolio, upgrading and improving the portfolio, purchasing and 
constructing new property to meet increased demand, identifying and disposing of surplus State school sector 
property and managing teacher and caretaker housing. The Ministry also has a role in ensuring education 
providers have all resources and support they need to deliver services to students, including water supply. 

The Ministry is therefore a considerable stakeholder in terms of activities that may impact on educational 
facilities and assets in the Hawkes Bay region.  

The Ministry’s submission on TANK Plan Change 9 to the Regional Resource Management Plan is:  

The Ministry understands that the TANK Plan Change 9 proposes a package of objectives, policies and rules 
to apply to the use of land and water in the TANK catchments. New objectives for water quantity are included, 
with new and amended allocation limits and minimum flow regimes for the surface and groundwater in the 
TANK catchments. These new limits mean no further water can be allocated from most of the water bodies in 
these catchments. In some catchments - including the Heretaunga Plains groundwater and surface takes from 
the Ngaruroro River - water allocation is to be reduced. New applications for water in many areas will be 
prohibited, and existing water permits can only be re-newed for actual and reasonable water use. 
 
The Ministry recognises the need for Hawkes Bay Regional Council to set clear direction for consent holders 
and other water users regarding the freshwater resource on the greater Heretaunga Plains. However, the 



 

 

Letter 2 
 

 

Ministry is concerned that the new provisions will have a significant impact on the 91 schools located in the 
TANK catchments, particularly those schools that rely on groundwater or surface water for water supply.  
 
The new provisions proposed, and amendments to, the allocation limits will significantly impact on the ability 
for school growth and for new schools to be developed in the TANK catchments that are located outside of 
public reticulated water supply areas, which will affect the ability for the Ministry to provide for education. 
 
Relief Sought: 

The Ministry’s relief sought is set out in Attachment 1 below. The Ministry requests that the proposed changes 
to the provisions set out be accepted. The Ministry considers that the proposed changes better enable the 
Ministry to continue to provide for education within the Hawkes Bay region. 
 
Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this submission, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned as 
the consultant on behalf of the Ministry. 
 
The Ministry wishes to be heard in support of its submission. If others make a similar submission, the 
Ministry would consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing. 

Should you have any more queries please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned on behalf of the Ministry. 

 
Alec Duncan 

Planner (Beca Limited)  

Email: alec.duncan@beca.com  

Ph: 07 960 7259 

Date: 2 July 2020 

  

mailto:alec.duncan@beca.com


 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1: Ministry of Education submission points on Proposed Plan Change 9 

The following table sets out the decisions sought by Ministry of Education, including specific amendments to provisions of PC9. These 
amendments are shown as red (for new text sought) and word (for deletion).  

PC9 
Provision 

Support 
/ Oppose 

Submission / Reasons Decision Sought 

Chapter 5.10 Tūtaekurī, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamū Catchments 

General 
Objectives 
OBJ TANK 2 

Support The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 2 (d) sofar as the responsibilities of 
people and communities for sustainable resource use and development is 
recognised and supported. The Ministry supports sustainable resource 
use and development. 

Retain as proposed. 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 10 

Support 
subject to 
addition 

The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 10 (d) insofar that it enables people and 
communities to safely meet their domestic water needs in the Ahuriri 
freshwater catchments. 
 
However, communities are more than just a collection of houses 
providing shelter, they include marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 
domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 
The Ministry therefore request that OBJ TANK 10 is amended as 
suggested and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan 
Change to enable the social infrastructure that supports communities. 

Amend OBJ TANK 10 as below: 
 
Catchment Objectives  
OBJ TANK 10 In combination with meeting the water quality states specified 
in Schedule 26, the use and development of land, the discharge of 
contaminants and nutrients, and the taking, using damming and diverting of 
freshwater is carried out in the Ahuriri freshwater catchments so that the 
mauri, water quality and water quantity are maintained and enhanced where 
necessary to enable:  
a) Ahuriri estuary sediments to be healthy and not accumulate excessively; 
b) healthy ecosystems that contribute to the health of the estuary; 
c) healthy and diverse indigenous aquatic plant, fish and bird populations; 
d) people and communities to safely meet their domestic water needs and 
provide for the social infrastructure necessary to support these people and 
communities; 
e) primary production water for community social and economic well-being;   
and provide for; 
f) contribution to the healthy functioning of the Ahuriri estuary ecosystem and 
enable people to safely carry out a wide range of social, cultural and 
recreational activities including swimming and the collection of mahinga kai in 
the estuary. 



 

 

 

PC9 
Provision 

Support 
/ Oppose 

Submission / Reasons Decision Sought 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 11 

Support 
subject to 
addition 

The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 11 (f) insofar that it enables people and 
communities to safely meet their domestic water needs in the Ngaruroro 
River catchment. 
 
However, communities are more than just a collection of houses 
providing shelter, they include marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 
domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 
The Ministry therefore request that OBJ TANK 11 is amended as 
suggested and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan 
Change to enable the social infrastructure that supports communities. 

Amend OBJ TANK 11 as below: 
 
Catchment Objectives 
OBJ TANK 11 In combination with meeting the water quality states specified 
in Schedule 26, the use and development of land, the discharge of 
contaminants and nutrients, and the taking, using damming and diverting of 
freshwater is carried out in the Ngaruroro River catchment so that the 
mauri, water quality and water quantity are maintained in the mainstem 
above the Whanawhana Cableway and in the Taruarau River, and are 
improved in the tributaries and lower reaches where necessary to enable;   
a) healthy ecosystems; 
b) healthy and diverse indigenous aquatic plant, animal and bird populations 
especially whitebait, torrent fish, macroinvertebrate communities, bird habitat 
on braided river reaches and a healthy trout fishery; 
c) people to safely carry out a wide range of social, cultural and recreational 
activities especially swimming and cultural practices of Uu and boating, 
including jet-boating in the braided reaches of the Ngaruroro; 
d) protection of the natural character, instream values and hydrological 
functioning of the Ngaruroro mainstem and Taruarau and Omahaki 
tributaries;  
e) collection of mahinga kai to provide for social and cultural well-being;  
f) people and communities to safely meet their domestic water needs and 
provide for the social infrastructure necessary to support these people and 
communities; 
g)  primary production water needs and water required for associated 
processing and other urban activities to provide for community social and 
economic well-being;   
and provide for;  
h) contribution to water flows and water quality in the connected Heretaunga 
Plains Aquifers; 
i) contribution to the healthy functioning of Waitangi Estuary ecosystem and 
to enable people to safely carry out a wide range of social, cultural and 
recreational activities and the collection of mahinga kai in the estuary. 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 12 

Support 
subject to 
addition 

The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 12 (f) insofar that it enables people and 
communities to safely meet their domestic water needs in the Tūtaekurī 
River catchment. 
 

Amend OBJ TANK 12 as below: 
 
Catchment Objectives 
OBJ TANK 12 In combination with meeting the water quality states specified 
in Schedule 26, the use and development of land, the discharge of 
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However, communities are more than just a collection of houses 
providing shelter, they include marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 
domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 
The Ministry therefore request that OBJ TANK 12 is amended as 
suggested and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan 
Change to enable the social infrastructure that supports communities. 

contaminants and nutrients, and the taking, using damming and diverting of 
freshwater is carried out in the Tūtaekurī River catchment so that the mauri, 
water quality and water quantity are maintained in the upper reaches of the 
mainstem and are improved in the tributaries and lower reaches where 
necessary to enable:   
a) healthy ecosystems; 
b) healthy and diverse indigenous aquatic and bird populations especially , 
whitebait, torrent fish, macroinvertebrate communities and a healthy trout 
fishery; 
c) people to safely carry out a wide range of social, cultural and recreational 
activities, especially swimming and cultural practices of Uu and boating; 
d) protection of the natural character, instream values and hydrological 
functioning of the Tūtaekurī mainstem and Mangatutu tributary;  
e)  collection of mahinga kai to provide for social and cultural well-being; 
f) people and communities to safely meet their domestic water needs and 
provide for the social infrastructure necessary to support these people and 
communities;  
g) primary production water needs and water required for associated 
processing and other urban activities to provide for community social and 
economic well-being;  
and provide for; 
h) contribution to the healthy functioning of Waitangi Estuary ecosystem and 
to enable people to safely carry out a wide range of social, cultural and 
recreational activities and the collection of mahinga kai in the estuary.  

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 13 

Support 
subject to 
addition 

The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 13 (e) insofar that it enables people and 
communities to safely meet their domestic water needs in the Karamū 
and Clive Rivers catchment. 
 
However, communities are more than just a collection of houses 
providing shelter, they include marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 
domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 

Amend OBJ TANK 13 as below: 
 
Catchment Objectives 
OBJ TANK 13 In combination with meeting the water quality states specified 
in Schedule 26, the use and development of land, the discharge of 
contaminants and nutrients, and the taking, using damming and diverting of 
freshwater is carried out in the Karamū and Clive Rivers catchment so that 
the mauri, water quality and water quantity are improved to enable;  
a) healthy ecosystems; 
b) healthy and diverse indigenous aquatic and bird populations, especially 
black patiki, tuna and whitebait, and healthy macroinvertebrate communities; 
c) people to safely carry out a wide range of social, recreational, and cultural 
activities, including swimming and cultural practices of Uu and rowing and 
waka ama in the Clive/Karamū; 
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The Ministry therefore request that OBJ TANK 13 is amended as 
suggested and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan 
Change to enable the social infrastructure that supports communities. 

d) collection of mahinga kai to provide for social and cultural well-being; 
e) people and communities to safely meet their domestic water needs and 
provide for the social infrastructure necessary to support these people and 
communities; 
f) primary production water needs and water required for associated 
processing and other urban activities to provide for community social and 
economic well-being;  
and provide for; 

g) contribution to the healthy functioning of the Waitangi Estuary ecosystem 
and to enable people to safely carry out a wide range of social, cultural and 
recreational activities and the collection of mahinga kai in the estuary. 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 14 

Support 
subject to 
addition 

The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 14 (e) insofar that it enables people and 
communities to safely meet their domestic water needs in the 
Groundwater connected to the Ngaruroro, Tūtaekurī and Karamū rivers 
and their tributaries. 
 
However, communities are more than just a collection of houses 
providing shelter, they include marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 
domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 
The Ministry therefore request that OBJ TANK 14 is amended as 
suggested and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan 
Change to enable the social infrastructure that supports communities. 

Amend OBJ TANK 14 as below: 
 
Catchment Objectives 
OBJ TANK 14 In combination with meeting the water quality states specified 
in Schedule 26, the use and development of land, the discharge of 
contaminants and nutrients, and the taking and using of freshwater is carried 
out so that the mauri, water quality, water quantity and groundwater levels 
are maintained in the Groundwater connected to the Ngaruroro, Tūtaekurī 
and Karamū rivers and their tributaries to enable;   
a) people and communities to safely meet their domestic water needs and to 
enable the provision of safe and secure supplies of water for municipal use 
including provision for the social infrastructure necessary to support these 
people and communities;  
b) primary production water needs and water required for associated 
processing and other urban activities to provide for community social and 
economic well-being;  
and provide for; 
c) the maintenance of  groundwater levels at an equilibrium that accounts for 
annual variation in climate and prevents long term decline or seawater 
intrusion; 
d) contribution to water flows and water quality in connected surface 
waterbodies.   

Water 
quantity 
OBJ TANK 16   

Support 
subject to 
addition 

The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 16 (a) and (b) insofar that it prioritises 
water for the essential needs of people and the allocation and reservation 
of water for domestic supply including for marae and papakāinga. 
 

Amend OBJ TANK 16 as below: 
 
Water quantity  
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However, the Ministry consider that provision for social infrastructure 
necessary to support people should also be prioritised. This includes 
schools, halls and other social infrastructure facilities that contribute to 
the well-being of the community.  These have limited use of water and 
may be considered as being of a domestic scale.  It should be clear 
throughout the Plan Change that activities such as these that meet the 
domestic reasonable use definition should also be permitted activities. 
 
The Ministry therefore request that OBJ TANK 14 is amended as 
suggested and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan 
Change to enable the social infrastructure that supports communities. 

OBJ TANK 16  Subject to limits, targets and flow regimes established to 
meet the needs of the values for the water body, water quantity allocation 
management and processes ensure water allocation in the following priority 
order;  
a) Water for the essential needs of people; 
b) The allocation and reservation of water for domestic supply including for 
marae and papakāinga and for municipal supply including provision for the 
social infrastructure necessary to support these people and communities so 
that existing and future demand as described in HPUDS (2017) can be met 
within the specified limits;  
c) Primary production on versatile soils;  
d) Other primary production food processing, industrial and commercial end 
uses; 
e) Other non-commercial end uses.   

Water 
quantity  

OBJ TANK 17 

Support 
The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 17 sofar as it requires the allocation 
and use of water to result in water being available for abstraction at 
agreed reliability of supply standards. The Ministry also support efficient 
water use. 

Retain as proposed. 

Water 
quantity  

OBJ TANK 18 

Support The Ministry supports OBJ TANK 18 sofar as it requires that the current 
and foreseeable water needs of future generations and for mauri and 
ecosystem health are secured. This is important for the current and future 
use of schools within the TANK catchments.   
The Ministry further note that schools are low use activities. For example, 
school toilets are not used for approximately 165 days of a year and 
schools only use approximately 2.3% of the amount of water as an 
average household. On this basis, the Ministry are supportive of this 
objective.  

Retain as proposed. 

5.10.2 Policies:  Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Management   

Priority 
Management 
Approach   

Policy 1 

Support The Ministry are responsible for supplying safe drinking water to students 
and staff in accordance with the New Zealand Drinking Water Standards 
2008.  
The Ministry, as a key stakeholder, supports Policy 1 as it recognises the 
need to regulate or manage land use activities and surface and 
groundwater bodies so that water quality attributes are maintained at their 
current state or where required show an improving trend towards the 

Retain as proposed. 
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water quality targets shown in Schedule 26. Policy 1 will protect the water 
quality and inturn, the health and safety of pupils and staff.   

Protection of 
Source Water   

Policy 6 

Support 
The Ministry supports Policy 6 on the basis that it seeks to protect water 
supplies by identifying a source protection extent for small scale drinking 
water supplies. 

Retain as proposed. 

Protection of 
Source Water   
Policy 7 

Support The Ministry supports Policy 7 on the basis that it seeks to protect the 
source water for water supplies. 

Retain as proposed. 

Protection of 
Source Water   

Policy 8 

Support 
The Ministry supports Policy 8 on the basis that it seeks to protect the 
source water for water supplies. 

Retain as proposed. 

Protection of 
Source Water   
Policy 9 

Support The Ministry supports Policy 9 on the basis that it requires Council to 
collaborate with agencies which have roles and responsibilities for the 
provision of safe drinking water to protect source water and associated 
water supplies. 

Retain as proposed. 

Chapter 6 New Regional Rules 
6.10 Tūtaekurī, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamū Catchment Rules (TANK) 

6.10.2 Water – 
Take and Use 
 
TANK 7 
Surface 
Watertake 

Support 
with 

addition 

The Ministry supports TANK 7 insofar as it provides for the take and use 
of surface water in the TANK water Management Zones.  
 
However, the Ministry consider that the Plan Change could be clearer 
around the use of water for activities that support the community i.e. 
those activities that are not industrial or commercial and water use is 
usually well within the 15m3 per 7 day criteria (or could be made to be by 
averaging) and should therefore be permitted. 
 
These include activities such as marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 
domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 

Amend TANK 7 Surface Watertake as below: 
 
6.10.2  Water – Take and Use 
Rule: TANK 7 
Surface Water take 
Activity: The take and use of surface water in the TANK water Management 
Zones including under Section14(3)(b) of the RMA 
Status: Permitted 
Conditions/Standards/Terms 
a)  Any take first commencing after 2 May 2020 is not from any of the 
following:  
 Maraekakaho Water Management Unit 
 Ahuriri Water Management Unit 
 Awanui Stream and its tributaries 
 Poukawa Water Management Unit 
 Louisa Stream and its tributaries 
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The Ministry therefore request that TANK 7 is amended as suggested 
and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan Change to enable 
the social infrastructure that supports communities. 
 
Please also note numberic error under (b) as notified. 

b)  The take does not exceed 5 cubic metres per day per any one property 
except: 
(i) Takes existing as at 2 May 2020 may continue to take up to 20 cubic 
metres per property per day and to meet the reasonable needs of animals for 
drinking water; 
(iii) (ii) Takes occurring for a period of less than 28 days within any 90 day 
period, the total volume taken on any property shall not exceed 200 cubic 
metre per 7 day period.  
(iii) Takes existing as at 2 May 2020 may continue to take up to 20 cubic 
metres per property per day and to meet the reasonable needs of social 
infrastructure. 
c) The taking of water does not cause any stream or river flow to cease.  
d) Fish, including eels shall be prevented from entering the reticulation 
system.   
e) The activity shall not cause changes to the flows or levels of water in any 
connected wetland.  
f) The take shall not prevent from taking water any other lawfully established 
efficient groundwater take, or any lawfully established surface water take, 
which existed prior to commencement of the take.  
 
A Means of Compliance for Condition d) 

Installation of a screen or screens on the river intake that has a screen mesh 
size not greater than 3 millimetres and is constructed so that the intake 
velocity at the screen's outer surface is less than 0.3 metres per second and 
is maintained in good working order at all times.   

6.10.2 Water – 
Take and Use 
 
TANK 8 
Groundwater 
take 

Support 
with 

addition 

The Ministry supports TANK 8 insofar as it provides for the take and use 
of groundwater in the TANK water Management Zones.  
 
However, the Ministry consider that the Plan Change could be clearer 
around the use of water for activities that support the community i.e. 
those activities that are not industrial or commercial and water use is 
usually well within the 15m3 per 7 day criteria (or could be made to be by 
averaging) and should therefore be permitted. 
 
These include activities such as marae, schools, halls and other social 
infrastructure facilities that contribute to the well-being of the community.  
These have limited use of water and may be considered as being of a 

Rule: TANK 8 
Groundwater take 
Activity: The take and use of groundwater in the TANK Water Management 
Zones including under Section14(3)(b) of the RMA 
Status: Permitted 
Conditions/Standards/Terms 
a) Any take first commencing after 2 May 2020 is not from the Poukawa 
Freshwater Management Unit (quantity).  
b)  There is only one point of take per property and the take does not exceed 
5 cubic metres per day except; 
(i) takes existing as at 2 May 2020 may continue to take up to 20 cubic 
metres per property per day and to meet the reasonable needs of animals for 
drinking water.  
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domestic scale.  It should be clear throughout the Plan Change that 
activities such as these that meet the domestic reasonable use definition 
should also be permitted activities. 
 
The Ministry therefore request that TANK 8 is amended as suggested 
and that there are subsequent amendments to the Plan Change to enable 
the social infrastructure that supports communities. 
 

(ii) Takes occurring for a period of less than 28 days within any 90 day 
period, the total volume taken on any property shall not exceed 200 cubic 
metre per 7 day period. 
(iii) The taking of water for aquifer testing is not restricted  
(iv) Takes existing as at 2 May 2020 may continue to take up to 20 cubic 
metres per property per day and to meet the reasonable needs of social 
infrastructure. 
c) The rate of take shall not exceed 10 l/s other than aquifer testing for which 
the rate of take is not restricted.  
d)  The take shall not prevent from taking water, any other lawfully 
established efficient groundwater take, or any lawfully established surface 
water take, which existed prior to commencement of the take.  
e) The take shall not cause changes to the flows or levels of water in any 
connected wetland.  
f) Backflow of water or contaminants into the bore shall be prevented. 
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Submission on publicly notified proposal for policy statement or 

plan, change or variation 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

 

To:   Hawkes Bay Regional Council 

Submission on: Proposed Plan Change 9 - Tūtaekurī, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamū 
Catchments 

Name of submitter: Fire and Emergency New Zealand 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand (Fire and Emergency) is not a trade competitor for the purposes 
of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

Background: 

Fire and Emergency is a unified fire organisation that brings together New Zealand’s urban and 
rural fire services. The formation of Fire and Emergency represents a once in a generation 
opportunity to enable New Zealand to have a fit for purpose 21st century fire and emergency 
organisation that is flexible, adaptable and efficient. 

As outlined in Section 10 of the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 (FENZ Act), the 
principal objectives of Fire and Emergency are to; reduce the incidence of unwanted fire and the 
associated risk to life and property, protect and preserve life, and prevent or limit injury, damage to 
property land, and the environment. 

The main functions of Fire and Emergency, as identified in Section 11 of the FENZ Act, are: 

◼ to promote fire safety, including providing guidance on the safe use of fire as a land 
management tool; 

◼ to provide fire prevention, response, and suppression services;  
◼ to stabilise or render safe incidents that involve hazardous substances; 
◼ to provide for the safety of persons and property endangered by incidents involving hazardous 

substances; 
◼ to rescue persons who are trapped as a result of transport accidents or other incidents; 
◼ to provide urban search and rescue services; and 

◼ to efficiently administer the FENZ Act. 

Fire and Emergency is also to assist in the below additional functions, as identified in Section 11 of 
the FENZ Act, to the extent it has capability and capacity to do so: 

◼ responding to medical emergencies; 
◼ responding to maritime incidents; 
◼ performing rescues, including high angle line rescues, rescues from collapsed buildings, rescues 

from confined spaces, rescues from unrespirable and explosive atmospheres, swift water 
rescues, and animal rescues; 

◼ providing assistance at transport accidents (for example, crash scene cordoning and traffic 
control); 

◼ responding to severe weather-related events, natural hazard events, and disasters; 
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◼ responding to incidents in which a substance other than a hazardous substance presents a risk 
to people, property, or the environment; 

◼ promoting safe handling, labelling, signage, storage, and transportation of hazardous 
substances; and 

◼ responding to any other situation, if Fire and Emergency has the capability to assist. 

As such, Fire and Emergency must perform and exercise the functions, duties, and powers 
conferred or imposed on Fire and Emergency as a main function by or under the FENZ Act and any 
other enactment; and perform any other functions conferred on Fire and Emergency as a main 
function by the Minister in accordance with section 112 of the Crown Entities Act 2004. 

This submission seeks to enable Fire and Emergency to carry out its requirements under the FENZ 
Act more effectively in the protection of lives, property and the surrounding environment. This 
submission addresses matters relating to activities required to be undertaken to enable effective 
firefighting training, emergency response and to provide for the health and safety of people and 
communities in the Hawkes Bay region. 

The Fire and Emergency submission is that: 

Due to operational and training requirements, Fire and Emergency has an interest in regional plan 
provisions, particularly as they relate to the take and use of water to ensure that, where necessary, 
appropriate consideration is given to fire safety and operational firefighting requirements. 

The provision for adequate water supply is critical to the operation of Fire and Emergency. It is 
important that water supply (whether reticulated or non-reticulated) is available at sufficient 
quantities for firefighting use across the Hawkes Bay region. This essential emergency water supply 
will provide for the health, safety and wellbeing of people and the wider community, and therefore 
achieves the purpose of the RMA. 

It is also important that regional plans provide for Fire and Emergency to operate during emergency 
events (such as fires) and that plan provisions do not affect their ability to operate as effectively as 
needed. Given that emergencies are unplanned, it is unrealistic and impracticable to expect Fire 
and Emergency to apply for resource consent to take water above the permitted thresholds. 

Whilst section 14(3)(e) of the RMA provides for water takes for firefighting and training purposes, it 
is considered appropriate that Fire and Emergency also seeks clarity through rules in regional plans 
to provide certainty and a level of assurance that they can continue to operate without the risk of 
infringing statutory requirements in order to meet their own statutory functions under the FENZ Act. 

As such, Plan Change 9 (PC9) provides Fire and Emergency an opportunity within the Tūtaekurī, 
Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamū catchments, in relation to their operational requirements, to better 
facilitate the health, safety and wellbeing of people and communities by appropriately providing for 
fire safety, fire extinction, and associated training. This will enable Fire and Emergency to better 
achieve their principle objective which include reducing the incidence of unwanted fire and the 
associated risk to life and property, protecting and preserving life, and preventing or limiting injury, 
damage to property land, and the environment. 

Appendix A to this submission sets out the Fire and Emergency submission in detail, including the 
amendments sought by Fire and Emergency to specific provisions of PC9, and the reasons for the 
amendments. 

Fire and Emergency seeks the following decision from the local authority: 

Amend the provisions of PC9 to better provide for the safety and wellbeing of people and 
communities in the Hawkes Bay region by making the changes set out in Appendix A to this 
submission, including any further or consequential relief that may be necessary to address the 
matters raised in this submission.  
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Fire and Emergency wishes to acknowledge the opportunity to comment on PC9 and also 
welcomes the opportunity to discuss, or provide further clarification, in relation to its submission. 

Fire and Emergency wishes to be heard in support of its submission. 

If others make a similar submission Fire and Emergency will consider presenting a joint 
case with them at a hearing. 

 

 

………………………………… 

(Signature of person authorised to sign on 
behalf of Fire and Emergency New 
Zealand) 

Date: 2 July 2020 

 

 

Address for service of submitter:  c/- Beca Limited 

     PO Box 448 

     Hamilton 3240 

Telephone:    +64 7 960 7259 

Email:     alec.duncan@beca.com 

Contact person:   Alec Duncan, Planner 
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Appendix A: Fire and Emergency New Zealand Submission Points on Proposed Plan Change 9 

The following table sets out the decisions sought by Fire and Emergency, including specific amendments to provisions of PC9.  These amendments are 
shown as red (for new text sought) and word (for deletion).  

PC9 Provision Support / 
Oppose 

Submission / Reasons Decision Sought 

Chapter 5.10 Tūtaekurī, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamū Catchments 
Climate change  
OBJ TANK 3  

Support Fire and Emergency supports OBJ TANK 3 as it promotes community 
resilience requiring effects from climate change on water supply, human 
health, infrastructure and the environment to be taken into account.  
 
This objective is in keeping with the principles of Fire and Emergency and 
consider that the subsequent policies effectively give effect to this objective 
to achieve the purpose of the RMA and the principles of Fire and 
Emergency by providing for the safety of people and communities across 
the Hawkes Bay region. 

Retain as proposed.  
 
 
 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 10 

Support Fire and Emergency support OBJ TANK 10 on the basis that it requires the 
use and development of land and the taking of freshwater to be carried out 
in the Ahuriri freshwater catchments so that water quantity is maintained 
and enhanced where necessary to enable people and communities to 
safely meet their domestic water needs and primary production water for 
community social and economic well-being. 
 
It is important that access to sufficient water supply and provision for Fire 
and Emergency to take water (whether reticulated or non-reticulated) 
during essential Fire and Emergency activities is provided for. 

Retain as proposed.  
 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 11 

Support Fire and Emergency support OBJ TANK 11 on the basis that it requires the 
use and development of land and the taking of freshwater to be carried out 
in the Ngaruroro River catchment so that water quantity is maintained and 
enhanced where necessary to enable people and communities to safely 
meet their domestic water needs and primary production water for 
community social and economic well-being. 
 

Retain as proposed.  
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It is important that access to sufficient water supply and provision for Fire 
and Emergency to take water (whether reticulated or non-reticulated) 
during essential Fire and Emergency activities is provided for. 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 12 

Support Fire and Emergency support OBJ TANK 12 on the basis that it requires the 
use and development of land and the taking of freshwater to be carried out 
in the Tūtaekurī River catchment so that water quantity is maintained and 
enhanced where necessary to enable people and communities to safely 
meet their domestic water needs and primary production water for 
community social and economic well-being. 
 
It is important that access to sufficient water supply and provision for Fire 
and Emergency to take water (whether reticulated or non-reticulated) 
during essential Fire and Emergency activities is provided for. 

Retain as proposed.  
 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 13 

Support Fire and Emergency support OBJ TANK 13 on the basis that it requires the 
use and development of land and the taking of freshwater to be carried out 
in the Karamū and Clive Rivers catchment so that water quantity is 
maintained and enhanced where necessary to enable people and 
communities to safely meet their domestic water needs and primary 
production water for community social and economic well-being. 
 
It is important that access to sufficient water supply and provision for Fire 
and Emergency to take water (whether reticulated or non-reticulated) 
during essential Fire and Emergency activities is provided for. 

Retain as proposed.  
 

Catchment 
Objectives  
OBJ TANK 14 

Support Fire and Emergency support OBJ TANK 14 on the basis that it requires the 
use and development of land and the taking of freshwater to be carried out 
so that water quantity and groundwater levels in the Groundwater 
connected to the Ngaruroro, Tūtaekurī and Karamū rivers and their 
tributaries are maintained to enable people and communities to safely meet 
their domestic water needs and to enable the provision of safe and secure 
supplies of water for municipal use. 
 
This is particularly important to Fire and Emergency as adequate 
firefighting water supply is essential to the efficient operation of Fire and 
Emergency. As municipal supplies are the primary source of firefighting 
water supply in reticulated urban areas, secure supply and adequate water 
pressure during an emergency is fundamental to the health, safety and 

Retain as proposed.  
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wellbeing of people in the Hawkes Bay communities and to the ability for 
Fire and Emergency to effectively fight a fire, should fire occur. 

Water quantity 
OBJ TANK 16   

Support in part Fire and Emergency support OBJ TANK 16 to the extent that it sets out a 
priority order for water allocation, subject to the limits, targets and flow 
regimes established. 
 
However, Fire and Emergency seek that they are given priority for water 
allocation under Objective TANK 16, in recognition of section 14(3)(e) of 
the RMA.  
 

Amend OBJ TANK 16 as follows: 
 
OBJ TANK 16 Subject to limits, targets and flow 
regimes established to meet the needs of the values for 
the water body, water quantity allocation management 
and processes ensure water allocation in the following 
priority order;  

a) Water for the essential needs of people; 
b) The allocation and reservation of water for 

domestic supply including for marae and 
papakāinga, Fire and Emergency New Zealand 
activities and for municipal supply so that existing 
and future demand as described in HPUDS 
(2017) can be met within the specified limits;  

c) Primary production on versatile soils;  
d) Other primary production food processing, 

industrial and commercial end uses; 
e) Other non-commercial end uses.   

5.10.6 Policies:  
Heretaunga 
Plains 
Groundwater 
Levels and 
Allocation Limits   

Support Fire and Emergency generally support the proposed policies in 5.10.6 to 
the extent that they seek to manage the allocation and use of groundwater 
levels in the region to protect the supply of water as a finite resource. 
 
The Management of water supply (regardless of the source) will provide 
security for Fire and Emergency in terms of the availability of water supply 
for use by Fire and Emergency during an emergency.  

Retain as proposed.  

5.10.7 Policies:  
Surface Water 
Low Flow 
Management 
 
Water Allocation 
– Priority 
 
Policy 50 

Support Fire and Emergency generally support the proposed policies in 5.10.7 to 
the extent that they seek to manage the allocation and use of surface water 
levels in the region to protect the supply of water as a finite resource. 
 
Policy 50 requires Council to ensure the water needs of future community 
growth are met within water limits when making decisions about resource 
consent applications for municipal and papakāinga water supply. Fire and 
Emergency further support this policy as it requires Council to manage 
water demand and supply and the identification of communities at risk of 
low water reliability.  
 

 Retain as proposed. 
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This is particularly important to Fire and Emergency as adequate 
firefighting water supply is essential to the efficient operation of Fire and 
Emergency. As municipal supplies are the primary source of firefighting 
water supply in reticulated urban areas, secure supply and adequate water 
pressure during an emergency is fundamental to the health, safety and 
wellbeing of people in the Hawkes Bay communities and to the ability for 
Fire and Emergency to effectively fight a fire, should fire occur. 
 

5.10.7 Policies:  
Surface Water 
Low Flow 
Management 
 
Water Allocation 
– Priority 
 
Policy 51 

Support in part Fire and Emergency generally support Policy 51 to the extent that when 
making water shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA, Council 
will establish and consult with an emergency water management group that 
include representatives from the former New Zealand Fire Service to make 
decisions about providing for water uses in a priority order.  
 
As outlined above, the New Zealand Fire Service (now Fire and Emergency 
New Zealand) was established by the FENZ Act on 1 July 2017. Fire and 
Emergency therefore request that a minor amendment is made to better 
align with the current unified structure of Fire and Emergency. 
Fire and Emergency supports Policy 51(c) to the extent that recognition is 
given to the well-being and health of communities in terms of priority use of 
water.  
 
However, Fire and Emergency recommends that the wording better reflects 
section 5 of the RMA which also refers to the ‘safety’ of the community. 
 
Fire and Emergency also supports Policy 51 as it sets out ‘firefighting uses’ 
as being an exclusion to water shortage restrictions. This is also consistent 
with section 14(3)(e) of the RMA in respect of water is required to be taken 
or used for emergency or training purposes in accordance with section 48 
of the FENZ Act. 
 

Amend Policy 51 as follows: 
 
51. When making water shortage directions under 
Section 329 of the RMA, occurring when rivers have 
fallen below minimum flows and water use has 
decreased or ceased according to permit conditions, 
the Council will establish and consult with an 
emergency water management group that shall have 
representatives from Napier City and Hastings District 
Councils, NZ Fire Service Fire and Emergency New 
Zealand, DHB, iwi and MPI, to make decisions about 
providing for water uses in the following priority order; 
 
a) water for the maintenance of public health; 
b) water necessary for the maintenance of animal 
welfare; 
c) water essential for community safety, well-being and 
health; 
d) water essential for survival of horticultural tree crops;  
e) uses where water is subject to seasonal demand for 
primary production; 
f) uses for which water is essential for the continued 
operation of a business, except where water is subject 
to seasonal demand for primary production or 
processing.   
 
The following uses will not be authorised under a water 
shortage direction: 
g) use of water not associated with the continued 
operation of a business or community well-being; 



 

 

Sensitivity: General 

PC9 Provision Support / 
Oppose 

Submission / Reasons Decision Sought 

h) non-essential amenity uses such as private 
swimming pools and car washing. 
 
Takes not subject to any restrictions are: 
i)  firefighting uses;  
j) non-consumptive uses; 

Chapter 6 New Regional Rules 

6.10.2 Water – 
Take and Use 

Oppose The Operative Regional Resource Management Plan includes a note in the 
permitted activity Rule 53 ‘Minor takes & uses of groundwater’ that states: 
 
“The total volume taken shall not exceed 20m3/d per property (other than 
for aquifer testing, for which the volume of take is not restricted). 
The take and use of water for reasonable domestic needs, stock drinking 
purposes and fire fighting, including from locations within the groundwater 
management zones in Schedule VI is not required to be included in this 
measurement. 
 
When the permitted activity limit of 20m3 per day is exceeded a consent is 
required for the total take.” 
 
In contrast, the PC9 rules to take water do not provide for Fire and 
Emergency to operate as required and could therefore affect their ability to 
operate as effectively as needed. Given that emergency events (such as 
fires) are unplanned, it is unrealistic and impracticable to expect Fire and 
Emergency to apply for resource consent to take water above the permitted 
thresholds. 
 
PC9 as notified puts Fire and Emergency in a position where responding to 
large emergency events could result in a breach of the RMA through the 
take of water for emergency or training purposes. Consequently, non-
compliance with the Regional Resource Management Plan provisions could 
see Fire and Emergency prosecuted, should the Regional Resource 
Management Plan provisions be enforced during temporary emergency 
events.  

Whilst section 14(3)(e) of the RMA provides for water takes for firefighting 
and training purposes, it is considered that PC9 should explicitly recognise 
this. Providing clarity through the rules of the Regional Resource 

Amend PC9 as follows: 
 
6.10.2 Water – Take and Use 
 
The following rules do not apply to the taking and use of 
water that occurs in accordance with section 
14(3)(e) of the RMA: 
 

• Tank 7 - 17 
 
The take and use of water for emergency or training 
purposes in accordance with section 48 of the Fire and 
Emergency New Zealand Act 2017, including from 
locations within the groundwater management zones in 
Schedule 31 is exempt from the water take and use 
provisions and restrictions as provided for within section 
14(3)(e) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 



 

 

Sensitivity: General 

PC9 Provision Support / 
Oppose 

Submission / Reasons Decision Sought 

Management Plan provides certainty for Fire and Emergency and its ability 
to fulfil its statutory objectives and also community expectations, and 
amongst other matters, the ability to efficiently and effectively respond to 
emergencies. Fire and Emergency therefore require a level of assurance 
that they can continue to operate without the risk of infringing statutory 
requirements in order to meet their own statutory functions under the FENZ 
Act. 
 

Schedule 31:  Flows, Levels and Allocation Limits 

Minimum and 
Trigger Flows 
and Allocation 
Limits 

Support in part This Schedule specifies the amount of water that may be authorised for 
abstraction from the specified water management units and the flows at 
which water abstraction is subject to restrictions or requirements and 
relates to Rules TANK 9-11. 
 
Fire and Emergency’s support of schedule 31 is subject to the inclusion of 
the amendment sought above relating to the exemption of the take and use 
of water for firefighting purposes from the water take and use provisions 
Rules TANK 9-11 above, and as provided for within section 14(3)(e) of the 
Resource Management Act 1991. 

Retain as proposed.  
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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects agreements reached by the TANK Group community

representatives, developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue and providing an integrated catchment solution that best

balances the values and interests of the Hawke’s Bay community.
2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached by the TANK Group community representatives.

Reason for decision requested:

Chapter 9 Glossary of Terms Used

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

Plan Provision &

general description

of issue

Amendment Sought

OBJ TANK 7

Requirement to

Amend to reflect that some land use types including viticulture

on low-slope land already have negligible contaminant losses

(& especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any
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reduce contaminant

losses
reductions in contaminant loss including soil loss.

OBJ TANK 16

Priority order for

water allocation

Amend to accord viticultural soils equal priority with versatile

soils.

Amend to include water bottling in the lowest priority use

category.

Policy 5.10.2.1 &

Policy 5.10.5.34

Overall catchment

governance

approach

Amend to require Council to establish and maintain a

community catchment governance body to oversee

subcatchment activities within the TANK catchments.

Policy 5.10.3.21

Assessing resource

consents in

subcatchments

exceeding nitrogen

objectives or targets

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry

Programmes may manage land use change in accordance with

the 2040 timeline for meeting water quality objectives.

Policy 5.10.6.37.d(ii)

“Actual &
Reasonable” water
allocation approach

Amend the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” to provide
that the volume allocated at consent renewals is the lesser of:

the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific
IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply;

the expiring consent being replaced.

 

Policy 5.10.6.39

Requirement for flow

maintenance

(augmentation)

Amend to apply flow maintenance requirement only to suitable

lowland streams, remove the presumption that the mainstem of

the Ngaruroro River should be augmented in whole or in part

and require Council to take a central role in establishment of

flow maintenance schemes in an equitable manner over a

reasonable timeframe that apportions the cost equally and

concomitantly across all takes affecting groundwater levels

(excluding an allowance for basic human needs), based on

annual consent volume.

Policy 5.10.7.51

Water Use and

Allocation - Priority

Require inclusion of primary sector representatives in any

emergency water management group when making water

shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA.

Policy 5.10.8.59

High Flow

Reservation

Require rewrite of the policy to distinguish clearly between

water for environmental enhancement and water for Māori
development, reduce the proposed Māori development
reservation for the Ngaruroro River from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in

line with the 20% new-water allocation agreed at TANK and

remove the presumption that the private sector will fund the
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infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the Māori
development portion of the high flow allocation.

Rule TANK 5

Land use change

Rewrite to provide clarity about what constitutes a change to

production land use activity.

 

Rule TANK 6

 

Review the Table 2 Schedule 29 grape figures to account for

the effects of autumn/winter sheep grazing.

RRMP Chapter 6.9 -

6.3.1 Bore Drilling &

Bore Sealing, Rule 1

Provide that replacement of existing bores within a Source

Protection Zone is a Controlled activity.

RRMP Chapter 6.9 -

6.3.3 Vegetation

clearance and soil

disturbance, Rule 7

Allow for cultivation required to facilitate machinery movement

for permanent crops within the new 5-15m waterbody

cultivation exclusion strips.

RRMP Chapter 6.9 -

6.7.3 Transfer of

Water Permits Rule

62a

Remove the proposed Condition excluding downstream

transfers of groundwater takes within the Heretaunga Plains

Water Management Unit (restoring Controlled rather than

Discretionary status).

Introduce a materiality test for nature and scale of drawdown

effects on neighbouring bores or connected waterbodies as a

result of transfers in the Heretaunga Plains Water

Management Unit.

Schedule 30

Landowner

Collective, Industry

Programme and

Farm Environment

Plan

Modify Schedule 30 to better align its requirements to work with

Industry Programmes, particularly Sustainable Winegrowing

NZ.

Schedule 31

Flows, Levels and

Allocation Limits

Retain existing low flows and allocation limits for the Ngaruroro

and Tūtaekurī Rivers

Reason for decision requested:

Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):  
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan 
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean your 
name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons. 

Name:   Meridiem Trust. 

Organisation: ......................................................................................................................................... 

Postal address: 195 Ngatarawa Road, RD5, Hastings 

........................................................................................................................................................................ ............................................ 

Email address: andrea.cranswick@xtra.co.nz 

Phone number: (06) 8799877 

Contact person and address if different to above: 

Andrea and Phil Cranswick 

 

Submission Summary: 

1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 

agreements reached by the TANK Group community representatives, 

developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue and providing 

an integrated catchment solution that best balances the values and 

interests of the Hawke’s Bay community. 

2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached 

by the TANK Group community representatives. 

3. I SEEK AMENDMENTS to the following provisions and SUPPORT THE 

AMENDMENTS proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ Association Inc. 

in their submission dated 14 August 2020. 

4. I am concerned that PC9 will have significant negative effects on me and/or 

my business and I have detailed this concerns below.  
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Submission Details: 

 

Plan Provision & 
general description 
of issue 

Amendment Sought 

OBJ TANK 7 
Requirement to 
reduce contaminant 
losses 

Amend to reflect that some land use types including viticulture on 
low-slope land already have negligible contaminant losses (& 
especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reductions 

in contaminant loss including soil loss. 

OBJ TANK 16 
Priority order for 
water allocation 

Amend to accord viticultural soils equal priority with versatile soils. 
Amend to include water bottling in the lowest priority use category. 

Policy 5.10.2.1 &  
Policy 5.10.5.34 
Overall catchment 
governance 
approach 

Amend to require Council to establish and maintain a community 
catchment governance body to oversee subcatchment activities 
within the TANK catchments.   

Policy 5.10.3.21 
Assessing resource 
consents in 
subcatchments 
exceeding nitrogen 
objectives or targets 

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes may 
manage land use change in accordance with the 2040 timeline for 
meeting water quality objectives. 

Policy 5.10.6.37.d(ii) 
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
allocation approach 

Amend the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” to provide that the 
volume allocated at consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific IRRICALC 

model at 95% security of supply; 
- the expiring consent being replaced. 

 

Policy 5.10.6.39 
Requirement for 
flow maintenance 
(augmentation) 

Amend to apply flow maintenance requirement only to suitable 
lowland streams, remove the presumption that the mainstem of the 
Ngaruroro River should be augmented in whole or in part and 
require Council to take a central role in establishment of flow 
maintenance schemes in an equitable manner over a reasonable 
timeframe that apportions the cost equally and concomitantly 
across all takes affecting groundwater levels (excluding an allowance 
for basic human needs), based on annual consent volume. 

Policy 5.10.7.51 
 Water Use and 
Allocation - Priority  

Require inclusion of primary sector representatives in any 
emergency water management group when making water shortage 
directions under Section 329 of the RMA. 

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reservation 

Require rewrite of the policy to distinguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for Māori development, 
reduce the proposed Māori development reservation for the 
Ngaruroro River from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new-
water allocation agreed at TANK and remove the presumption that 
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the private sector will fund the infrastructure costs in relation to 
exercise of the Māori development portion of the high flow 
allocation. 

Rule TANK 5 
Land use change 

Rewrite to provide clarity about what constitutes a change to 
production land use activity. 
 

Rule TANK 6 
 

Review the Table 2 Schedule 29 grape figures to account for the 
effects of autumn/winter sheep grazing. 
 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 - 
6.3.1 Bore Drilling & 
Bore Sealing, Rule 1 

Provide that replacement of existing bores within a Source 
Protection Zone is a Controlled activity. 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 -  
6.3.3 Vegetation 
clearance and soil 
disturbance, Rule 7 

Allow for cultivation required to facilitate machinery movement for 
permanent crops within the new 5-15m waterbody cultivation 
exclusion strips. 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 -  
6.7.3 Transfer of 
Water Permits Rule 
62a 

Remove the proposed Condition excluding downstream transfers of 
groundwater takes within the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit (restoring Controlled rather than Discretionary 
status). 
Introduce a materiality test for nature and scale of drawdown 
effects on neighbouring bores or connected waterbodies as a result 
of transfers in the Heretaunga Plains Water Management Unit. 

Schedule 30 
Landowner 
Collective, Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment 
Plan 

Modify Schedule 30 to better align its requirements to work with 
Industry Programmes, particularly Sustainable Winegrowing NZ. 

Schedule 31 
Flows, Levels and 
Allocation Limits 

Retain existing low flows and allocation limits for the Ngaruroro and 
Tūtaekurī Rivers  

 

  



 

4 
 

Personal Impact: 

I am concerned that PC9 will impact on me and/or my business in the following ways: 

1.  We were a mixed pip and stone fruit orchard and in 2000/2001 following several 

difficult years we took up an opportunity to remove the trees and grow grapes.  

These have now run their course and we wish to return to orcharding.  We are 

concerned that we will not be able to do this if our water supply is limited to our 

recent previous volume.   

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No  

If others make a similar submission, would you consider  

presenting a joint case with them at a hearing? Yes  
 

 

Signature: ..P. M Cranswick for Meridiem Trust   Date:   19th July 2018 
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):  
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan 
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean your 
name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons. 

Name: Mark Cairns 

Organisation: MD Cairns & AR Wright Partnership 

Postal address: (required) PO Box 8718, Havelock North 4157 

Email address: mark@magnitudewines.co.nz 

Phone number: 027 532 0482 

Contact person and address if different to above: 
........................................................................................................................................................................................................... ..................... 

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Submission Summary: 

1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 

agreements reached by the TANK Group community representatives, 

developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue and providing 

an integrated catchment solution that best balances the values and 

interests of the Hawke’s Bay community. 

2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached 

by the TANK Group community representatives. 

3. I SUPPORT THE AMENDMENTS proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ 

Association Inc. in their submission dated 14 August 2020. 

4. I SEEK AMENDMENTS as set out in Section A of this submission below. 

5. I am concerned that PC9’s approach to allocation of water and control of 

farming emissions unfairly penalises viticultural landowners as very low 

water users and very low emitters compared to other major primary 

production systems. 
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Submission Details: 

A. General impact on the wine sector 

Plan Provision Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought 

OBJ TANK 7 
Requirement to 
reduce 
contaminant 
losses 

This Objective, as currently drafted, could be interpreted to require a reduction 
in contaminant loss including soil loss from all land use types.  Some land use 
types including viticulture on low-slope land already have negligible contaminant 
losses (& especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reductions. 

Amend OBJ TANK 7 to read “…reduces reduceable 
contaminant loss…”; or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

OBJ TANK 16 
Priority order for 
water allocation 

This Objective establishes a priority order for water allocation which ranks 
primary production on versatile soils ahead of other primary production. 

Some viticultural production is on soils that are not considered to be versatile 
(e.g. LUC 7 stony soils) but is the highest and best primary production use of such 
soils, is highly efficient low water-use & low- contaminant activities that 
contribute strongly to community socio-economic development and should rank 
equally with primary production on versatile soils. 

The Objective also does not make it clear what the ranking of water bottling 
activities would be.  The Hawke’s Bay community has clearly indicated that 
water bottling should not be a priority use of water, so should be amended to 
explicitly record a lower priority, ranking below all other activities involving the 
economic use of water. 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.c to read “Primary production 
on versatile and viticultural soils”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.e to read “Water bottling and 
other non-commercial end uses”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Policy 
5.10.2.6/7/8 
Protection of 
source water 

These three policies adopt a strengthened approach to protection of the quality 
and quantity of drinking water supplies. 

I support a precautionary approach to such protection but consider that the 
policies and rules are unnecessarily onerous and reflect an over-response to the 
2016 Havelock North water crisis. 

The Plan Change draws source protection zones expansively and the control 
exerted by Council through matters of discretion under TANK rules 2/4/5/6/9/10 

Remove the references to assessment of actual or 
potential effects of activities in the SPZs on 
Registered Drinking Water Supplies from Rules TANK 
4/5/6/9/10.  Address risks via Farm Environment 
Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes. 
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is uncertain and potentially onerous, particularly on winery point source 
discharges but also on vineyard farming practices. 

In addition to the uncertain scope of control, there is a duplication in control 
because risks to drinking water will also need to be addressed in  
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes. 

Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment will still be 
made in the event that a property does not have a Farm Environment Plan or is 
not part of an Industry Programme or Catchment Collective. 

Policy 5.10.3.21 
Assessing resource 
consents in sub 
catchments 
exceeding 
nitrogen 
objectives or 
targets 

This policy requires Council to have regard to any relevant Industry or Catchment 
Collective plans in place when assessing resource consents for effect on diffuse 
discharge of nitrogen. However, as currently drafted, clause 21.d appears to 
prevent the issuance of any resource consent for any land or water use change 
that may result in any increased nitrogen loss, where a sub catchment exceeds 
dissolved nitrogen objectives or targets in Schedule 26. 

This is unnecessarily constraining of land use change, undermines the role of 
community collectives, discriminates heavily against viticulture as a particularly 
low nitrogen source and fails to recognise the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes may manage land use change in 
accordance with the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 

Amend 21.d to read “subject to Policy 21 a)-c), avoid 
land use change….” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.36 
Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer 
Management 

This policy requires Council to “adopt a staged approach to groundwater 
management that includes: f) avoiding further adverse effects by not allowing 
new water use and g) reducing existing levels of water use”. 

The requirement to “not allow new water use” is needlessly restrictive and 
ostensibly prohibits ANY new [take and] use, including use of new water stored 
under the high flow allocation provisions of the Plan, as well as potentially the 
replacement of expiring consents. 

Similarly, the requirement to “reduced existing levels of water use” precludes 
use of new stored water and fails to recognise that the interim allocation limit of 
90 million cubic meters is intended to align with previous actual water usage and 
that the Heretaunga Plains Aquifer is considered to be overallocated based on 

Amend Policy 36.f to read “avoiding further adverse 
effects by controlling net groundwater use within 
the interim allocation limit set out in Policy 37” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in 
this submission. 

 Amend Policy 36.g to read “reducing existing levels 
of encouraging water use efficiency.” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 
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cumulative consented volume (sometimes referred to as “paper volume”) but 
not on cumulative consented actual use. 

Policy 
5.10.6.37.d(ii) 
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
allocation 
approach 

This policy requires Council to “when considering applications in respect of 
existing consents due for expiry, or when reviewing consents, to; … (ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects land use and water use 
authorised in the ten years up to August 2017…”. 

The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement consent 
volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in recent history 
(generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for land use as at August 
2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the decision to cap groundwater usage 
at current peak dry-year levels).  However, since TANK completed and the Plan 
was drafted, Hawke’s Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water 
year.  Given this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data 
collection in the most recent years, I consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year. 

More fundamentally, I disagree with the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” 
and its inequitable and unworkable approach to allocation of water for 
replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017. 

Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data from 
2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment timing on actual annual 
vineyard irrigation requirements, practical difficulties in evidencing historical 
land use activities and the risk of penalising efficient users at the expense of 
inefficient ones, I consider that there should be a presumption that the Hawke’s 
Bay-specific IRRICALC model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and 
Reasonable” for the purpose of calculating allocations for those replacement 
consents. 

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that 
reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten 
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of 
the 2020 water year)…”. or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and 
Reasonable to provide that the volume allocated at 
consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific 

IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply; 
- the volume of the expiring consent being 

replaced.”, 
or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.39 This policy subjects consented water users in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit to a regime which requires them to either participate in 

I understand that HBRC will be submitting a 
proposed alternative approach to the requirements 
in Policy 39.  I support, in principle, jointly-funded 
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Requirement for 
flow maintenance 
(augmentation) 

stream flow maintenance and habitat enhancement schemes or cease 
abstraction once a stream flow maintenance trigger is reached. 

When this policy was conceived in TANK, it was intended to apply initially to 3 
named lowland streams which HBRC science indicated were suitable for a stream 
flow maintenance scheme.  Post-TANK, the Plan has incorporated all streams as 
well as the mainstem of the Ngaruroro River and I OPPOSE this policy on five 
main grounds: 

1. The flow maintenance requirement now proposed, extends far beyond 
that supported in TANK and the need for such extension has not been 
justified. 

2. In TANK, it was envisaged that HBRC would play a central role in 
establishing the 3 then-proposed lowland stream augmentation schemes.  
As HBRC hold all the relevant scientific and technical information required 
to operationalise such schemes, it is critical that HBRC takes on a central 
role in their development. 

3. Large temporal and spatial spread of consent expiries and large consent 
numbers make it impractical and inequitable to require consent holders to 
take full responsibility for the development. 

4. No allowance for an orderly transition to any new stream augmentation 
has been made. The currently proposed provisions could apply 
immediately from notification of the Plan Change, including to a very large 
number of currently expired consents (particularly groundwater takes in 
the unconfined aquifer), whereas stream augmentation schemes may be 
reasonably expected to take years to commission, particularly the kind of 
large-scale schemes that would be required to maintain flows in the 
Ngaruroro River. 

5. Consent reallocations under the “Actual and Reasonable” provision of the 
Plan based on 95% certainty of supply do not provide sufficient water 
volume to support stream augmentation in dry years and so would 
decrease the effective certainty of supply of consents. 

collective stream flow maintenance schemes on 
suitable lowland streams, facilitated by HBRC. 
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Policy 5.10.7.51 
 Water Use and 
Allocation - 
Priority  

This clause provides for an emergency water management group when making 
water shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA, with the group 
including representatives from various sectors of the community but not 
including the primary sector.  As decisions made in consultation with this group 
relate inter alia to the provision of water essential for the maintenance of animal 
welfare and survival of horticultural tree crops and to seasonal demand for 
primary production, the primary sector should also be represented in the group. 

Amend 5.10.7.51 to read “…emergency water 
management group that shall have representatives 
from Napier City and Hastings District Councils, NZ 
Fire Service, DHB, iwi, affected primary sector 
groups and MPI, to make decisions …” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reservation 

This policy requires Council to allocate “20% of the total water available at times 
of high flow in the Ngaruroro or Tūtaekurī River catchments for abstraction, 
storage and use for” contributions to environmental enhancement and Māori 
development. 

This policy originated in an agreement in TANK to reserve 20% of any NEW high 
flow allocation for Māori development, then underwent significant development 
and change as Council explored ways to operationalise it and through iwi and RPC 
consultations. 
The resulting policy has some fundamental differences to that were originally 
agreed in TANK: 

1. The Policy refers to the Ngaruroro OR Tūtaekurī River catchments” 
(emphasis added), whereas the intention in TANK was for it to apply to 
BOTH rivers.  This may just be a drafting error. 

2. The Policy now covers water for both Māori development and 
environmental enhancement, but Schedule 32 only refers to Māori 
development. 

3. The allocation rate of 1600L/s for the Ngaruroro River in Schedule 32 
represents 20% of the total high flow allocation limit for that river, 
whereas the TANK agreement was for 20% of the new allocation 
(6000L/s), i.e. 1200L/s. 

Policy 59 needs significant re-write to address the 
above inconsistencies between the policy as it now 
stands, and the framework agreed in TANK.   It 
should distinguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for Māori 
development, reduce the proposed Māori 
development reservation for the Ngaruroro River 
from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new-
water allocation agreed at TANK and remove the 
presumption that the private sector will fund the 
infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the 
Māori development portion of the high flow 
allocation. 
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4. Policy 60 now embodies the presumption that the private sector will fund 
the infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the Māori development 
portion of the allocation. 

5. The Policy now requires “allocation” rather than “reservation”, with 
uncertain implications for private sector interests 

Rule TANK 5 
Land use change 

This rule controls land use change to production land use activity over more than 
10% of a property or farming enterprise. 

The rule gives no guidance on what constitutes “change to the production land 
use activity”, with the result that it is highly uncertain what types of activity are 
controlled and the rule cannot be practically enforced.  For example, is a change 
from conventional farming to organic farming captured? A change in planting 
density? 

Also the rule fails to account for the possibility that a farming enterprise may 
span multiple water quality management units within a Surface Water Allocation 
Zone, which may then unintentionally permit land use change beyond 10% of the 
farming enterprises’ properties within a water quality management unit 

The rule needs further development to give more 
guidance on what changes are intended to be 
controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit 
more appropriately. 

Rule TANK 6 
 

This rule restricts change to production land use activity over more than 10% of a 
property or farming enterprise where there is no Catchment Collective or 
Industry Programme operative, where modelled land use change effect on total 
property nitrogen loss exceeds the figures in Table 2 of Schedule 29.  Table 2 is 
populated from per-hectare figures for common primary production systems.  
The per-hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr provided for Grapes for Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki 
Soils is unrealistically low & clearly fails to account for the autumn/winter sheep 
grazing rotation that commonly occurs on vineyards. 

Also, the Plan Change does not record the version of the models employed to 
derive the crop loss figures, so is not future-proofed against the effect of future 
model changes. 

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise 
winter sheep grazing rotation. 

Include details of crop model versions used to derive 
the crop loss figures in Schedule 29 and include a 
mechanism to address the effects of model and/or 
version changes to modelled outputs. 
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Rule TANK 13 
Taking water – 
high flows 

This rule provides for capture, storage and use of surface water at times of high 
flow.  I consider this to be a critical element of the overall Plan Change, providing 
the opportunity to re-engineer the Heretaunga Plains water use profile in a way 
that multiple & often conflicting interests and values can be addressed. 

Supported, subject to amendments to POL 59 & 60 
to address concerns about drafting details relating to 
the 20% Maori/environment reservation. 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 
- 6.3.1 Bore 
Drilling & Bore 
Sealing, Rule 1 

This rule change has the effect of making bore drilling within a Source Protection 
Zone (SPZ) a Restricted Discretionary activity, as opposed to a Controlled activity. 

The proposed SPZs cover extensive areas of the Heretaunga Plains, particularly in 
the unconfined aquifer zone where many vineyards are located.  The proposed 
Plan brings in intensive controls over activities in the SPZs and are specifically 
drawn to capture areas of unconfined aquifer upstream of protected water 
takes.  Given the already-permeable nature of the unconfined aquifer area that 
comprises the bulk of the SPZs and other substantial controls over land use 
activities, there is negligible additional benefit in controlling bore drilling in this 
area where the bore is a replacement for existing infrastructure.  Also, the 
additional expense and uncertainty of Restricted Discretionary status is likely to 
act as a deterrent to bore replacement as part of a normal maintenance cycle.  
Accordingly, bore drilling for the purpose of replacement of existing 
infrastructure in the SPZs should remain a Controlled activity. 

Add a Condition to 6.3.1 Rule 1 reading: “c. The bore 
is located within a Source Protection Zone but is a 
replacement for an existing bore that will be 
decommissioned.” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Schedule 30 
Landowner 
Collective, 
Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment 
Plan 

Schedule 30 sets out the requirements for Farm Environment Plans, Landowner 
Collectives and Industry Programmes, as a method primarily to address the 
cumulative effects of land use.  I support this general approach over more 
prescriptive approaches, as it provides flexibility for landowners to achieve 
environmental objectives in the most efficient ways. 

The NZ wine industry has a longstanding and highly respected industry 
sustainability programme (Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand - SWNZ), which 
the industry intends to further develop to achieve equivalency with a Farm 
Environment Plan.  However, as the environmental profile of vineyards is 
dramatically different from (and in most respects lower than) that of other major 
primary industries, SWNZ does not comfortably fit within the PC9 framework and 

Schedule 30 should be less prescriptive, more 
facilitative and more industry risk profile-based in 
respect of Industry Programmes.  The Programme 
Requirements in Section B of Schedule 30 as they 
relate to Industry Programmes should be re-cast as a 
more of a guideline, with an acknowledgement that 
detailed requirements can vary depending on the 
Industry’s risk and emissions profile as it relates to 
catchment objectives. 

Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in 
this Plan Change to “freshwater farm plan” and 
otherwise align the Plan Change requirements to 
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it is inefficient and counterproductive to apply an essentially pastoral-farming 
approach to viticulture. 
Schedule 30 also does not recognise the recent policy advances made nationally 
via the government’s Essential Freshwater package and in particular the Resource 
Management Amendment Act 2020, which provides for a national framework of 
“freshwater farm plans”, to be operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
I consider that the references to and requirements for a Farm Environment Plan 
in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the Resource Management 
Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 regulations and that these national 
requirements should be adopted by the Plan Change, in the interests of national 
standardisation and longer-term efficiency. 

those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 
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Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

If others make a similar submission, would you consider  

presenting a joint case with them at a hearing? Yes 
 

 

 

Signature: .... ........................ Date: 05/08/2020 

 



Submission to hearing on Tank Proposal plan change 9

Date 5th August 2020

Submi er John Palmer

Address 80 Aorangi road RD1 Has ngs

Tel 021 474 833

Email jpalmer.awarua@xtra.co.nz

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.

My submission concerns the mechanism for reduc on in alloca on for surface takes in the 
Ngaruroro catchment.

As a first posi on I support the Ngaruroro Irriga on Society ’s view that there should be no reduc on 
in the rates of take. But in the event that it is s ll deemed necessary to reduce the takes then I 
submit the following:

The current proposal is that new alloca ons will be based on actual and reasonable water use over 
the last 10 years.

I consider this approach penalises those people who have either yet to fully develop their land or 
who may wish to change crops, par cularly those already growing crops with low water demand. 

I believe a mechanism based on pro rata reduc on across all stream deple ng takes  would be fairer 
to all users.

My understanding is the maximum take rate is required to drop from 15 81 L/s to 1300 L/s. This is 
just under a 18% drop in flow which could be uniformly applied to all takes.

I shall use my own situa on as an example to explain why.

I bought my property 14 years ago. At the  me it comprised approximately 10 hectares of apples 
(which had recently been decommissioned), 6 hectares of grapes and 12 hectares of undeveloped 
land. It also had sufficient  consented water to enable future plan ngs of apples (or of course 
grapes).

The value of the property was of course in part determined by the water availability, thus allowing 
future expansion flexibility.
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The present posi on, which has been constant for the last 11‐12 years  is 18 hectares of grapes and 
10 hectares of bare land (where the apples were).  So our higher water use period, when the apples 
were being ac vely cropped, falls outside the 10 year window used to determine actual and 
reasonable use.

Thus the amount of water we have used over the last 10 years has been well below both our 
consent volume/rate and the amount we used to use and might wish to use in the future – because 
whilst we have another 12 hectares of grapes , which use trickle irriga on  hence li le water , we no 
longer have any apples. 

The proposed mechanism for reducing the Ngaruroro alloca on would result in us losing a 
substan al amount of water which in turn would prevent us from developing the 10 hectares 
(previously in apples) and also changing from grapes to apples (or other crops) in other areas of the 
property.

This in turn will have the effect of reducing the value of our property because of reduced flexibility.

In essence we are being penalised for rela vely efficient water use.

My conten on is that a much fairer and more flexible approach  both for individuals and for the area 
as a whole is the pro rata reduc on mechanism I have previously  outlined.

This would have the added benefit of being quick and simple to administer.

John Palmer
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Phone number:  0274998178 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 04/08/2020

First name:  Bruce Last name:  Nimon

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Attached Documents

File

TANK_Submission_on_PC9_draft2

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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Kokako Farm s Ltd

Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean your 
name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons.

Name: (required) ...................... Bruce Nimon.........................................................................................................................................................

Organisa on: ........................... Kokako Farms Ltd ................................................................................................................................

Postal address: (required) ..................... 680 Ohi  Road,.......................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................... RD9...............................................................................................................................

.................................................................................. Has ngs..................................................................................................................................

Email address: .................................... Bruce@kokakofarms.co.nz .............................................................................................................................................

Phone number: .................................... 0274998178............................................................................................................................................

Contact person and address if different to above: 
................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Submission Summary:

1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 
agreements reached by the TANK Group community representa ves, 
developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue  and providing 
an integrated catchment solu on that best balances the values and 
interests of the Hawke ’s Bay community.

2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached 
by the TANK Group community representa ves.

3. I SEEK AMENDMENTS to the following provisions and SUPPORT THE 
AMENDMENTS proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers ’ Associa on Inc. 
in their submission dated 14 August 2020.

4. I am concerned that PC9 will have significant nega ve effects on my 
business and I have detailed this concerns below. 

0          Page 1 of 4    

  Page 1 of 4    



2

Submission Details:

Plan Provision & 
general descrip on 
of issue

Amendment Sought

OBJ TANK 7
Requirement to 
reduce contaminant 
losses

Amend to reflect that some land use types including vi culture on 
low‐slope land already have negligible contaminant losses (& 
especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reduc ons
in contaminant loss including soil loss .

OBJ TANK 16
Priority order for 
water alloca on

Amend to accord vi cultural soils equal priority with versa le soils.
Amend to include water bo ling in the lowest priority use category.

Policy 5.10.2.1 &
Policy 5.10.5.34
Overall catchment 
governance 
approach

Amend to require Council to establish and maintain a community 
catchment governance body to oversee subcatchment ac vi es 
within the TANK catchments.  

Policy 5.10.3.21
Assessing resource 
consents in 
subcatchments 
exceeding nitrogen 
objec ves or targets

Amend so that Catchment Collec ves and Industry Programmes may
manage land use change in accordance with the 2040  meline for 
mee ng water quality objec ves.

Policy 5.10.6.37.d(ii)
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
alloca on approach

Amend the defini on of “Actual and Reasonable” to provide that the
volume allocated at consent renewals is the lesser of:
‐ the amount calculated by a Hawke ’s Bay‐specific IRRICALC 

model at 95% security of supply;
‐ the expiring consent being replaced.

Policy 5.10.6.39
Requirement for 
flow maintenance
(augmenta on)

Amend to apply flow maintenance requirement only to suitable 
lowland streams, remove the presump on that the mainstem of the 
Ngaruroro River should be augmented in whole or in part and 
require Council to take a central role in establishment of flow 
maintenance schemes in an equitable manner over a reasonable 
 meframe that appor ons the cost equally and concomitantly 
across all takes affec ng groundwater levels (excluding an allowance
for basic human needs), based on annual consent volume.

Policy 5.10.7.51
 Water Use and 
Alloca on ‐ Priority

Require inclusion of primary sector representat ives in any
emergency water management group when making water shortage 
direc ons under Sec on 329 of the RMA .

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reserva on

Require rewrite of the policy  to dis nguish clearly between water for
environmental enhancement and water for Māori development , 
reduce the  proposed Māori development  reserva on for the 
Ngaruroro River from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new ‐
water alloca on agreed at TANK and remove the presump on that 
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the private sector will fund the infrastructure costs in rela on to 
exercise of the Māori development por on of the high flow 
alloca on.

Rule TANK 5
Land use change

Rewrite to provide clarity about what cons tutes a change to 
produc on land use ac vity.

Rule TANK 6 Review the Table 2 Schedule 29 grape figures to account for the 
effects of autumn/winter sheep grazing.

RRMP Chapter 6.9 ‐ 
6.3.1 Bore Drilling &
Bore Sealing, Rule 1

Provide that replacement of exis ng bores within a Source 
Protec on Zone is a Controlled ac vity.

RRMP Chapter 6.9 ‐ 
6.3.3 Vegeta on 
clearance and soil 
disturbance, Rule 7

Allow for cul va on required to facilitate machinery movement for 
permanent crops within the new 5‐15m waterbody cul va on 
exclusion strips.

RRMP Chapter 6.9 ‐ 
6.7.3 Transfer of 
Water Permits Rule 
62a

Remove the proposed Condi on excluding downstream transfers of 
groundwater takes within the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit (restoring Controlled rather than Discre onary 
status).
Introduc e a materiality test for nature and scale of drawdown 
effects on neighbouring bores or connected waterbodies as a result 
of transfers in the Heretaunga Plains Water Management Unit .

Schedule 30
Landowner 
Collec ve, Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment 
Plan

Modify Schedule 30 to be er align its requirements to work with 
Industry Programmes, par cularly Sustainable Winegrowing NZ.

Schedule 31
Flows, Levels and 
Alloca on Limits

Retain exis ng low flows and alloca on limits for the Ngaruroro.
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Personal Impact:
I am concerned that PC9 will impact on me and/or my business in the following ways:

1. Grape growing on light soils in Hawkes Bay produces world class wines, these sites 
require consistent water. We are already opera ng under water bans that have cost 
us financially with crop loss but also with vine loss, any further reduc ons would 
make farming these soil impossible.

2. Kokako Farm supports five families as full  me labour, plus nine more on a seasonal 
basis.  These families are all living permanently in Hawkes Bay. We are the largest 
contract grower for our winery that produces wines for domes c and interna onal 
markets.

3. Kokako Farms is about to invest in High Flow water storage which is a massive cost 
undertaking and certainty around the ability to farm is paramount for large 
investments like this.

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes
If others make a similar submission, would you consider
presen ng a joint case with them at a hearing? Yes

Signature: ................................................................................... Date: ..........................................................................................
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Farmer Submission Template: Hawkes Bay Regional Council Plan Change 9 – TANK 
Plan. 

Beef + Lamb New Zealand will be making a submission on behalf of the sheep and beef sector on 
Hawkes Bay Regional Council ’s Proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK).

Many farmers want to also make their own submission to the Government. This template is
designed to help those sheep and beef farmers wishing to make their own submission.

Steps for writing your own submission :

1. Review the Proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK) document here:
h ps://www.hbrc.govt.nz/assets/Document‐Library/TANK/TANK‐Key‐Reports/Proposed‐
TANK‐Plan‐Change‐9.pdf

2. Populate this submission template.
a. Review the suggested feedback. Delete any comments that you disagree with.
b. Remember to personalise your submission by using the prompts in the text box 
below to help you.  

3. Head to h ps://www.consulta ons.nz/hbrc/the‐proposed‐tank‐plan/  to complete your 
submission. 

Why personalise your submission?

Including your personal story and talking about how the proposal could impact you is really 
important. It leaves a las ng impression with policy makers, and helps the Council to understand 
how its proposal will affect people.

How did B+LNZ develop the suggested comments for farmers to use?

The comments for you to cut and paste were developed by B+LNZ using:

· Farmer feedback, collected from 12 na onwide workshops run by B+LNZ over the past 
month; 

· Advice from consulta on with policy and planning experts ;
· Engagement with approx. 100  local farmers specifically on TANK through workshops held in 
Patoka, Puketapu and Maraekakaho. 
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HAWKES BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 9 (TANK)

Submission on Hawkes Bay Regional Councils publicly no fied proposed Plan
Change 9 (TANK).

On: Hawkes Bay Regional Council – proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK).

To: Hawkes Bay Regional Council

Personal Informa on
Newstead Farm Ltd
Robert & Helen Pa ullo
1192 Puke  ri Road
R.D.4.
Napier 4184
newstead@ruralinzone.net
0274 962720
06 8445858
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Submission
· Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on  the proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK). 

Background about my farm

(Keep this sec on brief. It is not required for your submission, but does help set the scene)

Why am I making this submission?

(Keep this sec on brief. It is not required for your submission, but does help set the scene)

Sec on A: General responses to the proposals:

Review the following comments. Delete any comments that you disagree with. It is not essen al
to personalise every aspect of your submission, however prompts have been included in a text
box at the end of each sec on for you to consider and to get you thinking about how PC9 may
impact your farm.

· I support the purpose of Plan Change 9 to give effect to the Hawkes Bay Regional Council
Policy Statement as well as the Na onal Policy Statement for Freshwater Management. I
recognise that this requires Council to iden fy values, and establish methods, including
limits, to ensure those objec ves are met. 

Newstead Farm is a 930ha property in the foothills west of Napier in the Ahuriri catchment. It 
comprises mainly rolling to steep coastal hill country.Our  family purchased this property in 1911 and I
am the 4 th genera on to farm it.
This property has evolved to a ca le trading policy over winter and spring with ca le being sold going
into the summer. The property is virtually destocked over the summer and autumn before 
replacements are then bought on. A re culated stock water scheme services  the whole property and
there is an intensive infrastructure of single and mul  wire electric fencing.
I completed an Environmental Plan (HBRC Plan No. 3978) in 2007 and from that ins gated an ongoing
riparian and wetland paln ng programme that has been generously supported by HBRC. Waterways 
are progressively being re red. 
In addi on there is a programme of re ring our steeper pastoral country and plan ng in pinus radiata
and indigenous forestry. We are now at the stage pf peak livestock numbers and will start to 
gradually reduce these as more land is re red to forestry.

····

It is very important for us as a mul  genera onal  land owning family to do the right thing by way of 
our farming prac ces, our management of the freshwater resource that leaves this property and to 
be able to look our neighbours in the eye and those surrounding the Ahuriri  lagoonwith pride that 
we are conscious of our environmental responsibili es.
Newstead is on the back door of Napier and the many tourists and cyclists that travel past our farm, 
it is vital that we showcase the highest environmental standards so as not to jepardise our con nued
right to farm this land.
I a ended the TANK consulta on mee ng in Puketapu on July 22nd.

·
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· I support provisions (Obj TANK 1 & 2) which recognise that successful environment
outcomes for freshwater ecological health require landowner and community support and
leadership. I ask for these to be retained as proposed, and for policies to be amended or
included to enable catchment collec ve approaches to management as a priority. Provisions
need to recognise that people are cri cal to maintaining and enhancing freshwater
ecological health and acknowledge the importance of respec ng and fostering the
contribu on of landowners as custodians and Kai aki to these catchments.

· I support provisions (policies 5.10.3 Industry Programmes & Catchment Mangement) which
recognise farmers and communi es contribu ons to achieving environmental outcomes and
give landowners the opportunity to con nue to grow and develop ‘ground up’ approaches
both indiviudlaly or collec vely. I ask for these to be retained as proposed.

As farmers we are being given, both through TANK and at a Na onal level, the responsibility
to implement change on our own terms without beauracra c one size fits all policy. Those
landowners that shun this responsibility and opportunity need to be held to account if they
refuse to implement change. All of our reputa ons are at stake and we can’t be dragged
down by the non compliers.

· I am deeply concerned that stock water is not appropriately provided for (Obj TANK 16, 17,
and 18, associated policies 5.10.7, and rules). The con nuous provision of water is cri cal to
animal welfare and should be a priority take above other non‐essen al takes. I oppose
provisions which relate to water takes and management and which fail to provide for stock
drinking water as a priority take. 

This is seriously concerning that my farm system of ca le finishing may be compromised by
uncertainty around livestock water. As it is I deliberately destock over the summer months
and one of the reasons for this is to conserve our freshwater resource at a  me of peak
demand. I must have certainty around livestock water supplies which in my case is water
that is re culated around the farm in troughs, not water that is being accessed through
streams.

· I am deeply concerned about the nitrogen leaching limits set in Schedule 29 which place an
upper limit to how much nitrogen can be leached specific to a produc ve land use. I oppose
provisions which restrict innova on and remove the opportunity for landowners to achieve
environmental outcomes while remaining adaptable to change in circumstances. I consider
sector averaging to be effec vely the ‘grandparen ng ‘ of land which locks farmers in at
their exis ng farm systems and land uses, preven ng the ability to adjust stocking rates,
inputs or change land use. Flexibility and the ability to adapt and innovate is an integral part
of the resilience of the sector .

Another serious concern as to the accuracy of N leaching that can be recorded on a farm by
farm basis. We have improved our pastures and maintain a good clover content by way of
ca le grazing as opposed to sheep. How much nitrogen is “fixed” through this natural,
biological process in which I have no control over. There could be all sorts of unintended
consequences here around pasture quality to meet any Nitrogen limits, seriously affec ng
our economic viability.

· I support with amendments objec ves to increase riparian plan ng and wetlands (policies
5.10.2). I seek that these provisions are implemented through non regulatory methods and
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not regula on. I seek more informa on is provided as to how Council intends to facilitate
mee ng the targets specified i.e. funding assistance and support. 

My experience is that there has been very good support from HBRC but your human
resources especially will need to be boosted to assist and ul mately regulate all that is being
proposed.

· I oppose provisions which are ambiguous and where the implica ons for my farm or
community are not clear (Rule TANK 3, TANK 7). I seek that these are deleted, or
alterna vely amended to provide clarity and ensure that they can be implemented on farm
in a prac cable way. In par cular, I seek clarity about what waterways will need to be
excluded from stock access. 

There is a lot of confusion about this when the Na onal policy statement and TANk proposal
aren’t aligning on slope limits, waterway width and descrip on and setback requirements.
This is going to hard enough as it is to get farmers on board with this without this sort of
muddle.

· The specific provisions of the proposal that this submission relates to and the decisions it
seeks are as detailed in the table in Sec on B below.

·
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Sec on B: Specific responses to the proposals:

Specific Provision in 
the Proposed Plan

Submission Decision sought

The specific provisions my 
submission relates to are:

My submission is that: The decision I would like Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council to make is:

Review the following comments. Delete any comments that you disagree with. Remember to personalise 
your submission by using the prompts in the grey box below to help you.

TANK 1
(The use of produc ve
land greater than
10ha.)

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support with amendments.

· I support that farmers are 
provided a Permi ed Ac vity 
pathway and are able to con nue
to farm without requiring a 
Resource Consent in recogni on 
that loca on solu ons and 
innova ve and flexible responses
are effec ve in managing water 
quality outcomes. 

· I support provisions which 
recognise and empower ground 
up, landowner and community 
led conserva on ac ons, and 
which priori se non‐regulatory 
over regula on management 
frameworks. 

· I support provisions which 
incen vise farmers (by means of 
a permi ed ac vity  pathway) to
develop a Farm Plan or be part of
a Catchment Collec ve .

· I support the recogni on that 
people and communi es are 
cri cal to achieving good 
environmental outcomes. 

· The prepara on of a Farm 
Environmental Plan must not 
become an expensive, beauracra c
document that is a barrier to 
ge ng them done. However there 
must be some consistency around 
targets and goals in each FEP that 
meet the objec ves of TANK.

· Farmers should be involved in the 
prepara on of their own Farm Plan
and ‘own’ the document. By being 
involved in the prepara on, the 
implementa on of them i s more 
likely to be successful.  
Most definitely.

· Farms Plans prepared by 
professionals with li le 
apprecia on of the day to day 
opera on of the Farm are  less 
likely to be affec ve. Agree

In my case there has been an 
enormous amount of sa sfac on
by all involved including farm staff
from the wetland and riparian work
we have done. Try and carpture the
emo on around this and i t 
becomes a whole lot easier to 
implement.
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Schedule 29: Land Use
Change

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I oppose this provision.

· Management frameworks should
be equitable across land uses and
focussed on environmental 
outcomes/ effects. 

· I oppose land use specific 
Nitrogen Loss restric ons. 
Famers should be able to remain 
flexible and adap ve  to change in
circumstances.

· Alloca ng nutrients in such a way
that unnecessarily limits land use
change contrains the ability of 
land users to respond to those 
changes and op mially u lise the
land resource.

· Including land use specific 
Nitrogen restric ons places 
unfair advantage on some land 
uses over others, and limits 
farmers ability to adapt to 
change in circumstances. 

· I seek that Table 1 in Schedule 
29 is deleted and propose that a
‘flat rate per hectare ’ permi ed
threshold is applied (e.g.
20kgN/ha/yr) irrespec ve of 
land use and land use change. 

· Any Nitrogen risk threshold 
should be tailored to the 
catchment and specific to 
working towards achieving 
freshwater values.

· This approach will ensure that 
those land uses which 
contribute unsustainable 
amounts bear the cost of 
reducing the overalloca on 
while those discharging at or 
below the sustainable level 
(<20kgN/ha) are enabled to 
con nue and are flexible to  
adapt to change in 
circumstances.

Nitrogen fixed by legumes 
through the natural biological 
process must be exempt from 
any N limits.

·

TANK 2
The use of produc ve 
land greater than 
10ha. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support this Rule.

· I support the controlled
ac vity status given to use of
produc ve land that does not
meet TANK 1 (is operated
without a farm environment
plan or part of a catchment
collec ve). This gives
landowners op ons where
they do not favour a FEP or

· I seek that TANK 2 is retained  as
proposed. 

21          Page 7 of 10    

  Page 7 of 10    



July 2020

working collec vely. This
provides Council the ability to
impose condi ons bespoke to
the farm in its catchment
context but also gives
certainty to farmers that their
consent will be granted.

·

TANK 3
Stock Access to rivers, 
lakes and wetlands. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· Support with amendments.

· I support requirements to 
avoid adverse effects on 
waterways caused by stock 
but need the rule to be 
amendended to provide 
clarity and be prac cable 
when implemented.

· I don’t support all stock 
crossings be bridged or 
culverted on steep hill 
country as long as the 
waterways themselves are 
fenced off. What cons tutues
a waterway combined with 
slope and accessability needs 
to be clarified in a practable
way. 

· I don’t support the limit of 
18SU per hectare in any form.
Our farm has a higher 
stocking rate over winter 
months but at any one  me 
only 7% of the total farm area
is being grazed. We are 
conscious of areas which we 
graze during heavy rainfall 
events and when soils are 
saturated. With our fencing 
infrastructure we are able to 
move ca le onto northerly 
faces and away from any 
waterways. This could be 
implemented across any 

· I seek that the word ‘bed’ in TANK 
3 & 4 is defined and that the 
defini on used by Horizons Council
is adopted being ‘Ac ve bed means
the bed of a river that is 
intermi ently flowing and where 
the bed is predominantly 
unvegetated and comprises sand, 
gravel, boulders or similar material’
.

· I seek that the provision is changed 
to align with the Na onal Policy 
Statement for Essen al Freshwater 
Management, specifically that 
exclusion only apply to waterways 
greater than 1m wide, the stocking 
rate of 18su/ha is deleted and that 
hill country farms are excluded .

· This provides clarity to landowners 
when implemen ng the rule and is 
a prac cal and reasonable 
defini on.

· This defini on ensures stock are 
not unneccesarily excluded from
certain areas of the farm which 
would lead to unnecessary cost and
loss of produc ve land. 

· Areas that are very sensi ve 
around slope aspects should be 
re red and the cabon market 
provides a similar or be er 
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farm. financial outcome for that land.

TANK 5
Use of Produc on 
Land (change in use of 
more than 10% of land
on a property greater 
than 10ha)

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support with amendments.

· I support the Controlled Ac vity 
Status given to Change in Land 
Use but oppose the requirement 
for landowners to be part of a 
Catchment Collec ve to be a 
Controlled Ac vity when 
changing the use of their land. 

· This is confron ng and 
challenging to the long held 
norm of private property rights. 
Most farmers have changed their
farming systems to some degree 
in the last 30 years to meet 
clima c, family, environmental or
financial objec ves. This 
provision needs to be sold well.

· I seek that Condi on b) be 
amended to include Farm 
Environment Plans mee ng the 
requirements of Schedule 30C.

· I seek that this rule is amended so 
that the threshold for change is 
20ha or 20% of the property 
whichever is greater. 

· This is consistent with TANK 1 & 2 
which encourage the development 
of Farm Environment Plans or 
landowners to be part of 
Catchment Collec ves.

·

Stock Drinking Water 
Sec on 6.10.2 Water 
Take and Use. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I oppose that the TANK Plan does
not appropriately provide for 
stock drinking water as a 
permi ed ac vity and priority 
take.

It is crucial that we have 
con nued availability to stock 
water for our animals. I have 
invested $100’s of thousands of 
dollars in a re culated water 
scheme, one of the main benefits
being in respect of TANK that all 
stock no longer need access to 
waterways for freshwater.
Our farm businesses will be 
become unviable without it, job 
losses and reduced exports 
would ensue and the unintended
consequence of large scale 
forestry plan ng would take 

· I propose that the taking of water 
for reasonable domes cs needs 
and the needs of animals for 
drinking water is appropriately 
provided for and that taking of 
water for these purposes is 
priori sed above other non‐
essen al takes. 

· This ensures the welfare of animals
is protected. 
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over.

·

Conclusion

· I can’t help comparing what is being required of the produc ve pastoral farming sector, in my case, 
with the completely unrestricted growth of the urban “two legged animal” and enormous pressure on
the resources that TANK professes to wish to protect. No limits on water use in any suburb of Napier 
or Has ngs, certainly more than 18SU equivalent per hectare, totally unrestricted leaching of rubbish 
and plas c into our landfills, stormwater runoff which goes unchecked into the Ahuriri lagoon, 
housing, concrete and tarseal con nue spreading at pace. Just an observa on from the hills 
overlooking Napier and a reminder that we are all in this together.

· Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes. I welcome the
opportunity to further discuss any of the points above with Hawkes Bay Regional Council,
should you wish for more informa on. 

· For any inquiries rela ng to this fee dback please contact:

· Robert Pa ullo, newstead@ruralinzone.net   0274 962720

Yours faithfully,

R. B Pa ullo

Robert Pa ullo

9th August, 2020
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9:
Hawke's Bay Regional Resource Management Plan

PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council
documents.This will mean your name, address and contact details will be
searchable by other persons.

Name: required) f-€'i€a cL-a J'(o"J
organisation/rwi/H^pu,.............?-.8. - - -61 CLA\11^t 

^

Email address:

Phone number:

Contact person and address ifdifferent to above:

Pursuant to Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991, a person who
could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission may
make a submission only if directly affected by an effect of the proposed
policy statement or plan that:

a) adversely affects the environment; and

b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade
competition.

Plgase tick the sentence that applies to you:

d I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this
submission; or

n I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

ii gori hov-. ticked this box pleose select one of lhe foilowrng

n I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the
submission

E I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the
submission.

Postal address: tequire.,

Send written submissions to:

Hawke's Bay Regional council
Private Bag 6006
NAPIER

or fax to:
(06) 835-3601

or email to:
eTANK@hbrc.govt.nz

Deadline fsr Submissions:

5pm Fri 14 August 2O2O

No submissions will be accepted
after this deadline. The deadline
will not be further extended.

OFFICE USE ONLY

SUBMISSION ID#

Date Received:

Do you wish to be heard in support ofyour submission?

lf others make a similar submission, would you consider

presenting ajoint case with them at a hearing?

ves /.h(

ves/)td

Date:.. 
'l 

t l* ,

HAWKES BAY



SUBMISSION DETAILS

Plan provision Water allocation reductions

I Support oppose amend Yes

I seek the following decision from Regional Council

I recommend the irracalc model is used for water allocation purposes and the
90% allocation level be raised, preferably to 1OO%

Reason for decision requested.

I currently live on and farm a 174 hect property in Swamp Rd, Fernhill. The flat
land, being part of the above, has been leased to Bostocks over recent years in
which a variety of crops grown, onions, squash, peas and maize.

The use of water over those years, particularly by a lessee, has no relevance to
my future plans for likely crops to be grown on this land.

ln fact 10 hect of this land is being developed into kiwifruit in 2O2O/21,.

I am against my water consent being based on previous use records, which
may or may not be accurate and in a time period not reflecting current land
use options.

The potential opportunity cost to HB and its community of restricting future
land use change options is huge.

The suggested option to use the irracalc model based on fair and reasonable
use for a particular crop, now and in future if and when climate change effects
become apparent, under different soil type conditions etc is good.

The benefit of using the science based lrracalc model is sensible, but why then
only allow an arbituary 90% of the irracalc number for a crop, either irracalc is

accurate or not.

It appears to me one of the main issues this plan change wishes to achieve is
the over allocation of water rights not over use, then why put limits on fair and
reasonable use of our district's land and water when by default irracalc will
achieve the allocation reduction by default.



Attached are 2 other submissions but overall I appreciate the tremendous

amount of time and energy by all concerned in getting to this stage. I am

generally in favour of the plan but wish to reserve the opportunity to submit
on future versions of the plan where and when this is appropriate.



SUBMISSION DETAILS

Plan Provision High flow allocation and water harvesting

I Amend yes

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council

Greater direction be given to minimising residual flows in high flow
periods whilst water harvesting.

Reason for decision requested

ln 2020 I will have constructed 2 water harvesting dams and gained
consent for a third dam on my Maraekakaho property.

As per MWH Repot,2O/5/1O, section 1.3 "High flow, or
supplementary, allocation provides access to water at times when
river flows are higher and water is sufficiently abundant" ie in winter
and spring between l June and 30 November.

I agree with this policy.

Since becoming involved I have found there is a difference between
the above policy and implementation, ie consent conditions.

The river flow levels at which harvesting can take place is high, ie
plenty of water in the catchment, yet for 1 particular dam the
consent conditions require a by pass to be operative at 4 L/sec

during high flow period.

This is an empheral stream with catchment area of 100 hect within
the total farm area of 637 hect.

I suggest harvesting water in a high flow time from this L00hect

catchment will have next to no effect on water flows in the Ngaroro

River and limited environmental effect on the streams as they leave

my property.



Effectively we will only be harvesting the water until such time as the
dam is full, whereas allowing water to go to waste when dam is not
full is inefficient during a high flow period.

I ask that the rules be reviewed to allow more flexible rules allowing
and encouraging the utilisation of high water flows for the benefit of
our HB community.



SUBMISSION DETAITS

Plan provision Planting of stream banks, Rule 7 condition I

I support oPpose amend Yes

I seek the following decision from Regional Council

Amend the rules to allow flexiability in implementation of achieving minimum

standards.

Reason for decision requested.

I don,t believe a set of rules can reflect the variability that occurs in our

streams and riverbeds.

catchment Plans and FEP's address the issues relevant to the particular piece

of land.

It is important to allow for variations from minimum standards to permit

landowners to create better effects, where applicable, in the circumstances of

that catchment.

For instance planting both sides of a stream may not be necessary and a waste

of money which could have been redirected into other better environmental

o utcomes.

The Plan already recognises the differing issues between and within

catchments hence I suggest it is important to invest where we achieve the best

return, ie no wastage.



To: Hawke’s Bay Regional Council
C/o etank@hbrc.govt.nz

Name of Submi er: Kerry Sixtus, Pa ullo ’s Nurseries Limited.

This is a submission on the following Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource
Management: Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu Catchments .

I could not gain an advantage in trade compe  on in making this submission.

My submission is:

· I generally support the overall framework of Plan Change 9, to the degree that it reflects a
staged approach to improving the management of the TANK Catchments freshwater
resources.

· Hor culture is cri cally important to the future sustainability of the TANK Catchments, and
there are some changes required to the proposed plan to ensure that sufficient water is
available to provide for that. The value of hor culture and its role in providing for domes c
food supply and security, and the ability to feed people in the future is not currently
reflected in the proposed Plan Change 9.

· The real freshwater improvements come from the prac ces I adopt to manage discharges
from land I manage (in some cases only temporarily), and my water use. I support requiring
all growers to operate at good management prac ce .

· I also support the ability for a group of landowners to be able to manage environmental
issues collec vely to improve the effec veness of the response to water issues. I consider
Plan Change 9 should be er enable collec ve approaches to water and nutrient
management by reducing the level of detail and specificity in the plan, as every collec ve
grouping will be slightly different and work in a slightly different way, and it is important that
this is enabled.

· Where this submission aligns with that of Hor culture New Zealand’s submission, I support
that submission.

· I oppose the provisions set out in the table below as currently dra ed , and seek the
amendments set out in the table. I also note that there are likely to be consequen al
amendments arising from these that may affect the whole plan.

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:

Provisions & general
descrip on of issue

Amendments sought

Policy 36, 37, 46, 52,
TANK 9, TANK 10, TANK
11, Schedule 31 and the
Glossary 
Replacement of water
permits based on actual
and reasonable use

Defini on of ‘actual and reasonable’ is amended to just refer to
‘reasonable’ and in rela on to applica ons to take and use water is the
lesser of:

a) the quan ty specified on the permit due for renewal or any
lesser amount applied for; or

b) for irriga on takes, the quan ty required to meet the
modelled crop water demand for the irrigated area with an
efficiency of applica on of no less than 80% as specified by the
IRRICALC water demand model (if it is available for the crop
and otherwis an equivalent method) and to a 95% reliability
of supply.

Everywhere that the term ‘actual and reasonable’ is currently used, it
is amended to refer to ‘reasonable’.
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Policy 54, 55, 56, 57,
TANK 13, TANK 14, TANK
15 and Schedule 32 
High flow takes and
storage  

The alloca on limit for high flow takes should be revisited. I
understand that the TANK collabora ve group did not reach a
consensus posi on on the alloca on limit and I believe that more
water should be made available, as the high flow water currently
provides the only means of obtaining new water which will be cri cal
to provide for the future of hor culture – whether that be irriga on of
new land, or more water to irrigate exis ng or new types of crops, and
also for use in stream flow maintenance and augmenta on schemes.
High flow alloca ons should also be specified for the Karamu, and
Ahuriri Catchments (if storage is physically feasible within the Ahuriri
Catchment).

Policy 51, 52, TANK 7
and TANK 8 
Availability of water for
survival of permanent
hor cultural crops 

A specific exemp on should be provided in TANK 7 and 8 to allow up
to 20m3 to con nue to be taken per day to assist the survival of
permanent hor cultural crops. 

Policy 48, 52, RRMP 61,
RRMP 62, RRMP62a,
RRMP62b 
Transfers of water
permits

Transfers of all water permits that have been exercised should be
enabled.

Policy 37 and 38
Restriction on re‐
alloca on of water

The re‐alloca on of any water that might become available within the
interim groundwater alloca on limit or within the limit of any
connected water body should be enabled (ie. can be re‐allocated
before a review of the relevant alloca on limits in the plan is
undertaken) where it is to be used for primar produc on purposes
(and would be allocated in accordance with proposed defini on of
‘reasonable’ outlined above), or used for a stream flow maintenance
and augmenta on scheme. Water should also be able to be re‐
allocated to any applicant – not restricted to exis ng water permit
holders (as at 2020) .

Policy 37, 39, 40, 41,
TANK 18 and Schedule
36 
Stream flow
maintenance and
augmenta on schemes 

Schemes should be developed by the regional council in a progressive
manner based on when water permits expire, in an equitable manner
over a reasonable  meframe that appor ons the cost equally and
concomitantly across all takes affec ng groundwater levels rather than
relying on consent applicants to develop schemes, as they don’t have
the resources or arguably much of the informa on to do so.
Amendments are also required to ensure that flow maintenance
requirements only apply to lowland streams where it is feasible, and
the presump on should be removed that the mainstem of the
Ngaruroro River will be augmented in whole or in part. The
requirement to augment the Ngaruroro was not a consensus posi on
of the TANK collabora ve group. The posi on that the group reached
was that augmenta on should be inves gated and I believe
amendments should be made to reflect that.

Policy 17, 18, 19, 23, 24,
TANK 1, TANK 2,
Schedule 28, Schedule 30
and the Glossary 

Amend all provisions that relate to industry schemes to be er align
requirements with exis ng and established industry programmes such
as GAP schemes.
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Industry programmes
and landowner
collec ves 
Policy 21, TANK 5, TANK
6, Schedule 26, Schedule
28 and Schedule 29
Land use change and
nutrient loss 

A defini on of what a change to produc on land use is needs to be
provided to clarif what the provisions actually relate to. I also believe
that management of nutrients needs to be done at the collec ve level,
because that will enable some land use change to occur, because it
could be offset within the collec ve. Some changes in land must be
enabled to allow the hor cultural sector in the TANK Catchments to
remain sustainable. 

My hor cultural opera ons are based/located at 1023 Links Road, 64 Otene Road, 330 St Georges 
Road, 125 West Road, 194 Rosser Road and 41 Matapiro Road;

and comprises of the following crops and acreage,

Fruit Tree Nursery, covering approximately 60 hectares

Plan Change 9/TANK is likely to affect my business in the following ways: The ability to access the
reliable supply of water in sufficient quan  es to irrigate my crop to enable adequate growth to
ensure that my crop meets industry/customer quality standards is absolutely cri cal to the pip and
stone fruit industries of Hawkes Bay. Insufficient growth of the nursery tree impacts on the long
term produc vity of an orchard, the financial ramifica ons are significant, especially when you
consider the investment and the flow on effects re employment. Without new cul vars we don’t
have an export pipfruit industry.

I seek the following decision from the local authority:

That the impacts on the Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management:
Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu Catchments, that the current proposals
fail to adequately take into account the impacts on the hor cultural industries and the subsequent
flow on effects of these impacts on the hor cultural industries based on the Heretaunga Plains, and
that the proposals need to be amended as per my submission.

Signature of submi er:  Kerry Sixtus

Date:10/08/2020

Electronic address for service: office@appletrees.co.nz

Contact phone number: 0274‐440‐887

Postal address: 1023 Links Road, RD 3 Napier 4183

Contact person (if submission on behalf of a business or organisa on): Kerry Sixtus
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The TANK Plan_Comment to HBRC from SCHNEG_10 August 2020

TO Hawke’s Bay Regional Council
Private Bag 6006,
Napier 4142

FROM Saint Columba’s Havelock North Environment Group (SCHNEG)*
P O Box 8487, Havelock North 4157

Re: The TANK Plan  (May-July 2020) - ‘Have Your Say ’:
Over- view and Comment as at 10th August 2020,

1. OVERALL APPRECIATION
The documents on Plan Change 9 (TANK catchments) that we have sighted:

· Provide an over-arching  and appreciated account of HBRC’s proposals for protecting and 
improving freshwater QUALITY, healthy ecosystems, and the management of water 
QUANTITY.  But they also provide a level of bureaucratic detail (Rules and Schedules) that
is beyond lay comprehension. We take the latter as subordinate to the former and trust in its 
professional and exacting detail.

· Define VALU ES for water QUALITY that include Te Ao Maori and therein the care for 
water as a life-giving partner, intrinsically beautiful in itself. This conversation makes it 
more likely that we will achieve a balance between ‘wealth creation’ dependant on water use
and ‘care for water’ as a cherished resource.

· Include an excellent Glossary of Terms that, even on their  own defines the SCOPE of the 
proposals.

· Establish a solid framework, thanks to an early and a necessarily committed involvement  
with the COMMUNITY over some 6 years.

· Culminate in a COMPLEX of policies, rules, and schedules that make up the proposed Plan 
Change 9 of the Regional Resource Management Plan. -  but all difficult to comment on 
without detailed and professional study.

2.  IMPLEMENTATATION
Putting the Plan Change into action in the field is the next critical step.

· SCHNEG questions whether HBRC have the optimum staff structure to  do this. We do not 
question technical competence or the technical planning, but we do ask whether the same 
people are the ones to be on the ground helping the rural community to ‘come on board’
and effect change. 

· We respectfully suggest that HBRC reviews its connections and considers the possible 
practicality of having a dedicated field staff member in each catchment to act as the ears 
and eyes of Council, and who would act as the first link in a communication network. The 
right person would liase  with land owners with knowledge, insight, and good humour, and 
act as the latter’s prime  point of contact with Council.

· Having the right staff who actually “KNOW Hawke’s Bay”, viz: WHERE things are 
located, WHO the land managers are; WHAT the issues are and the paddocks and water in 
question;  HOW to meet the new challenge of effecting Plan Change 9. We suggest that this
Plan Change could be most practically put into effect at this field level first and foremost.
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3. RELATED ISSUES

· The Plan Change makes no reference to head-water areas and management policies which 
protect these areas in good hydrologic condition.  The ash soils of the headwaters of the 
Ngaruroro and Tutaekuri are fundamental in their ability to sustain low base flows in dry 
periods.  Is there an understanding between DoC and HBRC on headwater responsibility?

· Likewise, it is not apparent as to what analyses have been made of river flows in true time 
sequences. The natural TIMING of flows is a dynamic to which water use must be in tune.

· Although The TANK Plan addresses pressing water quality and quantity issues in the 
waterways of the Heretaunga Plains, an equal issue is that of water conservation and
water storage. While the day for large storage facilities might have passed, the opportunity
remains for smaller and many initiatives on all properties, both rural AND urban. 

END

* SCHNEG has existed from the early 1990’s.  Over the years we have been both critic and 
advocate for HBRC on several occasions,  especially  during early visioning, later annual plan 
reviews, and the millennial Park ’s Reach initiative on the Karamu. .
As a church related environmental group we hold particular values in the sanctity of all life, 
biodiversity, good resource husbandry, connectedness, and the inclusion of Maori spiritual and
ecological perspectives.  

Jim Watt ( SCHNEG Convenor) jpc.watt@gmail.com
Rev Wayne Toleafoa  (Minister, St Columba ’s Havelock North)

Wayne Rewcastle  (Church Council Co-ordinator )
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(Submit by email at eTANK@hbrc.govt.nz or post to HBRC, by 5pm Friday August 14th) 
 

Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):  
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan 
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean your 
name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons. 

Name: (required) .......................Xan Harding........................................................................................................................................................ 

Organisation: ........................................................................................................................................................... 

Postal address: (required) ............2091 Maraekakaho Road, RD 1 Hastings............................................................................. 

............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 

.................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

Email address: 
............................xan.harding@xtra.co.nz..................................................................................................................................................... 

Phone number: ........................027 6127927........................................................................................................................................................ 

Contact person and address if different to above: 
................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Submission Summary: 

1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 
agreements reached by the TANK Group community representatives, 
developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue and providing 
an integrated catchment solution that best balances the values and 
interests of the Hawke’s Bay community. 

2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached 
by the TANK Group community representatives. 

3. I SUPPORT THE AMENDMENTS proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ 
Association Inc. in their submission dated 14 August 2020. 

4. I SEEK AMENDMENTS as set out in Section A of this submission below. 
5. I am concerned that PC9’s approach to allocation of water and control of 

farming emissions unfairly penalises viticultural land owners as very low 
water users and very low emitters compared to other major primary 
production systems. 

6. I am concerned that PC9 will have significant negative effects on me 
and/or my business and I have detailed my concerns in Section B below.  

 



 

2 
 

Submission Details: 

A. General impact on the wine sector  
Plan Provision Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought 
OBJ TANK 7 
Requirement to 
reduce 
contaminant 
losses 

This Objective, as currently drafted, could be interpreted to require a reduction 
in contaminant loss including soil loss from all land use types.  Some land use 
types including viticulture on low-slope land already have negligible contaminant 
losses (& especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reductions. 

Amend OBJ TANK 7 to read “…reduces reduceable 
contaminant loss…”; or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

OBJ TANK 16 
Priority order for 
water allocation 

This Objective establishes a priority order for water allocation which ranks 
primary production on versatile soils ahead of other primary production. 
Some viticultural production is on soils that are not considered to be versatile 
(eg. LUC 7 stoney soils) but is the highest and best primary production use of 
such soils, is highly efficient low water-use & low- contaminant activities that 
contribute strongly to community socio-economic development and should rank 
equally with primary production on versatile soils. 
The Objective also does not make it clear what the ranking of water bottling 
activities would be.  The Hawke’s Bay community has clearly indicated that 
water bottling should not be a priority use of water, so should be amended to 
explicitly record a lower priority, ranking below all other activities involving the 
economic use of water. 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.c to read “Primary production 
on versatile and viticultural soils”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend OBJ TANK 16.e to read “Water bottling and 
other non-commercial end uses”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
 

Policy 
5.10.2.6/7/8 
Protection of 
source water 

These three policies adopt a strengthened approach to protection of the quality 
and quantity of drinkingwater supplies. 
I support a precautionary approach to such protection but considers that the 
policies and rules are unnecessarily onerous and reflect an over-response to the 
2016 Havelock North water crisis. 
The Plan Change draws source protection zones expansively and the control 
exerted by Council through matters of discretion under TANK rules 2/4/5/6/9/10 

Remove the references to assessment of actual or 
potential effects of activities in the SPZs on 
Registered Drinking Water Supplies from Rules TANK 
4/5/6/9/10.  Address risks via Farm Environment 
Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes. 
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is uncertain and potentially onerous, particularly on winery point source 
discharges but also on vineyard farming practices. 
In addition to the uncertain scope of control, there is a duplication in control 
because risks to drinkingwater will also need to be addressed in  
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes. 
Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment will still be 
made in the event that a property does not have a Farm Environment Plan or is 
not part of an Industry Programme or Catchment Collective. 

Policy 5.10.3.21 
Assessing resource 
consents in 
subcatchments 
exceeding 
nitrogen 
objectives or 
targets 

This policy requires Council to have regard to any relevant Industry or Catchment 
Collective plans in place when assessing resource consents for effect on diffuse 
discharge of nitrogen. However, as currently drafted, clause 21.d appears to 
prevent the issuance of any resource consent for any land or water use change 
that may result in any increased nitrogen loss, where a subcatchment exceeds 
dissolved nitrogen objectives or targets in Schedule 26. 
This is unnecessarily constraining of landuse change, undermines the role of 
community collectives, discriminates heavily against viticulture as a particularly 
low nitrogen source and fails to recognise the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes may manage land use change in 
accordance with the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 
Amend 21.d to read “subject to Policy 21 a)-c), avoid 
land use change….” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.36 
Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer 
Management 

This policy requires Council to “adopt a staged approach to groundwater 
management that includes: f) avoiding further adverse effects by not allowing 
new water use and g) reducing existing levels of water use”. 
The requirement to “not allow new water use” is needlessly restrictive and 
ostensibly prohibits ANY new [take and] use, including use of new water stored 
under the high flow allocation provisions of the Plan, as well as potentially the 
replacement of expiring consents. 
Similary, the requirement to “reduced existing levels of water use” precludes use 
of new stored water and fails to recognise that the interim allocation limit of 90 
million cubic meters is intended to align with previous actual water usage and 
that the Heretaunga Plains Aquifer is considered to be overallocated based on 

Amend Policy 36.f to read “avoiding further adverse 
effects by controlling net groundwater use within 
the interim allocation limit set out in Policy 37” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in 
this submission. 
 Amend Policy 36.g to read “reducing existing levels 
of encouraging water use efficiency.” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 
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cumulative consented volume (sometimes referred to as “paper volume”) but 
not on cumulative consented actual use. 

Policy 
5.10.6.37.d(ii) 
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
allocation 
approach 

This policy requires Council to “when considering applications in respect of 
existing consents due for expiry, or when reviewing consents, to; … (ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects land use and water use 
authorised in the ten years up to August 2017…”. 
The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement consent 
volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in recent history 
(generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for landuse as at August 
2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the decision to cap groundwater usage 
at current peak dry-year levels).  However, since TANK completed and the Plan 
was drafted, Hawke’s Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water 
year.  Given this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data 
collection in the most recent years, I consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year. 
More fundamentally, I disagree with the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” 
and its inequitable and unworkable approach to allocation of water for 
replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017. 
Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data from 
2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment timing on actual annual 
vineyard irrigation requirements, practical difficulties in evidencing historical 
landuse activities and the risk of penalising efficient users at the expense of 
inefficient ones, I consider that there should be a presumption that the Hawke’s 
Bay-specific IRRICALC model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and 
Reasonable” for the purpose of calculating allocations for those replacement 
consents. 

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that 
reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten 
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of 
the 2020 water year)…”. or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and 
Reasonable to provide that the volume allocated at 
consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific 

IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply; 
- the volume of the expiring consent being 

replaced.”, 
or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.39 
Requirement for 
flow maintenance 
(augmentation) 

This policy subjects consented water users in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit to a regime which requires them to either participate in 
stream flow maintenance and habitat enhancement schemes, or cease 
abstraction once a stream flow maintenance trigger is reached. 

I understand that HBRC will be submitting a 
proposed alternative approach to the requirements 
in Policy 39.  I support, in principle, jointly-funded 
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When this policy was conceived in TANK, it was intended to apply initially to 3 
named lowland streams which HBRC science indicated were suitable for a stream 
flow maintenance scheme.  Post-TANK, the Plan has incorporated all streams as 
well as the mainstem of the Ngaruroro River and I OPPOSE this policy on five 
main grounds: 

1. The flow maintenance requirement now proposed, extends far beyond 
that supported in TANK and the need for such extension has not been 
justified. 

2. In TANK, it was envisaged that HBRC would play a central role in 
establishing the 3 then-proposed lowland stream augmentation schemes.  
As HBRC hold all the relevant scientific and technical information required 
to operationalise such schemes, it is critical that HBRC takes on a central 
role in their development. 

3. Large temporal and spatial spread of consent expiries and large consent 
numbers make it impractical and inequitable to require consent holders to 
take full responsibility for the development. 

4. No allowance for an orderly transition to any new stream augmentation 
has been made. The currently proposed provisions could apply 
immediately from notification of the Plan Change, including to a very large 
number of currently expired consents (particularly groundwater takes in 
the unconfined aquifer), whereas stream augmentation schemes may be 
reasonably expected to take years to commission, particularly the kind of 
large-scale schemes that would be required to maintain flows in the 
Ngaruroro River. 

5. Consent reallocations under the “Actual and Reasonable” provision of the 
Plan based on 95% certainty of supply do not provide sufficient water 
volume to support stream augmentation in dry years and so would 
decrease the effective certainty of supply of consents. 

collective stream flow maintenance schemes on 
suitable lowland streams, facilitated by HBRC. 
 

Policy 5.10.7.51 This clause provides for an emergency water management group when making 
water shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA, with the group 
including representatives from various sectors of the community but not 

Amend 5.10.7.51 to read “…emergency water 
management group that shall have representatives 
from Napier City and Hastings District Councils, NZ 
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 Water Use and 
Allocation - 
Priority  

including the primary sector.  As decisions made in consultation with this group 
relate inter alia to the provision of water essential for the maintenance of animal 
welfare and survival of horticultural tree crops and to seasonal demand for 
primary production, the primary sector should also be represented in the group. 

Fire Service, DHB, iwi, affected primary sector 
groups and MPI, to make decisions …” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reservation 

This policy requires Council to allocate  “20% of the total water available at times 
of high flow in the Ngaruroro or Tūtaekurī River catchments for abstraction, 
storage and use for” contributions to environmental enhancement and Māori 
development. 
This policy originated in an agreement in TANK to reserve 20% of any NEW high 
flow allocation for Māori development, then underwent significant development 
and change as Council explored ways to operationalise it and through iwi and RPC 
consultations. 
The resulting policy has some fundamental differences to that originally agreed 
in TANK: 

1. The Policy refers to the Ngaruroro OR Tūtaekurī River catchments” 
(emphasis added), whereas the intention in TANK was for it to apply to 
BOTH rivers.  This may just be a drafting error. 

2. The Policy now covers water for both Māori development and 
environmental enhancement but Schedule 32 only refers to Māori 
development. 

3. The allocation rate of 1600L/s for the Ngaruroro River in Schedule 32 
represents 20% of the total high flow allocation limit for that river, 
whereas the TANK agreement was for 20% of the new allocation 
(6000L/s), ie 1200L/s. 

4. Policy 60 now embodies the presumption that the private sector will fund 
the infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the Māori development 
portion of the allocation. 

5. The Policy now requires “allocation” rather than “reservation”, with 
uncertain implications for private sector interests 

Policy 59 needs significant re-write to address the 
above inconsistencies between the policy as it now 
stands and the framework agreed in TANK.   It 
should distinguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for Māori 
development, reduce the proposed Māori 
development reservation for the Ngaruroro River 
from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new-
water allocation agreed at TANK and remove the 
presumption that the private sector will fund the 
infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the 
Māori development portion of the high flow 
allocation. 
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Rule TANK 5 
Land use change 

This rule controls land use change to production land use activity over more than 
10% of a property or farming enterprise. 
The rule gives no guidance on what constitutes “change to the production land 
use activity”, with the result that it is highly uncertain what types of activity are 
controlled and the rule cannot be practically enforced.  For example, is a change 
from conventional farming to organic farming captured? A change in planting 
density? 
Also the rule fails to account for the possibility that a farming enterprise may 
span multiple water quality management units within a Surface Water Allocation 
Zone, which may then unintentionally permit land use change beyond 10% of the 
farming enterprises’ properties within a water quality management unit 

The rule needs further development to give more 
guidance on what changes are intended to be 
controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit 
more appropriately. 

Rule TANK 6 
 

This rule restricts change to production land use activity over more than 10% of a 
property or farming enterprise where there is no Catchment Collective or 
Industry Programme operative, where modelled land use change effect on total 
property nitrogen loss exceeds the figures in Table 2 of Schedule 29.  Table 2 is 
populated from per-hectare figures for common primary production systems.  
The per-hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr provided for Grapes for Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki 
Soils is unrealistically low & clearly fails to account for the autumn/winter sheep 
grazing rotation that commonly occurs on vineyards. 
Also the Plan Change does not record the version of the models employed to 
derive the crop loss figures, so is not future-proofed against the effect of future 
model changes. 

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise 
winter sheep grazing rotation. 
Include details of crop model versions used to derive 
the crop loss figures in Schedule 29 and include a 
mechanism to address the effects of model and/or 
version changes to modelled outputs.. 
 

Rule TANK 13 
Taking water – 
high flows 

This rule provides for capture, storage and use of surface water at times of high 
flow.  I consider this to be a critical element of the overall Plan Change, providing 
the opportunity to re-engineer the Heretaunga Plains water use profile in a way 
that multiple & often conflicting interests and values can be addressed. 

Supported, subject to amendments to POL 59 & 60 
to address concerns about drafting details relating to 
the 20% Maori/environment reservation. 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 
- 6.3.1 Bore 
Drilling & Bore 
Sealing, Rule 1 

This rule change has the effect of making bore drilling within a Source Protection 
Zone (SPZ) a Restricted Discretionary activity, as opposed to a Controlled activity. 
The proposed SPZs cover extensive areas of the Heretaunga Plains, particularly in 
the unconfined aquifer zone where many vineyards are located.  The proposed 
Plan brings in intensive controls over activities in the SPZs and are specifically 

Add a Condition to 6.3.1 Rule 1 reading: “c. The bore 
is located within a Source Protection Zone but is a 
replacement for an existing bore that will be 
decommissioned.” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 
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drawn to capture areas of unconfined aquifer upstream of protected water 
takes.  Given the already-permeable nature of the unconfined aquifer area that 
comprises the bulk of the SPZs and other substantial controls over landuse 
activities, there is negligible additional benefit in controlling bore drilling in this 
area where the bore is a replacement for existing infrastructure.  Also the 
additional expense and uncertainty of Restricted Discretionary status is likely to 
act as a deterrent to bore replacement as part of a normal maintenance cycle.  
Accordingly, bore drilling for the purpose of replacement of existing 
infrastructure in the SPZs should remain a Controlled activity. 

Schedule 30 
Landowner 
Collective, 
Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment 
Plan 

Schedule 30 sets out the requirements for Farm Environment Plans, Landowner 
Collectives and Industry Programmes, as a method primarily to address the 
cumulative effects of landuse.  I support this general approach over more 
prescriptive approaches, as it provides flexibility for landowners to achieve 
environmental objectives in the most efficient ways. 
The NZ wine industry has a longstanding and highly respected industry 
sustainability programme (Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand - SWNZ), which 
the industry intends to further develop to achieve equivalency with a Farm 
Environment Plan.  However, as the environmental profile of vineyards is 
dramatically different from (and in most respects lower than) that of other major 
primary industries, SWNZ does not comfortably fit within the PC9 framework and 
it is inefficient and counterproductive to apply an essentially pastoral-farming 
approach to viticulture. 
Schedule 30 also does not recognise the recent policy advances made nationally 
via the government’s Essential Freshwater package and in particular the Resource 
Management Amendment Act 2020, which provides for a national framework of 
“freshwater farm plans”, to be operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
I consider that the references to and requirements for a Farm Environment Plan 
in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the Resource Management 
Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 regulations and that these national 
requirements should be adopted by the Plan Change, in the interests of national 
standardisation and longer-term efficiency. 

Schedule 30 should be less prescriptive, more 
facilitative and more industry risk profile-based in 
respect of Industry Programmes.  The Programme 
Requirements in Section B of Schedule 30 as they 
relate to Industry Programmes should be re-cast as a 
more of a guideline, with an acknowledgement that 
detailed requirements can vary depending on the 
Industry’s risk and emissions profile as it relates to 
catchment objectives. 
Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in 
this Plan Change to “freshwater farm plan” and 
otherwise align the Plan Change requirements to 
those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 
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B. Specific impact on me and/or my business 
I am concerned that PC9 will impact on me and/or my business in the following ways and seek the following decision: 

Plan Provision Impact, Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought 
“Actual and 
Reasonable” 
water allocation 
approach: 

POL 37d(ii), 
POL 46, POL 
52, Rule 
TANK 9, 
Rule TANK 
10, Glossary 

The proposed water allocation ‘grandfathering’ of water permits unfairly 
allocates water by penalising my low & efficient water use on my versatile soils, 
denying me access to the amount of water required to produce alternative 
crops.  It is bad public policy in a number of respects, including that it 
undermines land use versatility in the Heretaunga Plains, one of the foodbowls 
of New Zealand. 
 
Please refer to attached diagrams depicting: 

1. Location and distribution of versatile soils on the Heretaunga Plains and 
the Bridge Pa Triangle. 

2. Location of my vineyard property on versatile soils in the Bridge Pa 
Triangle. 

3. HBRC IRRICALC model results for viticulture for my property (the 
existing use). 

4. HBRC IRRICALC model results for other cropping systems currently being 
undertaken on the versatile soils of the area, evidencing a 181-375% 
higher water allocation than viticulture. 

 
The key constraint to land use versatility on my property and in the wider Bridge 
Pa Triangle area is access to irrigation water.  
 
Simply put, other commercially viable crops on my versatile soils require a 2-
4x higher water allocation, which is denied by this Plan Change.  Thus the Plan 
Change severely affects the land use versatility of my property. 
 
 

An integrated and holistic Plan Change that 
promotes flexibility of land use for Hawke’s Bay’s 
versatile soils, recognising the fundamental 
importance of broad access to affordable irrigation 
water as a key versatility constraint and a key public 
good on large tracts of the soils of the Heretaunga 
Plains. 
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Current patterns of land use and water access across the Heretaunga Plains 
reflect historical conditions whereby water access decisions were made simply 
on the basis of cost and convenience (eg. the relatively low cost and ease of well 
drilling) and lack of appreciation of the impact of diffuse discharge.  The 
resulting pattern is an overwhelming reliance on groundwater extraction, with 
negligible use of water storage, along with a legacy diffuse pollution load that 
does not reflect either current or future best farming practices. 
 
From an equity standpoint, I would prefer to see a reallocation of farming water 
and ‘rights to pollute’ on an equal per-hectare basis, for all versatile and 
viticultural soils on the Heretaunga Plains.  However, I concede that this is 
unlikely to be politically achievable in this Plan Change. 
 
A lesser solution that nevertheless helps to preserve land use versatility, is to 
ensure that reasonable supplies of high-flow water can be captured from the 
Ngaruroro and Tutaekuri Rivers and be made available throughout the 
hydrological system, along with effective policies to drive improvements in 
farming practices that influence the level of diffuse discharges. 
 
In the interests of overall community justice, equity and democracy, water 
storage policies should prioritise community water storage over private. 
 

 

 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? Yes  
If others make a similar submission, would you consider  
presenting a joint case with them at a hearing? No 
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Signature: ....... ............................................................................ Date:...........................10/8/20............................................................... 



Heretaunga Plains LUC & location of Bridge Pa Triangle

Appendix to Xan Harding's PC9 Submission dated 10/8/20



Location of my property within BPT & LUC



IRRICALC Allocation
2091 Maraekakaho Road - vineyard



IRRICALC Allocation - Crop Comparison

Crop

IRRICALC 
Seasonal 
Allocation 
(m3)

Allocation 
Ratio cf. 
Grapes 
(%)

Grapes 25,882         100%
Peaches 46,871         181%
Apples 57,379         222%
Cropping 81,732         316%
Pasture 97,113         375%
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(Submit by email at eTANK@hbrc.govt.nz  or post to HBRC, by 5pm Friday August 14th)

Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean your 
name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons.

Name: (required) ......... Robin Back ......................................................................................................................................................................

Organisa on: .Dunvegan Estate ........................................................................................................................................................

Postal address: (required) ..... 20 Dunvegan Rd.......................................................................................................................................................

.......................................... RD5 Has ngs..........................................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Email address: .. randmback@gmail.com ...............................................................................................................................................................................

Phone number: ............. 021523810...................................................................................................................................................................
Contact person and address if different to above: 
................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Submission Summary:

1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 
agreements reached by the TANK Group community representa ves, 
developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue  and providing 
an integrated catchment solu on that best balances the values and 
interests of the Hawke ’s Bay community.

2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached 
by the TANK Group community representa ves.

3. I SUPPORT THE AMENDMENTS proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers ’
Associa on Inc. in their submission dated 14 August 2020.

4. I SEEK AMENDMENTS as set out in Sec on A of this submission below.
5. I am concerned that PC9’s approach to alloca on of water and control of
farming emissions unfairly penalises vi cultural land owners as very low 
water users and very low emi ers compared to other major primary 
produc on systems.

6. I am concerned that PC9 will have significant nega ve effects on me 
and/or my business and I have detailed my concerns in Sec on B below. 
(delete this point if you do not wish to complete the personal impact 
sec on)
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Submission Details:

A.General impact on the wine sector (note you can add or delete any items as you wish)
Plan Provision Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought
OBJ TANK 7
Requirement to 
reduce 
contaminant 
losses

This Objec ve, as currently dra ed, could be interpreted to require a reduc on 
in contaminant loss including soil loss from all land use types.  Some land use 
types including vi culture on low‐slope land already have negligible contaminant
losses (& especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reduc ons.

Amend OBJ TANK 7 to read “…reduces reduceable
contaminant loss…”; or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission.

OBJ TANK 16
Priority order for 
water alloca on

This Objec ve establishes a priority order for water alloca on which ranks 
primary produc on on versa le soils ahead of other primary produc on.
Some vi cultural produc on is on soils that are not considered to be versa le 
(eg. LUC 7 stoney soils) but is the highest and best primary produc on use of 
such soils, is highly efficient low water‐use & low‐ contaminant ac vi es that 
contribute strongly to community soci o‐economic development and should rank 
equally with primary produc on on versa le soils.
The Objec ve also does not make it clear what the ranking of water bo ling 
ac vi es would be.  The Hawke’s Bay community has clearly indicated that 
water bo ling should not be a priority use of water, so should be amended to 
explicitly record a lower priority, ranking below all other ac vi es involving the 
economic use of water.

Amend OBJ TANK 16.c to read “Primary produc on 
on versa le and vi cultural soils”, or similar wording
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission.
Amend OBJ TANK 16.e to read “Water bo ling and
other non‐commercial end uses”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission.

Policy 
5.10.2.6/7/8
Protec on of 
source water

These three policies adopt a strengthened approach to protec on of the quality 
and quan ty of drinkingwater supplies.
I support a precau onary approach to such protec on but considers that the 
policies and rules are unnecessarily onerous and reflect an over‐response to the 
2016 Havelock North water crisis.
The Plan Change draws source protec on zones expansively and the control 
exerted by Council through ma ers of discre on under TANK rules 2/4/5/6/9/10

Remove the references to assessment of actual or 
poten al effects of ac vi es in the SPZs on 
Registered Drinking Water Supplies from Rules TANK
4/5/6/9/10.  Address risks via Farm Environment 
Plans, Catchment Collec ves and Industry 
Programmes.
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is uncertain and poten ally onerous, par cularly on winery point source 
discharges but also on vineyard farming prac ces.
In addi on to the uncertain scope of control, there is a duplica on in control
because risks to drinkingwater will also need to be addressed in 
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collec ves and Industry Programmes.
Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment will s ll be 
made in the event that a property does not have a Farm Environment Plan or is 
not part of an Industry Programme or Catchment Collec ve.

Policy 5.10.3.21
Assessing resource
consents in 
subcatchments 
exceeding 
nitrogen 
objec ves or 
targets

This policy requires Council to have regard to any relevant Industry or Catchment
Collec ve plans in place when assessing resource consents for effect on diffuse 
discharge of nitrogen. However, as currently dra ed, clause 21.d appears to 
prevent the issuance of any resource consent for any land or water use change 
that may result in any increased nitrogen loss, where a subcatchment exceeds 
dissolved nitrogen objec ves or targets in Schedule 26.
This is unnecessarily constraining of landuse change, undermines the role of 
community collec ves, discriminates heavily against vi culture as a par cularly 
low nitrogen source and fails to recognise the 2040  meline for mee ng water 
quality objec ves.

Amend so that Catchment Collec ves and Industry
Programmes may manage land use change in
accordance with the 2040  meline for mee ng
water quality objec ves.
Amend 21.d to read “subject to Policy 21 a)‐c),  avoid
land use change….” or similar wording to achieve the
outcome sought in this submission.

Policy 5.10.6.36
Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer 
Management

This policy requires Council to “adopt a staged approach to groundwater 
management that includes: f) avoiding further adverse effects by not allowing 
new water use and g) reducing exis ng levels of water use ”.
The requirement to “not allow new water use” is needlessly restric ve and 
ostensibly prohibits ANY new [take and] use, including use of new water stored 
under the high flow alloca on provisions of the Plan, as well as poten ally the 
replacement of expiring consents.
Similary, the requirement to “reduced exis ng levels of water use ” precludes use
of new stored water and fails to recognise that the interim alloca on limit of 90 
million cubic meters is intended to align with previous actual water usage and 
that the Heretaunga Plains Aquifer is considered to be overallocated based on 

Amend Policy 36.f to read “avoiding further adverse 
effects by controlling net groundwater use within 
the interim alloca on limit set out in Policy 37” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in 
this submission.
 Amend Policy 36.g to read “reducing exis ng levels 
of encouraging  water use efficiency .” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission.
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cumula ve consented volume (some mes referred to as “paper volume”) but 
not on cumula ve consented actual use .

Policy 
5.10.6.37.d(ii)
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water
alloca on 
approach

This policy requires Council to “when considering applica ons in respect of 
exis ng consents due for expiry, or when reviewing consents, to; … (ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects land use and water use 
authorised in the ten years up to August 2017…”.
The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement consent 
volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in recent history 
(generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for landuse as at August 
2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the decision to cap groundwater usage
at current peak dry‐year levels).  However, since TANK completed and the Plan 
was dra ed, Hawke ’s Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water 
year.  Given this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data 
collec on in the most recent years, I consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year.
More fundamentally, I disagree with the defini on of “Actual and Reasonable”
and its inequitable and unworkable approach to alloca on of water for 
replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017.
Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data from 
2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment  ming on actual annual 
vineyard irriga on requirements, prac cal difficul es in evidencing historical 
landuse ac vi es and the risk of penalising efficient users at the expense of 
inefficient ones, I consider that there should be a presump on that the Hawke ’s 
Bay‐specific IRRICALC model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and 
Reasonable” for the purpose of calcula ng alloca ons for those replacement 
consents.

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that 
reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of 
the 2020 water year)…”. or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission.
Amend the Glossar defini on of “Actual and
Reasonable to provide that the volume allocated at
consent renewals is the lesser of:
- the amount calculated by a Hawke ’s Bay‐specific
IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply;

- the volume of the expiring consent being
replaced.”,
or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission.
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Policy 5.10.6.39
Requirement for 
flow maintenance 
(augmenta on)

This policy subjects consented water users in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit to a regime which requires them to either par cipate in 
stream flow maintenance and habitat enhancement schemes, or cease 
abstrac on once a stream flow maintenance trigger is reached.
When this policy was conceived in TANK, it was intended to apply ini ally to 3 
named lowland streams which HBRC science indicated were suitable for a stream
flow maintenance scheme.  Post‐TANK, the Plan has incorporated all streams as 
well as the mainstem of the Ngaruroro River and I OPPOSE this policy on five 
main grounds:
1. The flow maintenance requirement now proposed, extends far beyond
that supported in TANK and the need for such extension has not been
jus fied.

2. In TANK, it was envisaged that HBRC would play a central role in
establishing the 3 then‐proposed lowland stream augmenta on schemes.
As HBRC hold all the relevant scien fic and technical informa on
required to opera onalise such schemes, it is cri cal that HBRC takes on
a central role in their development.

3. Large temporal and spa al spread of consent expiries and large consent
numbers make it imprac cal and inequitable to require consent holders
to take full responsibility for the development.

4. No allowance for an orderly transi on to any new stream augmenta on
has been made. The currently proposed provisions could apply
immediately from no fica on of the Plan Change, including to a very
large number of currently expired consents (par cularly groundwater
takes in the unconfined aquifer), whereas stream augmenta on schemes
may be reasonably expected to take years to commission, par cularly the
kind of large‐scale schemes that would be required to maintain flows in
the Ngaruroro River.

5. Consent realloca ons under the “Actual and Reasonable” provision of the
Plan based on 95% certainty of supply do not provide sufficient water 

I understand that HBRC will be submi ng a 
proposed alterna ve approach to the requirements 
in Policy 39.  I support, in principle, jointly‐funded 
collec ve stream flow maintenance schemes on 
suitable lowland streams, facilitated by HBRC.
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volume to support stream augmenta on in dry years and so would 
decrease the effec ve certainty of supply of consents.

Policy 5.10.7.51
 Water Use and 
Alloca on ‐ 
Priority

This clause provides for an emergency water management group when making 
water shortage direc ons under Sec on 329 of the RMA, with the group 
including representa ves from various sectors of the community but not 
including the primary sector.  As decisions made in consulta on with this group 
relate inter alia to the provision of water essen al for the maintenance of animal
welfare and survival of hor cultural tree crops and to seasonal demand for 
primary produc on, the primary sector should also be represented in the group.

Amend 5.10.7.51 to read “…emergency water 
management group that shall have representa ves 
from Napier City and Has ngs District Councils, NZ 
Fire Service, DHB, iwi, affected primary sector 
groups  and MPI, to make decisions …” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission.

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reserva on

This policy requires Council to allocate “20% of the total water available at  mes
of high flow in the Ngaruroro or T ūtaekurī River catchments for abstrac on, 
storage and use for” contribu ons to environmental enhancement and M āori 
development.
This policy originated in an agreement in TANK to reserve 20% of any NEW high
flow alloca on for Māori development, then underwent significant development
and change as Council explored ways to opera onalise it and through iwi and
RPC consulta ons.
The resul ng policy has some fundamental differences to that originally agreed 
in TANK:
1. The Policy refers to the Ngaruroro OR Tūtaekur ī River catchments”
(emphasis added), whereas the inten on in TANK was for it to apply to 
BOTH rivers.  This may just be a dra ing error.

2. The Policy now covers water for both M āori development and 
environmental enhancement but Schedule 32 only refers to M āori 
development.

3. The alloca on rate of 1600L/s for the Ngaruroro River in Schedule 32 
represents 20% of the total high flow alloca on limit for that river, 
whereas the TANK agreement was for 20% of the new alloca on 
(6000L/s), ie 1200L/s.

Policy 59 needs significant re‐write to address the 
above inconsistencies between the policy as it now 
stands and the framework agreed in TANK.   It 
should dis nguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for M āori 
development, reduce the proposed M āori 
development reserva on for the Ngaruroro River 
from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new‐
water alloca on agreed at TANK and remove the 
presump on that the private sector will fund the 
infrastructure costs in rela on to exercise of the 
Māori development por on of the high flow 
alloca on.
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4. Policy 60 now embodies the presump on that the private sector will fund
the infrastructure costs in rela on to exercise of the Māori development 
por on of the alloca on.

5. The Policy now requires “alloca on” rather than “reserva on”, with 
uncertain implica ons for private sector interests

Rule TANK 5
Land use change

This rule controls land use change to produc on land use ac vity over more than
10% of a property or farming enterprise.
The rule gives no guidance on what cons tutes “change to the produc on land 
use ac vity”, with the result that it is highly uncertain what types of ac vity are 
controlled and the rule cannot be prac cally enforced.  For example, is a change 
from conven onal farming to organic farming captured? A change in plan ng 
density?
Also the rule fails to account for the possibility that a farming enterprise may 
span mul ple water quality management units within a Surface Water Alloca on
Zone, which may then uninten onally permit land use change beyond 10% of the
farming enterprises’ proper es within a water quality management unit

The rule needs further development to give more 
guidance on what changes are intended to be 
controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit 
more appropriately.

Rule TANK 6 This rule restricts change to produc on land use ac vity over more than 10% of a
property or farming enterprise where there is no Catchment Collec ve or 
Industry Programme opera ve, where modelled land use change effect on total 
property nitrogen loss exceeds the figures in Table 2 of Schedule 29.  Table 2 is 
populated from per‐hectare figures for common primary produc on systems.  
The per‐hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr provided for Grapes for Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki
Soils is unrealis cally low & clearly fails to account for the autumn/winter sheep 
grazing rota on that commonly occurs on vineyards.
Also the Plan Change does not record the version of the models employed to 
derive the crop loss figures, so is not future‐proofed against the effect of future 
model changes.

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise 
winter sheep grazing rota on.
Include details of crop model versions used to derive
the crop loss figures in Schedule 29 and include a 
mechanism to address the effects of model and/or 
version changes to modelled outputs. .
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Rule TANK 13
Taking water –
high flows

This rule provides for capture, storage and use of surface water at  mes of high 
flow.  I consider this to be a cri cal element of the overall Plan Change, providing
the opportunity to re‐engineer the Heretaunga Plains water use profile in a way 
that mul ple & o en conflic ng interests and values can be addressed.

Supported, subject to amendments to POL 59 & 60 
to address concerns about dra ing details rela ng to
the 20% Maori/environment reserva on.

RRMP Chapter 6.9
‐ 6.3.1 Bore 
Drilling & Bore 
Sealing, Rule 1

This rule change has the effect of making bore drilling within a Source Protec on
Zone (SPZ) a Restricted Discre onary ac vity, as opposed to a Controlled ac vity.
The proposed SPZs cover extensive areas of the Heretaunga Plains, par cularly in
the unconfined aquifer zone where many vineyards are located.  The proposed 
Plan brings in intensive controls over ac vi es in the SPZs and are specifically 
drawn to capture areas of unconfined aquifer upstream of protected water 
takes.  Given the already‐permeable nature of the unconfined aquifer area that 
comprises the bulk of the SPZs and other substan al controls over landuse 
ac vi es, there is negligible addi onal benefit in controlling bore drilling in this 
area where the bore is a replacement for exis ng infrastructure.  Also the 
addi onal expense and uncertainty of Restricted Discre onary status is likely to 
act as a deterrent to bore replacement as part of a normal maintenance cycle.  
Accordingly, bore drilling for the purpose of replacement of exis ng 
infrastructure in the SPZs should remain a Controlled ac vity.

Add a Condi on to 6.3.1 Rule 1 reading: “c. The bore
is located within a Source Protec on Zone but is a 
replacement for an exis ng bore that will be 
decommissioned. ” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission.

Schedule 30
Landowner 
Collec ve, 
Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment
Plan

Schedule 30 sets out the requirements for Farm Environment Plans, Landowner 
Collec ves and Industry Programmes, as a method primarily to address the 
cumula ve effects of landuse.  I support this general approach over more 
prescrip ve approaches, as it provides flexibility for landowners to achieve 
environmental objec ves in the most efficient ways.
The NZ wine industry has a longstanding and highly respected industry
sustainability programme (Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand ‐ SWNZ),
which the industry intends to further develop to achieve equivalency with a
Farm Environment Plan. However, as the environmental profile of vineyards is
drama cally different from (and in most respects lower than) that of other major
primar industries, SWNZ does not comfortably fit within the PC9 framework
and it is inefficient and counterproduc ve to apply an essen ally pastoral‐

Schedule 30 should be less prescrip ve, more 
facilita ve and more industry risk profile‐based in 
respect of Industry Programmes.  The Programme 
Requirements in Sec on B of Schedule 30 as they 
relate to Industry Programmes should be re‐cast as a
more of a guideline, with an acknowledgement that 
detailed requirements can vary depending on the 
Industry’s risk and emissions profile as it relates to 
catchment objec ves.
Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in 
this Plan Change to “freshwater farm plan” and 
otherwise align the Plan Change requirements to 
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farming approach to vi culture.
Schedule 30 also does not recognise the recent policy advances made na onally
via the government ’s Essen al Freshwater package and in par cular the
Resource Management Amendment Act 2020, which provides for a na onal
framework of “freshwater farm plans”, to be opera onalised via S.360
regula ons.
I consider that the references to and requirements for a Farm Environment Plan 
in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the Resource Management 
Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 regula ons and that these na onal 
requirements should be adopted by the Plan Change, in the interests of na onal 
standardisa on and longer‐term efficiency.

those of the Resource Management Amendment Act
2020 and related S.360 regula ons.
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B. Specific impact on me and/or my business
I am concerned that PC9 will impact on me and/or my business in the following ways and seek the following relief:

Plan Provision Impact, Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought
1. Am concerned that one cannot apply for more water if needed for new 

plan ngs, change of land use ie different crop  etc
2. Being a Gimble  Gravels grower I am concerned that there may be insufficient 

water allocated to us. During summer that could result in stress on vines to the 
point of them becoming unproduc ve.

etc If the 80% water allocated for general use is not sufficient then what are the 
op ons open to growers.

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? / No (delete one)
If others make a similar submission, would you consider
presen ng a joint case with them at a hearing? Yes / (delete one – we recommend agreeing to a joint case )

Robin Back                                                                                      10/8/20

Signature: ................................................................................... Date: ..........................................................................................
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Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 08/08/2020

First name:  Richmond Last name:  Beetham

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

SCHEDULES

Support

Oppose

Amend

I seek the following decision from the Regional Council:

That the permitted activity rule around grazing cattle on land above 15 Degrees is removed specifically the 18SU/Ha on a paddock basis

Threshold which captures any sort of rotational grazing of cattle on hill country with permanent and intermittent streams.

Reason for decision requested:

Effectively this rule will stop any rotational grazing of cattle through hill country as say 30 R2 Steers in a 7 ha paddock on rotation will trigger the

rule. This is not effects based, The key contaminants and CSAs on the farm need to be identified and a tailored Farm plan put in place to help

mitigate these (Best bang for environmnetal spend). A rule like this diverts resources away from the key issues.

Attached Documents

File

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):  
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan 
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean your 
name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons. 

Name: (required)  Hamish Clark 

Organisation: Saint Clair Family Estate Ltd 

Postal address: (required)  30 Liverpool Street, Riverlands Estate 
   PO Box 970 Blenheim 
Email address: ..hamish@saintclair.co.nz 

Phone number:  03 5788695 

Contact person and address if different to above:  

 

Submission Summary: 
1. I SUPPORT the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 

agreements reached by the TANK Group community representatives, 
developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue and providing 
an integrated catchment solution that best balances the values and 
interests of the Hawke’s Bay community. 

2. I OPPOSE elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements reached 
by the TANK Group community representatives. 

3. I SUPPORT THE AMENDMENTS proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ 
Association Inc. in their submission dated 14 August 2020. 

4. I SEEK AMENDMENTS as set out in Section A of this submission below. 
5. I am concerned that PC9’s approach to allocation of water and control of 

farming emissions unfairly penalises viticultural land owners as very low 
water users and very low emitters compared to other major primary 
production systems. 

 

mailto:..hamish@saintclair.co.nz
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Submission Details: 

A. General impact on the wine sector  
Plan Provision Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought 
OBJ TANK 7 
Requirement to 
reduce 
contaminant 
losses 

This Objective, as currently drafted, could be interpreted to require a reduction 
in contaminant loss including soil loss from all land use types.  Some land use 
types including viticulture on low-slope land already have negligible contaminant 
losses (& especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reductions. 

Amend OBJ TANK 7 to read “…reduces reduceable 
contaminant loss…”; or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

OBJ TANK 16 
Priority order for 
water allocation 

This Objective establishes a priority order for water allocation which ranks 
primary production on versatile soils ahead of other primary production. 
Some viticultural production is on soils that are not considered to be versatile 
(eg. LUC 7 stony soils) but is the highest and best primary production use of such 
soils, is highly efficient low water-use & low- contaminant activities that 
contribute strongly to community socio-economic development and should rank 
equally with primary production on versatile soils. 
The Objective also does not make it clear what the ranking of water bottling 
activities would be.  The Hawke’s Bay community has clearly indicated that 
water bottling should not be a priority use of water, so should be amended to 
explicitly record a lower priority, ranking below all other activities involving the 
economic use of water. 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.c to read “Primary production 
on versatile and viticultural soils”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend OBJ TANK 16.e to read “Water bottling and 
other non-commercial end uses”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
 

Policy 
5.10.2.6/7/8 
Protection of 
source water 

These three policies adopt a strengthened approach to protection of the quality 
and quantity of drinking-water supplies. 
I support a precautionary approach to such protection but considers that the 
policies and rules are unnecessarily onerous and reflect an over-response to the 
2016 Havelock North water crisis. 
The Plan Change draws source protection zones expansively and the control 
exerted by Council through matters of discretion under TANK rules 2/4/5/6/9/10 

Remove the references to assessment of actual or 
potential effects of activities in the SPZs on 
Registered Drinking-water Supplies from Rules TANK 
4/5/6/9/10.  Address risks via Farm Environment 
Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes. 
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is uncertain and potentially onerous, particularly on winery point source 
discharges but also on vineyard farming practices. 
In addition to the uncertain scope of control, there is a duplication in control 
because risks to drinking water will also need to be addressed in  
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes. 
Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment will still be 
made in the event that a property does not have a Farm Environment Plan or is 
not part of an Industry Programme or Catchment Collective. 

Policy 5.10.3.21 
Assessing resource 
consents in sub 
catchments 
exceeding 
nitrogen 
objectives or 
targets 

This policy requires Council to have regard to any relevant Industry or Catchment 
Collective plans in place when assessing resource consents for effect on diffuse 
discharge of nitrogen. However, as currently drafted, clause 21.d appears to 
prevent the issuance of any resource consent for any land or water use change 
that may result in any increased nitrogen loss, where a sub catchment exceeds 
dissolved nitrogen objectives or targets in Schedule 26. 
This is unnecessarily constraining of land use change, undermines the role of 
community collectives, discriminates heavily against viticulture as a particularly 
low nitrogen source and fails to recognise the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes may manage land use change in 
accordance with the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 
Amend 21.d to read “subject to Policy 21 a)-c), avoid 
land use change….” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.36 
Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer 
Management 

This policy requires Council to “adopt a staged approach to groundwater 
management that includes: f) avoiding further adverse effects by not allowing 
new water use and g) reducing existing levels of water use”. 
The requirement to “not allow new water use” is needlessly restrictive and 
ostensibly prohibits ANY new [take and] use, including use of new water stored 
under the high flow allocation provisions of the Plan, as well as potentially the 
replacement of expiring consents. 
Similarly, the requirement to “reduced existing levels of water use” precludes 
use of new stored water and fails to recognise that the interim allocation limit of 
90 million cubic meters is intended to align with previous actual water usage and 
that the Heretaunga Plains Aquifer is considered to be overallocated based on 

Amend Policy 36.f to read “avoiding further adverse 
effects by controlling net groundwater use within 
the interim allocation limit set out in Policy 37” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in 
this submission. 
 Amend Policy 36.g to read “reducing existing levels 
of encouraging water use efficiency.” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 
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cumulative consented volume (sometimes referred to as “paper volume”) but 
not on cumulative consented actual use. 

Policy 
5.10.6.37.d(ii) 
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
allocation 
approach 

This policy requires Council to “when considering applications in respect of 
existing consents due for expiry, or when reviewing consents, to; … (ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects land use and water use 
authorised in the ten years up to August 2017…”. 
The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement consent 
volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in recent history 
(generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for land use as at August 
2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the decision to cap groundwater usage 
at current peak dry-year levels).  However, since TANK completed and the Plan 
was drafted, Hawke’s Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water 
year.  Given this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data 
collection in the most recent years, I consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year. 
More fundamentally, I disagree with the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” 
and its inequitable and unworkable approach to allocation of water for 
replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017. 
Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data from 
2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment timing on actual annual 
vineyard irrigation requirements, practical difficulties in evidencing historical 
land use activities and the risk of penalising efficient users at the expense of 
inefficient ones, I consider that there should be a presumption that the Hawke’s 
Bay-specific IRRICALC model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and 
Reasonable” for the purpose of calculating allocations for those replacement 
consents. 
Notable yield differences may exist on vineyards between 2012/13 and 2019/20 
as Wine companies have made their adaptions to stay viable in an increasingly 
competitive price point driven environment.  The increases in yield are reliant on 

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that 
reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten 
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of 
the 2020 water year)…”. or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and 
Reasonable to provide that the volume allocated at 
consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific 

IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply; 
- the volume of the expiring consent being 

replaced.”, 
or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 
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sufficient water being available which also underpins the use of the 2019/2020 
water year data as more relevant.  This is a part of Saint Clair’s strategy. 

Policy 5.10.6.39 
Requirement for 
flow maintenance 
(augmentation) 

This policy subjects consented water users in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit to a regime which requires them to either participate in 
stream flow maintenance and habitat enhancement schemes, or cease 
abstraction once a stream flow maintenance trigger is reached. 
When this policy was conceived in TANK, it was intended to apply initially to 3 
named lowland streams which HBRC science indicated were suitable for a stream 
flow maintenance scheme.  Post-TANK, the Plan has incorporated all streams as 
well as the mainstem of the Ngaruroro River and I OPPOSE this policy on five 
main grounds: 

1. The flow maintenance requirement now proposed, extends far beyond 
that supported in TANK and the need for such extension has not been 
justified. 

2. In TANK, it was envisaged that HBRC would play a central role in 
establishing the 3 then-proposed lowland stream augmentation schemes.  
As HBRC hold all the relevant scientific and technical information required 
to operationalise such schemes, it is critical that HBRC takes on a central 
role in their development. 

3. Large temporal and spatial spread of consent expiries and large consent 
numbers make it impractical and inequitable to require consent holders to 
take full responsibility for the development. 

4. No allowance for an orderly transition to any new stream augmentation 
has been made. The currently proposed provisions could apply 
immediately from notification of the Plan Change, including to a very large 
number of currently expired consents (particularly groundwater takes in 
the unconfined aquifer), whereas stream augmentation schemes may be 
reasonably expected to take years to commission, particularly the kind of 
large-scale schemes that would be required to maintain flows in the 
Ngaruroro River. 

I understand that HBRC will be submitting a 
proposed alternative approach to the requirements 
in Policy 39.  I support, in principle, jointly-funded 
collective stream flow maintenance schemes on 
suitable lowland streams, facilitated by HBRC. 
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5. Consent reallocations under the “Actual and Reasonable” provision of the 
Plan based on 95% certainty of supply do not provide sufficient water 
volume to support stream augmentation in dry years and so would 
decrease the effective certainty of supply of consents. 

Policy 5.10.7.51 
 Water Use and 
Allocation - 
Priority  

This clause provides for an emergency water management group when making 
water shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA, with the group 
including representatives from various sectors of the community but not 
including the primary sector.  As decisions made in consultation with this group 
relate inter alia to the provision of water essential for the maintenance of animal 
welfare and survival of horticultural tree crops and to seasonal demand for 
primary production, the primary sector should also be represented in the group. 

Amend 5.10.7.51 to read “…emergency water 
management group that shall have representatives 
from Napier City and Hastings District Councils, NZ 
Fire Service, DHB, iwi, affected primary sector 
groups and MPI, to make decisions …” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reservation 

This policy requires Council to allocate  “20% of the total water available at times 
of high flow in the Ngaruroro or Tūtaekurī River catchments for abstraction, 
storage and use for” contributions to environmental enhancement and Māori 
development. 
This policy originated in an agreement in TANK to reserve 20% of any NEW high 
flow allocation for Māori development, then underwent significant development 
and change as Council explored ways to operationalise it and through iwi and RPC 
consultations. 
The resulting policy has some fundamental differences to that originally agreed 
in TANK: 

1. The Policy refers to the Ngaruroro OR Tūtaekurī River catchments” 
(emphasis added), whereas the intention in TANK was for it to apply to 
BOTH rivers.  This may just be a drafting error. 

2. The Policy now covers water for both Māori development and 
environmental enhancement but Schedule 32 only refers to Māori 
development. 

3. The allocation rate of 1600L/s for the Ngaruroro River in Schedule 32 
represents 20% of the total high flow allocation limit for that river, 

Policy 59 needs significant re-write to address the 
above inconsistencies between the policy as it now 
stands and the framework agreed in TANK.   It 
should distinguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for Māori 
development, reduce the proposed Māori 
development reservation for the Ngaruroro River 
from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new-
water allocation agreed at TANK and remove the 
presumption that the private sector will fund the 
infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the 
Māori development portion of the high flow 
allocation. 
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whereas the TANK agreement was for 20% of the new allocation 
(6000L/s), ie 1200L/s. 

4. Policy 60 now embodies the presumption that the private sector will fund 
the infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the Māori development 
portion of the allocation. 

5. The Policy now requires “allocation” rather than “reservation”, with 
uncertain implications for private sector interests 

Rule TANK 5 
Land use change 

This rule controls land use change to production land use activity over more than 
10% of a property or farming enterprise. 
The rule gives no guidance on what constitutes “change to the production land 
use activity”, with the result that it is highly uncertain what types of activity are 
controlled and the rule cannot be practically enforced.  For example, is a change 
from conventional farming to organic farming captured? A change in planting 
density? 
Also the rule fails to account for the possibility that a farming enterprise may 
span multiple water quality management units within a Surface Water Allocation 
Zone, which may then unintentionally permit land use change beyond 10% of the 
farming enterprises’ properties within a water quality management unit 

The rule needs further development to give more 
guidance on what changes are intended to be 
controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit 
more appropriately. 

Rule TANK 6 
 

This rule restricts change to production land use activity over more than 10% of a 
property or farming enterprise where there is no Catchment Collective or 
Industry Programme operative, where modelled land use change effect on total 
property nitrogen loss exceeds the figures in Table 2 of Schedule 29.  Table 2 is 
populated from per-hectare figures for common primary production systems.  
The per-hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr provided for Grapes for Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki 
Soils is unrealistically low & clearly fails to account for the autumn/winter sheep 
grazing rotation that commonly occurs on vineyards. 
Also the Plan Change does not record the version of the models employed to 
derive the crop loss figures, so is not future-proofed against the effect of future 
model changes. 

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise 
winter sheep grazing rotation. 
Include details of crop model versions used to derive 
the crop loss figures in Schedule 29 and include a 
mechanism to address the effects of model and/or 
version changes to modelled outputs.. 
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Rule TANK 13 
Taking water – 
high flows 

This rule provides for capture, storage and use of surface water at times of high 
flow.  I consider this to be a critical element of the overall Plan Change, providing 
the opportunity to re-engineer the Heretaunga Plains water use profile in a way 
that multiple & often conflicting interests and values can be addressed. 

Supported, subject to amendments to POL 59 & 60 
to address concerns about drafting details relating to 
the 20% Maori/environment reservation. 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 
- 6.3.1 Bore 
Drilling & Bore 
Sealing, Rule 1 

This rule change has the effect of making bore drilling within a Source Protection 
Zone (SPZ) a Restricted Discretionary activity, as opposed to a Controlled activity. 
The proposed SPZs cover extensive areas of the Heretaunga Plains, particularly in 
the unconfined aquifer zone where many vineyards are located.  The proposed 
Plan brings in intensive controls over activities in the SPZs and are specifically 
drawn to capture areas of unconfined aquifer upstream of protected water 
takes.  Given the already-permeable nature of the unconfined aquifer area that 
comprises the bulk of the SPZs and other substantial controls over land use 
activities, there is negligible additional benefit in controlling bore drilling in this 
area where the bore is a replacement for existing infrastructure.  Also the 
additional expense and uncertainty of Restricted Discretionary status is likely to 
act as a deterrent to bore replacement as part of a normal maintenance cycle.  
Accordingly, bore drilling for the purpose of replacement of existing 
infrastructure in the SPZs should remain a Controlled activity. 

Add a Condition to 6.3.1 Rule 1 reading: “c. The bore 
is located within a Source Protection Zone but is a 
replacement for an existing bore that will be 
decommissioned.” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Schedule 30 
Landowner 
Collective, 
Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment 
Plan 

Schedule 30 sets out the requirements for Farm Environment Plans, Landowner 
Collectives and Industry Programmes, as a method primarily to address the 
cumulative effects of land use.  I support this general approach over more 
prescriptive approaches, as it provides flexibility for landowners to achieve 
environmental objectives in the most efficient ways. 
The NZ wine industry has a longstanding and highly respected industry 
sustainability programme (Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand - SWNZ), which 
the industry intends to further develop to achieve equivalency with a Farm 
Environment Plan.  However, as the environmental profile of vineyards is 
dramatically different from (and in most respects lower than) that of other major 
primary industries, SWNZ does not comfortably fit within the PC9 framework and 

Schedule 30 should be less prescriptive, more 
facilitative and more industry risk profile-based in 
respect of Industry Programmes.  The Programme 
Requirements in Section B of Schedule 30 as they 
relate to Industry Programmes should be re-cast as a 
more of a guideline, with an acknowledgement that 
detailed requirements can vary depending on the 
Industry’s risk and emissions profile as it relates to 
catchment objectives. 
Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in 
this Plan Change to “freshwater farm plan” and 
otherwise align the Plan Change requirements to 



9 
 

it is inefficient and counterproductive to apply an essentially pastoral-farming 
approach to viticulture. 
Schedule 30 also does not recognise the recent policy advances made nationally 
via the government’s Essential Freshwater package and in particular the Resource 
Management Amendment Act 2020, which provides for a national framework of 
“freshwater farm plans”, to be operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
I consider that the references to and requirements for a Farm Environment Plan 
in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the Resource Management 
Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 regulations and that these national 
requirements should be adopted by the Plan Change, in the interests of national 
standardisation and longer-term efficiency. 

those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 

 

 

 

 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? No 

If others make a similar submission, would you consider  
presenting a joint case with them at a hearing? Yes  
 

 

 

Signature: ................................................................................... Date:.......................................................................................... 
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SUBMISSION  
 
Name:  Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ Association Incorporated 
 
Address  Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ Association Inc. 
for service: C/- Xan Harding 

2091 Maraekakaho Road 
RD 1 
Hastings 4171 
Phone: (06) 874 9316 
Mob: (027) 612 7927 
E-mail: xan.harding@xtra.co.nz 

 

This is a submission on Hawke’s Bay Regional Council TANK Plan Change (PC9). 

1. Who we are: 

Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ Association Inc. (HBWG)   

HBWG is the industry representative body for grapegrowers and winemakers in Hawke’s 
Bay.  All growers and wineries receive automatic membership through payment of 
industry levies.  HBWG is affiliated to and receives most of its funding from New Zealand 
Winegrowers and has a local membership of 183 growers and wineries. 

The wine sector is one of the largest intensive land-users in Hawke’s Bay, comprising 
approximately 5000ha in production, predominantly on the Heretaunga Plains.  Annual 
grape production in Hawke’s Bay is around 40,000T, and it is the second-largest New 
Zealand winegrowing region after Marlborough.   

HBWG carries out a range of services for its members including education, research, 
wine promotion, media hosting and advocacy and was formed in 2006 from the merger 
of the members of 2 longstanding local associations - Hawke’s Bay Grapegrowers’ 
Association Inc. and Hawke’s Bay Winemakers Inc. 

HBWG has been an active participant in regional planning processes over a number of 
years, including the Ngaruroro Water Conservation Order, Tuki Tuki Plan Change 6 
working group, TANK, HBRC Hort Sector Group, HDC Producers’ Round Table and 
including submissions on the Ngaruroro WCO, Tuki Tuki Plan Change 6, Plan Change 7, 
HDC & NCC District Plans and the Heretaunga Plains Urban Development Strategy. 

2. About the Hawke’s Bay Wine Industry: 

Attached as Appendix 1 is information is extracted from HBWG’s application for a 
Geographical Indication under the Geographic Indications (Wines & Spirits) Act 2006, 
filed in July 2017. 

It demonstrates the unique place that Hawke’s Bay holds in the NZ wine industry, the 
strength of its international reputation and the critical role that access to reliable supplies 
of high-quality irrigation water plays in its success. 
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The wine industry makes an important contribution to the Hawke’s Bay economy, both 
directly through its contribution to employment & wealth generation, and also to tourism, 
visual aesthetics and quality of life in Hawke’s Bay. 

3. The parts of the Plan Change the submission relates to:   

The submission relates to Plan Change 9 in its entirety.  In particular:  

a. HBWG supports the overall intent of PC9, as a collaborative community approach 
to implementing the National Policy Statement - Freshwater Management 2014, 
(Amended 2017) (NPS-FM). 

b. HBWG opposes a number of matters of detail in the notified version of PC9, which 
are set out below. 

4. HBWG’s positions – overarching principles: 

a. Overall intent of PC9 to reflect community consensus 

i. HBWG supports PC9 in broad principle, as the product of a 7-year 
community collaborative process (TANK) which HBWG committed to and 
participated fully in, against HBRC’s best-efforts undertaking to implement 
any agreed outcome. 

ii. The now-notified version of PC9 only partially reflects the community 
consensus reached in TANK.  Largely this is due to changes that have been 
introduced as a result of post-TANK statutory consultations with iwi and 
changes sought primarily by tangata whenua members of HBRC Regional 
Planning Committee. 

iii. HBWG acknowledges the rights of tangata whenua and the obligations of 
HBRC in regard to the post-TANK consultations but cautions that some of 
the resulting post-TANK changes introduced undermine the community 
collaborative approach needed for successful implementation of the Plan. 

b. Resource Allocation Principles 

i. HBWG has consistently opposed the proposed approach to allocation of 
water and diffuse discharges and continues to do so.  In the new paradigm 
of ‘living within limits’, PC9’s approach to allocations penalises viticulture as 
the lowest water user and lowest emitter. 

ii. The PC9 approach to resource allocation not only penalises viticulture but 
also effectively prevents land use change on more than 3000ha of versatile 
land in the Heretaunga Plains currently farmed as viticulture, which is bad 
public policy and bad for the community. 

c. Offsetting Effects  

i. PC9 requires groundwater irrigators to offset the full stream-depletion 
effects of their irrigation takes on lowland streams and rivers, without any 
socio-economic justification.  It is a matter of fact that humans alter their 
environment but it is a matter of policy and judgement as to what extent 
humans try to remedy or mitigate such effects.  Offsetting the full stream-
depletion effect of all groundwater irrigation takes is unnecessary and an 
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inefficient use of a scarce resource.  The proposal to do so is an egregious 
example of a model driving policy instead of informing it, especially 
considering that there is no equivalent requirement in the Plan Change for 
surfacewater users to offset their direct and immediate effect on the 
waterbody they draw from. 

5. Key Areas of Concern: 

The following are our broad areas of concern, summarised for ease of understanding.  More 
specific concerns and decisions sought are detailed below in section 6. 

a. The need for an integrated plan 

i. As the Plan Change introduces significant constraints over groundwater 
availability and farming activities on the land, it is crucial that the Plan 
Change be considered in a holistic way and not be subject to cherry-
picking. The proposed new allowance for capture, storage and use of 
surface water at times of high flow are a critical element of the overall Plan 
Change, providing the opportunity to re-engineer the Heretaunga Plains 
water use profile in a way that multiple & often conflicting interests and 
values can be addressed. 

b. Unreasonable constraint on vineyard water allocations 

i. As currently proposed, the “Actual and Reasonable” allocation approach 
unfairly penalises viticulture by allocating it approximately 1/3rd of the water 
allocated to other irrigated crops1. Beyond that, the assessment is 
unnecessarily complex and places too much reliance on trying to 
reconstruct peak historical irrigation records and land use in assessing 
allocations. 

c. Unreasonable constraint on vineyard landuse change 

i. In a similar way to water allocation, the controls on landuse change 
focussed on N leaching unfairly penalise viticulture as by far the lowest 
emitter. 

d. Unclear/uncertain/unworkable/unjustified/inequitable requirements for stream flow 
maintenance 

i. TANK science reports identified 3 lowland streams that are considered 
amenable to stream flow augmentation based on O2 concentration.  Post-
TANK, the stream flow maintenance has grown to all streams & rivers, with 
HBRC abrogating any meaningful role in establishing the schemes.  The 
need for augmentation the Ngaruroro and Tutaekuri river flows has not 
been justified and is a case of the model driving the policy rather than 
informing it.  The current provisions are inequitable as between consent 
holders, due to obligations & costs being linked to widely differing timing of 
consent replacement.  The fundamental assumption that large numbers of 
consent holders spread widely over space and time can effectively self-
organise to create stream flow augmentation schemes without significant 

 
1 As calculated by the HBRC Irricalc model accessed via https://www.hbrc.govt.nz/hawkes-bay/projects/the-tank-plan/tank-reports-
and-resources/ 
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HBRC support and facilitation is fatally flawed, being based on the 
erroneous assumption that the Twford Irrigators Group is a practically 
replicatable universal model. 

e. Unworkable provisions for industry collectives/fit with Essential Freshwater 
framework 

i. Whilst we wholeheartedly support the general approach in the Plan Change 
of employing Farm Environment Plans and Collectives to manage the 
cumulative effects of land usage, substantial work is still required to ensure 
that the policies align with national policy directive on Farm Environment 
Plans. 

ii. Industry Groups and Catchment Collectives are two distinct groups. 
Industry Groups, such as Sustainable Winegrowing NZ should not be 
subject to the same requirements as Catchment Collectives,as they operate 
and organise in quite different ways. 

f. Uncertain constraints over Source Protection Zones 

i. A number of the proposed Rules relating to land use and water takes 
include the requirement for an assessment of the actual or potential effects 
of the activity within a SPZ on drinking water quality.  The Plan Change 
draws these zones expansively and the control exerted by Council is 
uncertain and potentially onerous, particularly on winery point source 
discharges but also on vineyard farming practices.  In respect of the latter, 
Farm Environment Plans are a more appropriate management tool than a 
consent discretion. 

ii. The Plan Change provisions on Source Protection Zones were developed in 
parallel and subsequent to the TANK Group process by DHB and municipal 
representatives but were not a part of the TANK consensus. 

g. Lack of community catchment governance framework 

i. Whilst the Plan Change does contain provisions requiring a level of review 
with stakeholder groups, those provisions are modest and do not align with 
best practice in community catchment management or the complex pattern 
of catchment and industry groups expected to evolve under PC9, both of 
which require a more participatory form of governance. 

6. Detailed Response: 
 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 2.a 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This objective requires that “When setting objectives, limits and 
targets; a) Te Mana o te Wai1 and integrated mountains to the sea, ki 
uta ki tai principles are upheld”. 

It is unclear and uncertain whether the Plan actually upholds (or is 
capable of upholding) the principles of Te Mana o te Wai and ki uta ki 
tai.  This represents a higher standard than the NPSFM (2017), which 
requires Council to “consider and recognise” Te Mana o te Wai. 

Ultimately tangata whenua define the two principles in the context of 
the Treaty Partnership, so this Objective should be expressed in terms 
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of Treaty Partnership rather than being exclusively for tangata whenua 
to determine, as would be the case with the current wording. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend OBJ TANK 2.a to recognise the overriding requirement for 
partnership in setting objectives, limits and targets. 

Alternatively, replace “upheld” in OBJ TANK 2.a with “consider and 
recognise”. 

 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 7 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This Objective, as currently drafted, could be interpreted to require a 
reduction in contaminant loss including soil loss from all land use 
types.  Some land use types including viticulture on low-slope land 
already have negligible contaminant losses (& especially soil losses) 
and would be unable to achieve any reductions. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend OBJ TANK 7 to read “…reduces reduceable contaminant 
loss…”; or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 16 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This Objective establishes a priority order for water allocation which 
ranks primary production on versatile soils ahead of other primary 
production. 

Some viticultural production is on soils that are not considered to be 
versatile (eg. LUC 7 stoney soils) but is the highest and best primary 
production use of such soils, is highly efficient low water-use & low- 
contaminant activities that contribute strongly to community socio-
economic development and should rank equally with primary 
production on versatile soils. 

The Objective also does not make it clear what the ranking of water 
bottling activities would be.  The Hawke’s Bay community has clearly 
indicated that water bottling should not be a priority use of water, so 
should be amended to explicitly record a lower priority, ranking below 
all other activities involving the economic use of water. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.c to read “Primary production on versatile and 
viticultural soils”, or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in 
this submission. 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.e to read “Water bottling and other non-
commercial end uses”, or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 

 

 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 18.e 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

For the sake of completeness, this Objective in its reference to water 
storage, should also refer to release of water, as it is the release or 
discharge of the water into waterbodies from storage in a controlled 
manner that is the activity which achieves the value sought in storing 
water. 

Decision Amend OBJ TANK 18.e to read “water harvesting, storage and 
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Sought controlled release.” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought 
in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.2.1 Priority Management Approach 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires that “Council with landowners, local authorities, 
industry and community groups, mana whenua and other stakeholders, 
will regulate or manage…..” 

The Plan does not contain any mechanism to operationalise this 
requirement for joint regulation and management of the catchment. 
Best-practice catchment management includes participatory 
governance, which is not provided for in the Plan. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 34 to require Council to establish and maintain a 
community catchment governance body to oversee subcatchment 
activities within the TANK catchments.  We suggest that this should 
comprise representatives from the Regional Planning Committee, 
together with representatives from each of the subcatchments and 
should meet at least bi-annually. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.2.6/7/8  Protection of Source Water 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

These three policies adopt a strengthened approach to protection of the 
quality and quantity of drinkingwater supplies. 

HBWG supports a precautionary approach to such protection but 
considers that the policies and rules are unnecessarily onerous and 
reflect an over-response to the 2016 Havelock North water crisis. 

The Plan Change draws source protection zones expansively and the 
control exerted by Council through matters of discretion under TANK 
rules 2/4/5/6/9/10 is uncertain and potentially onerous, particularly on 
winery point source discharges but also on vineyard farming practices. 

In addition to the uncertain scope of control, there is a duplication in 
control because risks to drinkingwater will also need to be addressed in  
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes. 

Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment 
will still be made in the event that a property does not have a Farm 
Environment Plan or is not part of an Industry Programme or 
Catchment Collective. 

Decision 

Sought 

Remove the references to assessment of actual or potential effects of 
activities in the SPZs on Registered Drinking Water Supplies from 
Rules TANK 4/5/6/9/10.  Address risks via Farm Environment Plans, 
Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes. 

 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.17 Adaptive Approach to Nutrient and Contaminant 
Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to work with the community to implement 
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes to achieve freshwater objectives.  There is a risk to 
community support for catchment groups if they are perceived to be 
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primarily a regulatory compliance tool.  HBRC should be prepared to 
work with catchment groups whether or not they choose to seek 
approval of their programmes to qualify for the “Catchment 
Collective” compliance provisions of this Plan, where the catchment 
group activities contribute to achievement of freshwater objectives. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 17.a to read “establish programmes and processes through 
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and, Industry 
Programmes and other catchment-based groups….“, or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.21 Land Use Change and Nutrient Losses 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to have regard to any relevant Industry or 
Catchment Collective plans in place when assessing resource consents 
for effect on diffuse discharge of nitrogen. However, as currently 
drafted, clause 21.d appears to prevent the issuance of any resource 
consent for any land or water use change that may result in any 
increased nitrogen loss, where a subcatchment exceeds dissolved 
nitrogen objectives or targets in Schedule 26. 

This is unnecessarily constraining of landuse change, undermines the 
role of community collectives, discriminates heavily against viticulture 
as a particularly low nitrogen source and fails to recognise the 2040 
timeline for meeting water quality objectives. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes may 
manage land use change in accordance with the 2040 timeline for 
meeting water quality objectives. 

Amend 21.d to read “subject to Policy 21 a)-c), avoid land use 
change….” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.23 Industry Programmes and Catchment Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

The title of this section of policy refers to “Catchment Management”, 
which is a holistic endeavour that is much broader than the subject of 
Policies 23-25.  Instead it should just refer to “Catchment Collectives”. 

 

Decision 

Sought 

Change heading to read “Industry Programmes and Catchment 
Collectives” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.24.c Industry Programmes and Catchment Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

Policy 24 and Schedule 30 variously refer to catchment-based groups 
as either” Landowner Collective” or “Catchment Collective”.  For 
consistency, only one term should be used and “Catchment Collective” 
should be the preferred term as this reflects the expectation that such 
collectives will be inclusive and membership not restricted to 
landowners. 

 

Decision Change all “Landowner Collective” references in the Plan to 
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Sought “Catchment Collective”. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.24.d Industry Programmes and Catchment Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to audit Landowner Collective or Industry 
Programmes… including auditing of member properties. 

This policy fails to account for any auditing processes that may occur 
within a Collective or Programme, potentially introducing unnecessary 
duplication of auditing. 

Where a Collective or Programme includes universal auditing, it 
should be sufficient for Council to conduct audits of the Collective or 
Programme, including where appropriate sample audits of individual 
members, rather than universal member auditing by Council. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 24.d to read “including, where appropriate, sample auditing of 
member properties.” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought 
in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.25. Industry Programmes and Catchment Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires landowners to have a Farm Environment Plan if 
the landowner is not part of an Industry Programme or Catchment 
Collective.  

The policy fails to account for situations where the landowner’s land is 
managed by other party such that the landowner’s land is part of an 
Industry Programme or Catchment Collective, as is often likely to be 
the case with leased land. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 25 to read “Where a landowner’s land is not part of an Industry 
Programme or Catchment Collective, the Council will require 
development and implementation of a Farm Environment Plan.” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.26 Land Use Change and Nutrient Losses 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to take various actions in respect of non-
compliant members of a Landowner Collective or Industry 
Programmes. 

This policy fails to recognise compliance mechanisms within a 
Landowner Collective or Industry Programme (which are a 
requirement in Schedule 30 and require approval by Council under 
Policy 24.c) and is unclear about when enforcement action under 
Policy 26.c should be undertaken. 

Decision 

Sought 

Add a new clause 26.a to read “work initially with the Catchment 
Collective or Industry Programme to achieve compliance through the 
Catchment Collective or Industry Programme rules;” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

Amend 26.c (now 26.d) to read “where the processes in Policy 26.a-c 
have been exhausted, take appropriate enforcement action.” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
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Plan Provision 5.10.3.27. Timeframes; Water and Ecosystem Quality 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy applies inconsistent terms for milestone times.  Stock 
exclusion is by “2023”, some milestones do not have a timetable 
referenced at all and some have a timetable by reference to years from 
the operative date of the Plan (either directly, or indirectly via priority 
in Schedule 28).  Also some Plan timeframes related to water and 
ecosystem quality (eg. farm environment plans) are omitted. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend the table to adopt a consistent, explicit and comprehensive 
approach to inclusion of milestone timeframes, preferably by reference 
to the operative date of the Plan. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.34.  Monitoring and Review 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy provides for “regular” meetings “with representatives from 
TANK stakeholder groups” but is light on detail of the structure and 
function of such meetings.  Overall the provision appears to be 
consultative rather than collaborative, so does not reflect best 
participatory practice in catchment management and governance. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 34 to require Council to establish and maintain a 
community catchment governance body to oversee subcatchment 
activities within the TANK catchments.  We suggest that this should 
comprise representatives from the Regional Planning Committee, 
together with representatives from each of the subcatchments and 
should meet at least bi-annually. 

 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.36. Heretaunga Plains Aquifer Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to “adopt a staged approach to 
groundwater management that includes: f) avoiding further adverse 
effects by not allowing new water use and g) reducing existing levels 
of water use”. 

The requirement to “not allow new water use” is needlessly restrictive 
and ostensibly prohibits ANY new [take and] use, including use of new 
water stored under the high flow allocation provisions of the Plan, as 
well as potentially the replacement of expiring consents. 

Similary, the requirement to “reduced existing levels of water use” 
precludes use of new stored water and fails to recognise that the 
interim allocation limit of 90 million cubic meters is intended to align 
with previous actual water usage and that the Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer is considered to be overallocated based on cumulative 
consented volume (sometimes referred to as “paper volume”) but not 
on cumulative consented actual use. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 36.f to read “avoiding further adverse effects by 
controlling net groundwater use within the interim allocation limit 
set out in Policy 37” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought 
in this submission. 

 Amend Policy 36.g to read “reducing existing levels of encouraging 
water use efficiency.” or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 



 Page 10 
  

 

 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.37.a Heretaunga Plains Aquifer Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy refers to adoption of an interim allocation limit of 90 
million cubic meters per year “based on the actual and reasonable 
water use prior to 2017”.  It is incorrect to express the allocation limit 
in this way, as setting of the limit has nothing to do with either “actual 
and reasonable water use prior to 2017” (it is a modelled estimate of 
peak “actual” use)  or “Actual and Reasonable” as defined in Chapter 
9. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 37.a to read “adopt an interim allocation limit of 90 
million cubic meters per year based on the actual and reasonable 
modelled peak water use prior to 2017;” or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.37.b Heretaunga Plains Aquifer Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to “avoid re-allocation of any water that 
might become available within the interim groundwater allocation limit 
or within the limit of any connected water body until there has been a 
review of the relevant allocation limits within this plan”. 

The Policy is needlessly restrictive and ostensibly prohibits ANY new 
allocation (notwithstanding Policy 45.a), including allocation of 
groundwater made available through offset, augmentation or recharge 
from new water stored under the high flow allocation provisions of the 
Plan.  It is also unclear what constitutes “a review of the relevant 
allocation limits within this plan” and when this is intended to occur.  
The net result of both issues is to nullify the provisions in the Plan 
facilitating offset, augmentation and recharge, which are intended to 
promote the objectives of the Plan. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 37.b to read “avoid re-allocation of any water that might 
become available within the interim groundwater allocation limit (not 
including water made available by high flow take and release and by 
offset or managed aquifer recharge) or within the limit of any 
connected water body until there has been a review of the relevant 
allocation limits within this plan;” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.37.c Heretaunga Plains Aquifer Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to “manage the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit as an over-allocated management unit and prevent 
any new allocations of groundwater”. 

The Policy is needlessly restrictive and ostensibly prohibits ANY new 
allocation (notwithstanding Policy 45.a), including allocation of 
groundwater made available through offset, augmentation or recharge 
from new water stored under the high flow allocation provisions of the 
Plan, or from new managed aquifer recharge that does not rely on new 
stored water. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 37.c to read “manage the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit as an over-allocated management unit and prevent 
any new allocations of groundwater (not including water made 
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available by high flow take and release and by offset or managed 
aquifer recharge)” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought 
in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.37.d(ii) Heretaunga Plains Aquifer Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to “when considering applications in 
respect of existing consents due for expiry, or when reviewing 
consents, to; … (ii) apply an assessment of actual and reasonable use 
that reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten years up to 
August 2017…”. 

The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement 
consent volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in 
recent history (generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for 
landuse as at August 2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the 
decision to cap groundwater usage at current peak dry-year levels).  
However, since TANK completed and the Plan was drafted, Hawke’s 
Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water year.  Given 
this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data collection 
in the most recent years, we consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year. 

More fundamentally, we disagree with the definition of “Actual and 
Reasonable” and its inequitable and unworkable approach to allocation 
of water for replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017. 
Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data 
from 2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment timing on 
actual annual vineyard irrigation requirements, practical difficulties in 
evidencing historical landuse activities and the risk of penalising 
efficient users at the expense of inefficient ones, we consider that there 
should be a presumption that the Hawke’s Bay-specific IRRICALC 
model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and Reasonable” for the 
purpose of calculating allocations for those replacement consents. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an assessment of actual and 
reasonable use that reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten 
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of the 2020 water 
year)…”. or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and Reasonable to provide 
that the volume allocated at consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific IRRICALC 

model at 95% security of supply; 
- the volume of the expiring consent being replaced.”, 

or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.38. Heretaunga Plains Aquifer Management 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to “restrict the re-allocation of water to 
holders of permits to take and use water in the Heretaunga Water 
Management Unit issued before 2 May 2020”. 

The Policy is needlessly restrictive and ostensibly restricts ANY new 
allocation, including allocation of groundwater made available through 
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offset, augmentation or recharge from new water stored under the high 
flow allocation provisions of the Plan. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 38 to read “restrict the re-allocation of water (not 
including water made available by high flow take and release and by 
offset or managed aquifer recharge) to holders of permits to take and 
use water in the Heretaunga Water Management Unit issued before 2 
May 2020” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.39. Flow Maintenance 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy subjects consented water users in the Heretaunga Plains 
Water Management Unit to a regime which requires them to either 
participate in stream flow maintenance and habitat enhancement 
schemes, or cease abstraction once a stream flow maintenance trigger 
is reached. 

When this policy was conceived in TANK, it was intended to apply 
initially to 3 named lowland streams which HBRC science indicated 
were suitable for a stream flow maintenance scheme.  Post-TANK, the 
Plan has incorporated all streams as well as the mainstem of the 
Ngaruroro River and this policy is OPPOSED by HBWG on five main 
grounds: 

1. The flow maintenance requirement now proposed, extends far 
beyond that supported in TANK and the need for such 
extension has not been justified. 

2. In TANK, it was envisaged that HBRC would play a central 
role in establishing the 3 then-proposed lowland stream 
augmentation schemes.  As HBRC hold all the relevant 
scientific and technical information required to operationalise 
such schemes, it is critical that HBRC takes on a central role in 
their development. 

3. Large temporal and spatial spread of consent expiries and 
large consent numbers make it impractical and inequitable to 
require consent holders to take full responsibility for the 
development. 

4. No allowance for an orderly transition to any new stream 
augmentation has been made. The currently proposed 
provisions could apply immediately from notification of the 
Plan Change, including to a very large number of currently 
expired consents (particularly groundwater takes in the 
unconfined aquifer), whereas stream augmentation schemes 
may be reasonably expected to take years to commission, 
particularly the kind of large-scale schemes that would be 
required to maintain flows in the Ngaruroro River. 

5. Consent reallocations under the “Actual and Reasonable” 
provision of the Plan based on 95% certainty of supply do not 
provide sufficient water volume to support stream 
augmentation in dry years and so would decrease the effective 
certainty of supply of consents. 

Decision 

Sought 

HBWG understands that HBRC will be submitting a proposed 
alternative approach to the requirements in Policy 39.  HBWG 
supports, in principle, jointly-funded collective stream flow 
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maintenance schemes on suitable lowland streams, facilitated by 
HBRC. 

Note that consequential changes in the TANK rules 9 & 10 will be 
required, to remove the Stream Flow Maintenance Scheme 
membership condition. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.41. Flow Maintenance 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council, if feasible, to develop a scheme to off-set 
the cumulative stream depletion effects of all groundwater takes in the 
Heretaunga Plains Water Management Unit on the mainstem of the 
Ngaruroro River.  HBWG OPPOSES this policy on the basis that it 
predetermines that fully offsetting the cumulative effects of the 
groundwater takes is rational, as opposed to feasible.  Human activity 
on the Heretaunga Plains has altered the landscape and hydrology in a 
myriad of ways which are unrealistic and unnecessary to offset and no 
rationale has been given for choosing to offset the particular effect of 
groundwater extraction (in part or in whole), as opposed to say 
offsetting the effects of building stopbanks and developing land 
drainage.  The cumulative effects of the groundwater takes are 
understood to have been modelled by HBRC at approximated 1000L/s, 
which would constitute a massive undertaking to store and release 
sufficient water (with unknown effects on the river at times when this 
may constitute a very large proportion of naturalised flow may).  This 
also goes beyond the aims and requirements of the lowland stream 
augmentation schemes envisaged by Policy 39, which are intended to 
augment to achieve certain levels of instream values (eg oxygen 
saturation) rather than fully offset the cumulative stream depletion 
effect of groundwater takes. A more clearly justifiable target may be to 
augment the Ngaruroro River mainstem to a minimum flow level. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 41 to read: “The Council will remedy the stream 
depletion effects of groundwater takes in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit on the Ngaruroro River, in consultation with mana 
whenua, land and water users and the wider community through: 

a) further investigating the environmental, technical, cultural and 
economic feasibility of a water storage and release scheme to off-set 
the cumulative stream depletion effect of groundwater takes to the 
extent required to maintain the Ngaruroro River at or above the 
Minimum Flow specified in Schedule 31;” 

Note that consequential changes in the TANK rules 9 & 10 will be 
required, to remove the Stream Flow Maintenance Scheme 
membership condition. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.6.42. Groundwater management review 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to review groundwater management 
policies 36-38 after water reallocation and consent reviews are 
completed, within 10 years of the Plan becoming operative. 

Current drafting includes recognition of any stream flow maintenance 
and habitat enhancement schemes but does not include recognition of 
any groundwater augmentation schemes, which may arise and may 
relevant to water management decisions and should be allowed for. 
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Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 42.d to read “the extent of any stream flow 
maintenance, groundwater augmentation and habitat enhancement 
schemes…” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

Amend Policy 42.e(ii) to read “effectiveness of any stream flow 
maintenance schemes and groundwater augmentation schemes in 
maintaining water flows and levels …” or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.45.d General Water Allocation Policies 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy provides a stream augmentation option for water permits 
newly recategorised as stream-depleting in Zone 1, to avoid having to 
cease water takes based on a minimum flow trigger. 

The policy will need to be amended to align with any changes to the 
flow maintenance provisions in Policy 39. 

Decision 

Sought 

Modify 5.10.7.45.d as required to align with any changes to Policy 39. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.47.b Water Use and Allocation - Efficiency 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This clause refers to an “IRRICALC water demand model” but the 
model is not defined in the Plan. 

Decision 

Sought 

Include a definition of “IRRICALC water demand model” in the 
Glossary that reflects the agreement to develop a Hawke’s Bay-specific 
model.  

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.47.f  Water Use and Allocation - Efficiency 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This clause requires irrigation and other water use systems to be 
maintained and operated in accordance with any applicable industry 
codes of practice.  It does not provide any guidance on which code of 
practice applies in the event that there are multiple codes of practice.  
For example, SWNZ is an industry code of practice for overall 
sustainability, that includes operation and management practices for 
irrigation systems.  There are also generic irrigation industry codes of 
practice.  Where an industry has developed an industry-specific code of 
practice, this should be the preferred standard in the Plan. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 5.10.7.47.f to read “…maintained and operated to ensure on-
going efficient water use in accordance with any the most relevant 
applicable industry codes of practice.” or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.49. Water Allocation – Permit Duration 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This clause requires Council to set common expiry dates for water 
permits to take water in each water management zone. 

Whilst this is sensible, it has the unintended consequence of potentially 
requiring all grouped consent renewals to be publicly notified, as the 
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cumulative effects of all the consents are likely to be “more than 
minor”. 

Public notification requirement caused in this way duplicates the 
TANK process and other processes within the Plan Change.  To avoid 
unnecessary processing time and cost, the policy should provide that 
the combining of consents should not of itself trigger the requirement 
for public notification. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 5.10.7.49 to ensure that public notification of consents is not 
required, if the requirement is triggered only by the cumulative effect 
of consents that individually have no more than minor effect. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.49.f  Water Allocation – Permit Duration 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This clause requires Council to take into account changes in the 
efficacy of flow enhancement schemes and any riparian margin 
upgrades when making decisions about water permits.  It fails to 
recognise the effect of introduction of new flow enhancement and 
aquifer recharge schemes, which are relevant considerations as they 
too may have relevant effects. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 5.10.7.49.f to read “efficacy operation of flow enhancement 
and aquifer recharge schemes and any riparian margin upgrades;” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.51. Water Allocation – Priority 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This clause provides for an emergency water management group when 
making water shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA, with 
the group including representatives from various sectors of the 
community but not including the primary sector.  As decisions made in 
consultation with this group relate inter alia to the provision of water 
essential for the maintenance of animal welfare and survival of 
horticultural tree crops and to seasonal demand for primary production, 
the primary sector should also be represented in the group. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 5.10.7.51 to read “…emergency water management group that 
shall have representatives from Napier City and Hastings District 
Councils, NZ Fire Service, DHB, iwi, affected primary sector groups 
and MPI, to make decisions …” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.52.a. Over-Allocation 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to prevent “any new allocation of water 
(not including any reallocation in respect of permits issued before 2 
May 2020)”. 

The Policy is needlessly restrictive and ostensibly restricts ANY new 
allocation, including allocation of groundwater made available through 
offset, augmentation or recharge from new water stored under the high 
flow allocation provisions of the Plan. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend 5.10.7.52 to read “…any new allocation of water (not including 
any reallocation in respect of permits issued before 2 May 2020 and 
new water made available by high flow take and release and by offset 
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or managed aquifer recharge )” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.8.59. High Flow Reservation 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to allocate “20% of the total water 
available at times of high flow in the Ngaruroro or Tūtaekurī River 
catchments for abstraction, storage and use for” contributions to 
environmental enhancement and Māori development. 

This policy originated in an agreement in TANK to reserve 20% of 
any NEW high flow allocation for Māori development, then underwent 
significant development and change as Council explored ways to 
operationalise it and through iwi and RPC consultations. 
The resulting policy has some fundamental differences to that 
originally agreed in TANK: 

1. The Policy refers to the Ngaruroro OR Tūtaekurī River 
catchments” (emphasis added), whereas the intention in TANK 
was for it to apply to BOTH rivers.  This may just be a drafting 
error. 

2. The Policy now covers water for both Māori development and 
environmental enhancement but Schedule 32 only refers to 
Māori development. 

3. The allocation rate of 1600L/s for the Ngaruroro River in 
Schedule 32 represents 20% of the total high flow allocation 
limit for that river, whereas the TANK agreement was for 20% 
of the new allocation (6000L/s), ie 1200L/s. 

4. Policy 60 now embodies the presumption that the private 
sector will fund the infrastructure costs in relation to exercise 
of the Māori development portion of the allocation. 

5. The Policy now requires “allocation” rather than 
“reservation”, with uncertain implications for private sector 
interests. 

Decision 

Sought 

Policy 59 needs significant re-write to address the above 
inconsistencies between the policy as it now stands and the framework 
agreed in TANK.   It should distinguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for Māori development, 
reduce the proposed Māori development reservation for the 
Ngaruroro River from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% 
new-water allocation agreed at TANK and remove the presumption 
that the private sector will fund the infrastructure costs in relation to 
exercise of the Māori development portion of the high flow 
allocation. 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.8.60. High Flow Reservation 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This policy requires Council to take into account various matters 
relating to a 20% reservation of high flow water allocation for Māori 
development when making decisions about resource consent 
applications to take and store ALL high flow water, based around tests 
of whether “cost effective or practicable options” exist for 
incorporating water for Māori development. 
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This sets up the presumption that the private sector will fund the 
development of water storage for Māori development, in whole or in 
part.  Whilst it is not unreasonable to consider the existence of such 
arrangements, such a presumption unreasonable and amounts to the 
privatisation of what should be Central Government costs in terms of 
the national Treaty partnership. 

The broad concept of a 20% high flow reservation for Māori 
development arose from TANK but there was no discussion or 
agreement on private sector funding of supporting infrastructure. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Policy 60 to read “When making decisions about resource 
consent applications to take and store high flow water, the Council will 
may take into account the following matters:a) whether water 
allocated any benefits for development of Māori well-being.” 
[deleting the wording in clauses b-f], or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 1 Use of Production Land 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule provides that use of production land exceeding 10 hectares is 
a permitted activity where a Farm Environment Plan, Industry 
Programme or Catchment Collective covers the property. 

This approach does not recognise the recent policy advances made 
nationally via the government’s Essential Freshwater package and in 
particular the Resource Management Amendment Act 2020, which 
provides for a national framework of “freshwater farm plans”, to be 
operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
HBWG considers that the references to and requirements for a Farm 
Environment Plan in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the 
Resource Management Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 
regulations and that these national requirements should be adopted by 
the Plan Change, in the interests of national standardisation and longer-
term efficiency. 
 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in this Plan Change to 
“freshwater farm plan” and otherwise align the Plan Change 
requirements to those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 2 Use of Production Land 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule provides that use of production land exceeding 10 hectares is 
a controlled activity where a Farm Environment Plan, Industry 
Programme or Catchment Collective does not cover the property. 

As with Rule TANK 1, this approach does not recognise the recent 
policy advances made nationally via the government’s Essential 
Freshwater package and in particular the Resource Management 
Amendment Act 2020, which provides for a national framework of 
“freshwater farm plans”, to be operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
HBWG considers that the references to and requirements for a Farm 
Environment Plan in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the 
Resource Management Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 
regulations and that these national requirements should be adopted by 
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the Plan Change, in the interests of national standardisation and longer-
term efficiency. 
 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in this Plan Change to 
“freshwater farm plan” and otherwise align the Plan Change 
requirements to those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 

 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 2/4/5/6/9/10 – References to SPZs 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

These rules governing land use and water takes all contain provisions 
including actual or potential effect of the activity in the SPZs on 
Registered Drinking Water Supplies. This introduces potentially 
significant cost and uncertainty for winegrowing, which is one of the 
major landuse activities in the SPZs.  Such risks can and will already 
be assessed via Farm Environment Plans or Collectives in terms of 
Schedule 30, so separate inclusion in the consenting process is an 
unnecessary duplication.  

Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment 
will still be made in the event that a property does not have a Farm 
Environment Plan or is not part of an Industry Programme or 
Catchment Collective. 

Decision 

Sought 

Remove the references to assessment of actual or potential effects of 
activities in the SPZs on Registered Drinking Water Supplies from 
Rules TANK 4/5/6/9/10. 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 5 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule controls land use change to production land use activity over 
more than 10% of a property or farming enterprise. 

The rule gives no guidance on what constitutes “change to the 
production land use activity”, with the result that it is highly uncertain 
what types of activity are controlled and the rule cannot be practically 
enforced.  For example, is a change from conventional farming to 
organic farming captured? A change in planting density? 

Also the rule fails to account for the possibility that a farming 
enterprise may span multiple water quality management units within a 
Surface Water Allocation Zone, which may then unintentionally permit 
land use change beyond 10% of the farming enterprises’ properties 
within a water quality management unit. 

Decision 

Sought 

The rule needs further development to give more guidance on what 
changes are intended to be controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit more appropriately. 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 6 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule restricts change to production land use activity over more 
than 10% of a property or farming enterprise where there is no 
Catchment Collective or Industry Programme operative, where 
modelled land use change effect on total property nitrogen loss exceeds 
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the figures in Table 2 of Schedule 29.  Table 2 is populated from per-
hectare figures for common primary production systems.  The per-
hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr provided for Grapes for 
Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki Soils is unrealistically low & clearly fails to 
account for the autumn/winter sheep grazing rotation that commonly 
occurs on vineyards. 

Also the Plan Change does not record the version of the models 
employed to derive the crop loss figures, so is not future-proofed 
against the effect of future model changes. 

Decision 

Sought 

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise winter sheep 
grazing rotation. 

Include details of crop model versions used to derive the crop loss 
figures in Schedule 29 and include a mechanism to address the effects 
of model and/or version changes to modelled outputs. 

 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 11a) (ii) ii 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule is intended inter alia to permit allocation of water that 
becomes available as a result of new high flow water storage activities.  
However, it fails to account for the possibility of managed aquifer 
recharge systems which may have an equivalent effect on the overall 
water balance in a catchment and therefore should also be provided for. 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to Rule TANK 11a) (ii) ii read: “takes of water associated with 
and dependant on release of water from a water storage impoundment 
or from a managed aquifer recharge scheme.” or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 13 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule provides for capture, storage and use of surface water at 
times of high flow.  We consider this to be a critical element of the 
overall Plan Change, providing the opportunity to re-engineer the 
Heretaunga Plains water use profile in a way that multiple & often 
conflicting interests and values can be addressed. 

Decision 

Sought 

Supported, subject to amendments to POL 59 & 60 to address 
concerns about drafting details relating to the 20% 
Māori/environment reservation. 

 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 22 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule appears to be intended to regulate large-scale stormwater 
discharge from industrial and trade premises.  It is somewhat difficult 
to understand the differences between TANK Rules 19, 20 and 22 
which all relate at least in part to this activity.  However, as Rule 22 
refers to “ANY industrial or trade premises” (emphasis added), it 
appears that there is a duplication and that Rule 22 should only apply 
to premises not covered by Rules 19 and 20. 

Also Condition a) in Rule 22, in requiring an “Urban Site Specific 
Stormwater Management Plan (Schedule 34)” appears to fail to allow 
for the possibility that the site may be a rural one.  Schedule 34: Urban 
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Site Specific Stormwater Management Plan appears though to be 
generic and potentially suited to both urban and rural application.  A 
further nomenclature complication is that the body of Schedule 34 
refers to a Site Management Plan, introducing another terminology.  

Decision 

Sought 

Amend Rule TANK 22 to include the following new Condition: “The 
activity does not comply with the conditions of Rule TANK 20” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 

Amend Schedule 34 title and site plan terminology (and provisions, if 
appropriate) to remove inconsistencies and allow for rural locations. 

 

Plan Provision Chapter 6.9 - 6.3.1 Bore Drilling & Bore Sealing, Rule 1 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule change has the effect of making bore drilling within a Source 
Protection Zone (SPZ) a Restricted Discretionary activity, as opposed 
to a Controlled activity. 

The proposed SPZs cover extensive areas of the Heretaunga Plains, 
particularly in the unconfined aquifer zone where many vineyards are 
located.  The proposed Plan brings in intensive controls over activities 
in the SPZs and are specifically drawn to capture areas of unconfined 
aquifer upstream of protected water takes.  Given the already-
permeable nature of the unconfined aquifer area that comprises the 
bulk of the SPZs and other substantial controls over landuse activities, 
there is negligible additional benefit in controlling bore drilling in this 
area where the bore is a replacement for existing infrastructure.  Also 
the additional expense and uncertainty of Restricted Discretionary 
status is likely to act as a deterrent to bore replacement as part of a 
normal maintenance cycle.  Accordingly, bore drilling for the purpose 
of replacement of existing infrastructure in the SPZs should remain a 
Controlled activity. 

Decision 

Sought 

Add a Condition to 6.3.1 Rule 1 reading: “c. The bore is located 
within a Source Protection Zone but is a replacement for an existing 
bore that will be decommissioned.” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

 

Plan Provision Chapter 6.9 -  6.3.3 Vegetation clearance and soil disturbance Rule 7 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule change is intended inter alia to restrict cultivation of land that 
results in exposure of bare soil within 5m-15m buffer zones 
(depending on slope) around waterbodies. In order to do such 
cultivation, a resource consent would have to be obtained under RRMP 
Rule 8. 

Such a restriction unduly compromises the development or 
redevelopment of permanent crops such as grapevines, where 
headlands may be adjacent to waterbodies and may require cultivation 
on an infrequent basis to facilitate machinery movements.  It risks the 
perverse outcome of headland areas being converted into hardstand 
areas by landowners to avoid the need for a resource consent to 
maintain these areas, with irreversible effects on the underlying and 
adjacent soils. 

We also note that there appears to be a contradiction in the existing 
definition of “Soil disturbance” in the RRMP, which on the one hand 
“means the disturbance of soil by any means including blading, 
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contouring, ripping, discing, root raking, moving, ploughing, 
removing, cutting and blasting” but on the other hand excludes 
“Cultivation and grazing”. 

Decision 

Sought 

Add a further exclusion to the definition of “Soil disturbance” in 6.3.3 
Rule 7 “. Cultivation required to facilitate machinery movements for 
permanent crops.” or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought 
in this submission. 

Further amend the definition of “Soil disturbance” in 6.3.3 Rule 7 to 
remove the existing contradiction and to clarify what forms of 
cultivation are included. 

 

Plan Provision Chapter 6.9 -  6.7.3 Transfer of Water Permits Rule 62a 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This rule change is intended introduce new controls on water permit 
transfers in the TANK catchments. 

We consider that two of the proposed Conditions require amendment: 

 

“d. i. for groundwater takes in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit (Quantity). the transfer is to any point 
downstream of any affected stream;” 

Assuming a normal geographic distribution of transfer applications, 
approximately half of all applications in the HPWMU are likely not to 
meet the above Condition and therefore become a Discretionary 
activity.  This is inefficient and unwarranted by the risk of material 
impact on the HPWMU from transfers, due to the generally high 
transmissivity of the aquifer in this area.  

 

“e. the transfer of a groundwater take is to an existing bore for 
which pump tests are available and there is no change to the 
nature and scale of drawdown effects on neighbouring bores or 
connected waterbodies as a result of the transfer” 

This condition does not contain any materiality test and due to the high 
density of bores throughout the TANK catchments and the generally 
high transmissivity of the aquifers, few transfer applications are likely 
to meet this test.  Again, this is inefficient and would largely nullify 
Controlled activity status for water transfers in the TANK catchments, 
defaulting them to Discretionary, which will be counterproductive to 
the efficient redistribution of water usage over time.   
 

Decision 

Sought 

Delete Condition d.i for the Heretaunga Plains Water Management 
Unit (Quantity) and introduce a materiality test for nature and scale of 
drawdown effects on neighbouring bores or connected waterbodies as a 
result of transfers. 

 

Plan Provision Schedule 29: Land Use Change 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

This Schedule sets out modelled crop nitrogen loss factors that are 
required to be applied in Rule 6 to restrict change to production land 
use activity over more than 10% of a property or farming enterprise 
where there is no Catchment Collective or Industry Programme 
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operative.  Table 2 is populated from per-hectare figures for common 
primary production systems.  The per-hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr 
provided for Grapes for Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki Soils is unrealistically 
low & clearly fails to account for the autumn/winter sheep grazing 
rotation that commonly occurs on vineyards. 

Also the Plan Change does not record the version of the models 
employed to derive the crop loss figures, so is not future-proofed 
against the effect of future model changes. 

Decision 

Sought 

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise winter sheep 
grazing rotation. 

Include details of crop model versions used to derive the crop loss 
figures in Schedule 29 and include a mechanism to address the effects 
of model and/or version changes to modelled outputs. 

 

Plan Provision Schedule 30: Landowner Collective, Industry Programme and Farm 
Environment Plan 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

Schedule 30 sets out the requirements for Farm Environment Plans, 
Landowner Collectives and Industry Programmes, as a method 
primarily to address the cumulative effects of landuse.  We support this 
general approach over more prescriptive approaches, as it provides 
flexibility for landowners to achieve environmental objectives in the 
most efficient ways. 

The NZ wine industry has a longstanding and highly respected industry 
sustainability programme (Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand - 
SWNZ), which the industry intends to further develop to achieve 
equivalency with a Farm Environment Plan.  However, as the 
environmental profile of vineyards is dramatically different from (and 
in most respects lower than) that of other major primary industries, 
SWNZ does not comfortably fit within the PC9 framework and it is 
inefficient and counterproductive to apply an essentially pastoral-
farming approach to viticulture. 
Schedule 30 also does not recognise the recent policy advances made 
nationally via the government’s Essential Freshwater package and in 
particular the Resource Management Amendment Act 2020, which 
provides for a national framework of “freshwater farm plans”, to be 
operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
HBWG considers that the references to and requirements for a Farm 
Environment Plan in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the 
Resource Management Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 
regulations and that these national requirements should be adopted by 
the Plan Change, in the interests of national standardisation and longer-
term efficiency. 
 

Decision 

Sought 

Schedule 30 should be less prescriptive, more facilitative and more 
industry risk profile-based in respect of Industry Programmes.  The 
Programme Requirements in Section B of Schedule 30 as they relate to 
Industry Programmes should be re-cast as a more of a guideline, with 
an acknowledgement that detailed requirements can vary depending on 
the Industry’s risk and emissions profile as it relates to catchment 
objectives. 

Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in this Plan Change to 
“freshwater farm plan” and otherwise align the Plan Change 
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requirements to those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 

 

Plan Provision Chapter 9 Glossary of Terms Used “Actual and Reasonable” 

Concerns & 

Reasons 

Refer to our comments above on 5.10.6.37d.ii Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer Management 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and Reasonable to provide 
that the volume allocated at consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific IRRICALC 

model at 95% security of supply; 
- the volume of the expiring consent being replaced.” 

or similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
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Minor drafting points 

 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 11 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…and the taking, using, damming…”. 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 12.b 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…especially whitebait…”. (deleting unnecessary 
comma) 

Plan Provision OBJ TANK 15.g 

Decision 

Sought 

Consider relocating detailed wetland targets into a policy for drafting 
consistency. 

Plan Provision 5.10.2.5.a 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…by reducing the amount of sediment…” 

Plan Provision 5.10.2.9.g 

Decision 

Sought 

Delete clause as is a duplication with a) 

Plan Provision 5.10.2.11.h 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…assists in weed control.” 

Plan Provision 5.10.2.16.e 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…maintaining flushing flow;” 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.26.b(i) 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…development of a Farm Environment Plan….;” 

 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.26.b (and others) 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…development of a Farm Environment Plan….;” 

Plan Provision 5.10.3.27. 

Decision 

Sought 

The reference to Schedule 29 as the milestone for stock exclusion and 
sediment mitigation should refer to Schedule 28. 

Plan Provision 5.10.7.46.b 

Decision The reference to “actual and reasonable” should be capitalised as this is 
a defined term in the Glossary. 
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Sought 

Plan Provision Rule TANK 5 – Conditions/Standards/Terms 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…subject to a Catchment Collective Programme 
meeting the requirements of Schedule 30B or by a TANK Catchment 
Collective… 

Plan Provision Chapter 6.9 -  6.7.3 Transfer of Water Permits Rule 62a 

Decision 

Sought 

Amend to read “…“f. The transfer does not result in an increase in 
nitrogen loss exceeding the amounts as specified in Table 2 in 
Schedule 29”  

Plan Provision Schedule 32: High Flow Allocation 

Decision 

Sought 

Delete unnecessary asterisk:  “8,000 litres per second*” 

 

 

HBWG wishes to present our views at a public meeting. 

HBWG would consider presenting a joint case with others making a similar submission to 
HBWG. 

HBWG wishes to attend any pre-hearing meeting that may be convened. 

 

DATED at Hastings this 14th day of August 2020 

 

                                                                

             Xan Harding 

Director, Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ Association Inc. 
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Appendix 1 – Extracts from HBWG’s GI Application demonstrating the reputation of Hawke’s 
Bay wine and the industry’s reliance on reliable supply of high-quality irrigation water  

a. Overall Standing of the Hawke’s Bay Wine Industry 

“Hawke’s Bay is particularly well known for wines produced from the Cabernet/Merlot, 
Syrah and Chardonnay. Together these three styles made up 54 % of Hawke’s Bay’s 
production. The Bordeaux varieties: Merlot, Cabernet Sauvignon, Cabernet Franc and 
Malbec - either individually or as blends will be referred to as Cabernet/ Merlot in this 
application. Hawkes Bay produces 80 % of New Zealand Cabernet/ Merlot and Syrah 
and about 30% of New Zealand Chardonnay.  Hawke’s Bay wines dominate the New 
Zealand fuller bodied red wine category and are a major part of New Zealand’s 
Chardonnay scene.” 

“The bright, red and dark cherry/berry flavours and smooth tannins are proving to be a 
winner with wine critics and the public now home to the majority of the country's Syrah 
plantings, attracting increasing critical attention and acclaim for its high-quality, 
expressive wines” 

 “Hawke’s Bay wine production is championed by Bordeaux (Cabernet/Merlot) blends, 
Syrah and Chardonnay. This mix is unique in New Zealand and is distinct from the 
production of Sauvignon Blanc and Pinot Noir as seen in the rest of New Zealand. 
Hawke’s Bay wines are becoming increasingly sought after (proven by consumer 
demand data). Hawke’s Bay wines are in demand from key export markets (proven by 
international consumer and trade/merchant demand data)” 

 “Hawke’s Bay produces some of the best wines and most recognisable New Zealand 
brands in the world.  This reputation is attributable to the geographical origin of wines 
bearing the Hawke’s Bay GI.  

As noted above, Hawke’s Bay’s ‘hero’ varieties are Merlot/ Cabernet, Syrah and 
Chardonnay, however it also boasts an array of other varieties and styles. 

The oldest wineries still survive.  Mission Estate, mentioned above, with its 165-year 
wine-making history, welcomes in excess of 130,000 visitors to the winery a year, with 
the majestic building being one of the most visited wineries in New Zealand. The winery 
hosts concerts for some of the biggest names in popular music in the world.  Vidal 
Estate, now owned by Villa Maria, still operates largely independently.  

Vidal Wines was first established in 1905 and in 1979 opened New Zealand’s first winery 
restaurant.  The Vidal Legacy Syrah has won several trophies at international 
competitions.   Te Mata Estate, home of world-renowned, iconic wines such as the 
‘Coleraine’ Cabernet Merlot and ‘Bullnose’ Syrah, still upholds its tradition of bottling and 
labelling all its wines on site, before despatch to all four corners of the globe. 

Hawke’s Bay’s premium wines regularly win trophies and awards at the full suite of 
domestic and international wine competitions. For instance, amongst the 7 trophies and 
18 gold medals bestowed on Hawke’s Bay wines at the Royal Easter Show Wine Awards 
2016, one of New Zealand’s premier wine competitions – a Hawke’s Bay Chardonnay 
won overall Champion Wine of the Show and another won Champion Chardonnay, plus 
Hawke’s Bay Chardonnays received 3 gold medals.  Hawke’s Bay reds took out the 
Champion Cabernet Sauvignon & Cabernet Predominant Trophy, Champion Merlot & 
Merlot Predominant Trophy and Champion Syrah Trophy, and Hawke’s Bay won 12 gold 
medals for its reds across all categories.  This is just one competition by way of example. 
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In addition, Hawke’s Bay’s boutique cellar doors and world-class winery-restaurants 
drive tourism to Hawke’s Bay from other parts of New Zealand and from all over the 
world. 

Hawke’s Bay Wine Marketing Limited (Hawke’s Bay Wine), the regional association’s 
wine marketing subsidiary company, has as its express strategic purpose achieving 
recognition for the Hawke’s Bay as one of the greatest wine regions in the world.  
Hawke’s Bay Wine runs events to promote Hawke’s Bay and other domestic and 
international marketing initiatives to grow the brand ‘Hawke’s Bay wine’ (rather than to 
promote the interests of a particular winery).” 

“The reputation of Hawke’s Bay wines domestically and internationally is worthy of, and 
requires, protection.” 

b. Climate Influence on Hawke’s Bay Wine Industry 

 “The climate allows for consistent production of later-ripening red varieties and earlier 
ripening white varieties. The long warm (1470 degree days) growing season and 800 
mm of annual rainfall allows later ripening red grapes such as Cabernet Sauvignon and 
Syrah to fully ripen in the mild autumn weather. “Hawkes Bay’s distinctive climate for the 
vine does distinguish it from other regions of New Zealand. Other parts of the North 
Island are as hot in summer, some even persistently hotter, but none combine the long, 
hot growing season with relatively low humidity and low rainfall.” Warren Moran.” 

 “However, the climate is not so hot that delicacy is lost in white wines or that the red 
wines are dull “Plentiful subterranean water allied with modern drip irrigation allows for 
precise management of water stress in the vineyards. The availability of water even in 
the driest of seasons ensures full ripeness and finesse and is a luxury that plays a major 
role in the style of Hawkes bay wines.” 

c. Water Influence on Hawke’s Bay Wine Industry 

 “Precious Water 

Moderate rainfall and warm, dry summers cause most Hawke’s Bay vineyard soils to 
experience excessive water deficit by mid-season unless they are irrigated. 

The Heretaunga Plains are blessed to have vast quantities of groundwater in the 
underlying gravel beds. 85% of the water used on the plains is pumped from these 
aquifers, which recharge annually thanks to rainfall outside the growing season when 
water use is at a minimum.  Away from the Heretaunga plains, vineyards take water 
directly from rivers or bores and others collect water in dams. Supply of water for 
irrigation is rarely a problem for Hawke’s Bay vineyards.” 

 “A good water supply is a precious and rare commodity in the world and growers and 
regional bodies work together to ensure that it is preserved for future generations.” 

 “Drip irrigation is a very efficient use of water. It delivers a precise amount of water to 
each plant and avoids the evaporative losses associated with sprinkler irrigation. Unlike 
many of the warmer grape growing regions of the world, Hawke’s Bay’s very pure river 
and aquafer water causes no build-up of salt in the soil.” 

“Drip irrigation is universal. It is necessary for establishing young vines and in most 
vineyards essential from early summer when the rainfall is insufficient to replace water 
used by the vines.” 
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d. Geology & Soils Influence on Hawke’s Bay Wine Industry 

 “The reputation of Hawke’s Bay as a quality wine region relies to a large extent on the 
high-quality soils formed by a unique set of geological circumstances. A benign climate 
and plentiful fresh water for irrigation complete the picture of a blessed grape growing 
region.” 

 “Hawke’s Bay is well provided with soils of low moisture retention. The beauty of free 
draining soils is that they enable the vine to be water stressed consistently, even in quite 
wet seasons. Once, most of the Bay’s vineyards could be found on deep, fertile soils 
east of Hastings, on the Heretaunga Plains. These soils rarely ran low on water. Today, 
grape growing is mainly west of Hastings, on gravel based soils.  Other pockets of grape 
growing add to the Bay’s mix of vineyards. The best of these have moderate to low 
fertility and water holding capacity and feature gravels, hillside sites or thin soils 
restricting root growth.  

Largest and best known of the vineyard areas on the Heretaunga Plains in Hawke’s Bay 
are the Bridge Pa Triangle and the Gimblett Gravel areas. These areas evolved in a 
similar way. “ 

 “Over 250,000 years, the three rivers formed alluvial fans across an old subsiding sea 
basin, extending the coast eastwards. This action, along with marine sedimentation 
during post glacial periods, formed layers which extend down more than 250 metres to a 
limestone base. During floods and subsequent changes in course of the rivers, coarse 
gravel beds and fine impermeable beds were interlaced in layers. The gravel layers 
contain some of New Zealand’s finest aquifers. 

The Bridge Pa Triangle Wine District extends over 2000 hectares and the adjacent 
Gimblett Gravels about half of that. These areas are comprised of old terraces of the 
Ngaruroro River. The Ngaruroro River initially flowed out on to the developing plain 
between Maraekakaho and Roys Hill, depositing vast amounts of greywacke gravel 
known locally as ‘red metal’. The stony layers were covered at different times by finer 
alluvium derived from loess, volcanic ash and greywacke. 

About 10,000 years ago, the Ngaruroro filled the southerly channel and changed course 
to the north of Roys Hill, leaving behind the terraces of the Bridge Pa Triangle. The thin 
soils that have formed over the gravels here are some of the oldest on the plains. 

As it emerged from the eastern end of Roys Hill on its new course, the river turned south 
and flowed towards what is now Hastings. The Gimblett Gravels was formed as alluvium 
was deposited in times of flood.  Also of note in this area are the soils containing alluvial 
pumice formed after the Taupo Eruption 1800 years ago. 

The influence of the Ngaruroro on the soils west of Hastings ended when the river 
changed course east towards Fernhill in the 1867 flood.  To the east are the deeper, 
fertile soils, influenced by relatively recent flooding. 

The Gimblett Gravels and the Bridge Pa Triangle regions have become the engine room 
of quality Hawke’s Bay grape growing in recent decades.  Side by side and with identical 
climate they have a lot in common.  Both free-draining soil types are ideal for promoting 
critical vine water stress by mid-season due to their deep gravel base Whereas the 
Bridge Pa Triangle area has about half a metre of sandy loam covering the gravel the 
Gimblett Gravels feature gravel and sand to the top of the profile.  
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Soil types similar to those of the Bridge Pa Triangle exist on large terraces either side of 
the lower reaches of the Ngaruroro River.  These regions, Crownthorpe on the northern 
bank and Mangatahi on the southern, are extensive and vineyard plantings have become 
quite large. This excellent grape growing country can be a little cooler and damper than 
the Heretaunga Plains. 

High quality free draining vineyards feature in several places on the perimeter of the 
Plains. The lower reaches of the Havelock North Hills, with their thin silica pan and 
gravel based soils have supported vineyards for over 120 years and similar soils near Te 
Awanga on the coast have a long wine history.  

The coastal areas of Te Awanga and Esk Valley, where it meets the sea, are 
characterised by milder daytime temperatures and warmer nights than further inland on 
the Heretaunga Plains.  Chardonnay does well in these areas, as do the Cabernet/Merlot 
varieties in well-chosen vineyard sites. 

Traditional vineyard areas with deeper soils north and east of Hastings still thrive. These 
are the areas of Meanee, Taradale, Korokipo and Esk Valley.” 

 “The climate of Hawkes Bay is warm and dependable and water for irrigation is plentiful, 
enabling good sized crops to be reliably harvested.” 
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Nichola Nicholson

From: Bernie Kelly <berniekelly47@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, 9 August 2020 9:25 PM
To: Mary-Anne Baker
Subject: Submission Hawkes Bay Canoe Club

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Ellen

Hello Mary-Anne, 
I was having difficulty working through the web page interface for submitting on the TANK plan change and have 
been advised that I could send it directly to you.  

 
Submission to HBRC Tank Plan Change 9 
 
In my submission to to the proposed HBRC TCP 9, 
I would like to address issues of concern on behalf of the Hawke’s Bay Canoe Club.  
The club has been part of the kayaking scene in Hawke’s Bay for over 40 years, and its history documents use of 
many rivers throughout the province and beyond.  
In that time we have been supported whole heartedly by Whitewater NZ, who have represented our interests in 
upholding whitewater kayaking values in the many rivers that are paddled in this country.  
The club was instrumental in obtaining the Water Conservation Order placed on the Mohaka River back in the 
eighties.  
It, along with Whitewater NZ are currently working on getting amendments in place on the successful application to 
award WCO status for the Upper Ngaruroro River Whitewater Kayaking values that were proven to be nationally 
outstanding.  
Within the document PLC 9, there is very little account of any regulation that would protect any of the proven 
attributes for recreational users of the Upper Ngaruroro River. The plan doesn’t even delineate that particular part 
of the river, rather treating the entire length from source to sea as one river.  
In our view, when talking about Adverse Effects , the term other users is too broad.  
To uphold the outstanding values for the purpose of Whitwater Kayaking, we need to have absolute surety that 
these values are protected for the benefit of kayaking.  
Any of the proposed rules around abstraction and damming are also very weak and ambiguous.  
Proposed rule Tank 17 prohibits any damming in the mainstem of  
Ngaruroro  
Taruarau  
Omahaki  
Tutaekuri  
Mangone  
Mangatutu 
 
We propose this include all tributaries to these rivers as any halt to flow would have undesirable effects 
downstream to these important rivers.  
It is our view that upholding the validity of a Water Conservation Order over the Ngaruroro River would ultimately 
give the river higher protection status which has been proven to be of National significance of which Whitewater NZ 
as one of 5 applicants we the Hawke’s Bay Canoe Club support.  
I would like the opportunity to speak to my submission please.  
Kind regards 
 
Bernie Kelly 
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47 Ferry Rd, Clive 
Hawke’s Bay 4102 
0274461538-06 8700837 
berniekelly47@gmail.com 









To: Hawke’s Bay Regional Council
C/o etank@hbrc.govt.nz

Name of Submi er:  Kent Griffiths

This is a submission on the following Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource
Management: Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu Catchments.

I could not gain an advantage in trade compe  on in making this submission.

My submission is:

· I generally support the overall framework of Plan Change 9, to the degree that it reflects a
staged approach to improving the management of the TANK Catchments freshwater
resources.

· Hor culture is cri cally important to the future sustainability of the TANK Catchments, and
there are some changes required to the proposed plan to ensure that sufficient water is
available to provide for that. The value of hor culture and its role in providing for domes c
food supply and security, and the ability to feed people in the future is not currently
reflected in the proposed Plan Change 9.

· The real freshwater improvements come from the prac ces I adopt to manage discharges
from land I manage (in some cases only temporarily), and my water use. I support requiring
all growers to operate at good management prac ce .

· I also support the ability for a group of landowners to be able to manage environmental
issues collec vely to improve the effec veness of the response to water issues. I consider
Plan Change 9 should be er enable collec ve approaches to water and nutrient
management by reducing the level of detail and specificity in the plan, as every collec ve
grouping will be slightly different and work in a slightly different way, and it is important that
this is enabled.

· Where this submission aligns with that of Hor culture New Zealand’s submission, I support
that submission.

· I oppose the provisions set out in the table below as currently dra ed , and seek the
amendments set out in the table. I also note that there are likely to be consequen al
amendments arising from these that may affect the whole plan.

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:

Provisions & general
descrip on of issue

Amendments sought

Policy 36, 37, 46, 52,
TANK 9, TANK 10, TANK
11, Schedule 31 and the
Glossary 
Replacement of water
permits based on actual
and reasonable use

Defini on of ‘actual and reasonable’ is amended to just refer to
‘reasonable’ and in rela on to applica ons to take and use water is the
lesser of:

a) the quan ty specified on the permit due for renewal or any
lesser amount applied for; or

b) for irriga on takes, the quan ty required to meet the
modelled crop water demand for the irrigated area with an
efficiency of applica on of no less than 80% as specified by the
IRRICALC water demand model (if it is available for the crop
and otherwis an equivalent method) and to a 95% reliability
of supply.

Everywhere that the term ‘actual and reasonable’ is currently used, it
is amended to refer to ‘reasonable’.
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Policy 54, 55, 56, 57,
TANK 13, TANK 14, TANK
15 and Schedule 32 
High flow takes and
storage  

The alloca on limit for high flow takes should be revisited. I
understand that the TANK collabora ve group did not reach a
consensus posi on on the alloca on limit and I believe that more
water should be made available, as the high flow water currently
provides the only means of obtaining new water which will be cri cal
to provide for the future of hor culture – whether that be irriga on of
new land, or more water to irrigate exis ng or new types of crops, and
also for use in stream flow maintenance and augmenta on schemes.
High flow alloca ons should also be specified for the Karamu, and
Ahuriri Catchments (if storage is physically feasible within the Ahuriri
Catchment).

Policy 51, 52, TANK 7
and TANK 8 
Availability of water for
survival of permanent
hor cultural crops 

A specific exemp on should be provided in TANK 7 and 8 to allow up
to 20m3 to con nue to be taken per day to assist the survival of
permanent hor cultural crops. 

Policy 48, 52, RRMP 61,
RRMP 62, RRMP62a,
RRMP62b 
Transfers of water
permits

Transfers of all water permits that have been exercised should be
enabled.

Policy 37 and 38
Restriction on re‐
alloca on of water

The re‐alloca on of any water that might become available within the
interim groundwater alloca on limit or within the limit of any
connected water body should be enabled (i.e.. can be re‐allocated
before a review of the relevant alloca on limits in the plan is
undertaken) where it is to be used for primar produc on purposes
(and would be allocated in accordance with proposed defini on of
‘reasonable’ outlined above), or used for a stream flow maintenance
and augmenta on scheme. Water should also be able to be re‐
allocated to any applicant – not restricted to exis ng water permit
holders (as at 2020) .

Policy 37, 39, 40, 41,
TANK 18 and Schedule
36 
Stream flow
maintenance and
augmenta on schemes 

Schemes should be developed by the regional council in a progressive
manner based on when water permits expire, in an equitable manner
over a reasonable  meframe that appor ons the cost equally and
concomitantly across all takes affec ng groundwater levels rather than
relying on consent applicants to develop schemes, as they don’t have
the resources or arguably much of the informa on to do so.
Amendments are also required to ensure that flow maintenance
requirements only apply to lowland streams where it is feasible, and
the presump on should be removed that the mainstem of the
Ngaruroro River will be augmented in whole or in part. The
requirement to augment the Ngaruroro was not a consensus posi on
of the TANK collabora ve group. The posi on that the group reached
was that augmenta on should be inves gated and I believe
amendments should be made to reflect that.

Policy 17, 18, 19, 23, 24,
TANK 1, TANK 2,
Schedule 28, Schedule 30
and the Glossary 
Industry programs and
landowner collec ves 

Amend all provisions that relate to industry schemes to be er align
requirements with exis ng and established industry programmes such
as GAP schemes.
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Policy 21, TANK 5, TANK
6, Schedule 26, Schedule
28 and Schedule 29 
Land use change and
nutrient loss 

A defini on of what a change to produc on land use is needs to be
provided to clarif what the provisions actually relate to. I also believe
that management of nutrients needs to be done at the collec ve level,
because that will enable some land use change to occur, because it
could be offset within the collec ve. Some changes in land must be
enabled to allow the hor cultural sector in the TANK Catchments to
remain sustainable. 

My hor cultural opera on is located 382 Twyford Road, Has ngs and comprises of the following
crops and acreage; 36ha of Apple Orchard

Plan Change 9/TANK is likely to affect my business in the following ways:

If I am unable to get enough water to irrigate my crop, it will mean the loss of my crop or smaller
reduced quality fruit and in some cases the loss of trees, which will have a flow on effect of
employing less staff, less spent on up keep of land improvement, Soil health and disease
management. It is essen al that as an apple grower over the few months of high heat to irrigate my
crop a li le o en.

I seek the following decision from the local authority:

That the plan is amended as set out in the table above

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presen ng a joint case with them at a hearing.

Signature of submi er:

Date: 10/08/2020

Electronic address for service: kentokid@xtra.co.nz

Contact phone number:0274416359

Postal address: 361 Twyford Road, RD5, Has ngs

Contact person: Kent Griffiths (A.R. Griffiths & Sons Ltd)
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Phone number:  0276551695 

 

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9  

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 11/08/2020

First name:  Bruce Last name:  McGregor

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be

limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Attached Documents

File

TANK Submission

Proposed TANK Plan Change 9
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We farm at 1707 Pakaututu Road, Puketitiri.   Of our 580 total ha, 340 ha is an intensive all grass 

beef production platform bisected by 25 ha of riparian strips, while the balance of steeper country is 

retired in manuka and native bush. We actively farm 59% of our land and have retired 41%. 

We conduct our farming operation as prescribed by our Farm Environment Plan, despite our 

catchment (Mohaka) not yet being required to have one. We are continually taking and acting on 

expert advice (including from HBRC) to protect and improve our natural resources, with particular 

emphasis on water quality and biodiversity. 

We see ourselves as profitable, environmentally aware, and responsible pastoral farmers. 

We commend HBRCR on their collaborative approach regarding Proposed Plan Change 9 

 

Provision Support/Oppose Reason Relief Sought 

Policies 5.10.3 Support We support 
HBRC’s 
recognition that 
farmers and their 
collectives can 
develop practical 
approaches for 
their own 
catchments. 

Retain as 
proposed. 

Obj TANK 16, 17, 
and 18, 
associated 
policies 5.10.7, 
and rules) 

Oppose – if my 
interpretation of 
the Plan is correct. 

Stock drinking 
water should not 
be restricted. 

Stock drinking 
water should be 
top priority. 

Schedule 29 Oppose Does not promote 
a holistic 
approach to farm 
development and 
management. 
 
The prescriptive, 
‘Overseer 
numbers only’ 
approach will 
impede 
reasonable land 
development. 
 

Schedule 29 is 
deleted. 
 
LUC classification 
basis adopted. 
 
Mitigating 
actions are 
considered. 
 
De-intensification 
is recognised.  
 
 
 
 

 

 



If N discharge measures are to be adopted, then those measures should be applied on a LUC (land 

use capability) classification basis rather than a use basis.  

We think the N discharge measures in Schedule 29, if considered on their own, will impede 

reasonable land development. 

We do not think the use of Overseer measures on their own should dictate pastoral land use policy. 

While we accept that the Overseer model currently offers the best generalised indication of N 

discharges, we would like to see a more holistic approach considered, with consideration given to 

actual mitigating actions, both physical ‘hardware’ such as buffer zones and retired areas, and 

‘software’ such as pasture and stock management practises.   

We suggest that HBRC needs to recognise and offset the benefits of de-intensification against the 

costs of intensification, within a farm boundary, otherwise the proposed Plan Change will de-

incentivise correct farm development. 

While we appreciate Discretionary means discretionary, it seems to us that the bar is being set too 

low, and HBRC will inhibit wise and careful development of healthy, resilient, and prosperous land 

use.  
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To: Hawke’s Bay Regional Council
C/o etank@hbrc.govt.nz

Colin Campbell

This is a submission on the following Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s Bay Regional

Resource Management: Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu

Catchments. 

I could not gain an advantage in trade competition in making this submission.

We have farmed in Hawkes Bay for 26 years and also own Orchards and Vineyards

Water is critical to our operation because without it our livestock would simply not survive

Any farmer who lives off rainwater for domestic use clearly understand the value of water, every

time it rains, every time you go for months in a draught and need to buy in water as a last resort 

Water simply does not come from a tap when you turn it on., it is one of the 5 basic needs in life

As Farmers and Horticulturalist we value and understand the need to conserve and use water in a

wise way but feel that any management should be collaborative and not aversive

Whilst the submission I have made has leveraged off the expertise of others this in no way should

be seen as a cut and paste but rather a recognition of the expertise of those who seek to ensure that

the changes made are in the best interests of all those who live and work in hawkes bay

The term “work with” appears 8 times in the 135 page, the words employ and employment do not

appear at all and this worries me whilst the term social could encompass this I think clearly we all

need to acknowledge that individuals derive a living from working the land of Hawkes Bay and

recognise that any changes will potentially have a large impact

The key is a balance between ensuring good practice at a pace that allows all those involved to work

for a united cause 

We have reticulated water in our farming operation and keep livestock out of waterways and dams

We measure all our crops and only apply water when required

All our rives are fenced off and dams also

My submission is:

· I generally support the overall framework of Plan Change 9, to the degree that it reflects a
staged approach to improving the management of the TANK Catchments freshwater
resources.

· Agriculture and Hor culture are cri cally important to the future sustainability of the TANK
Catchments, and there are some changes required to the proposed plan to ensure that
sufficient water is available to provide for that. The value of agriculture and hor culture in
their roles providing for domes c food supply and security, and the ability to feed people in
the future is not currently reflected in the proposed Plan Change 9
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· The real freshwater improvements come from the prac ces I adopt to manage discharges
from land I manage (in some cases only temporarily), and my water use. I support requiring
all farmers and growers to operate at good management prac ce .

· I am deeply concerned that stock water is not appropriately provided for (Obj TANK 16, 17,
and 18, associated policies 5.10.7, and rules). The con nuous provision of water is cri cal to
animal welfare and should be a priority take above other non‐essen al takes. I oppose
provisions which relate to water takes and management and which fail to provide for stock
drinking water as a priority take. 

· I am deeply concerned about the nitrogen leaching limits set in Schedule 29 which place an
upper limit to how much nitrogen can be leached specific to a produc ve land use. I oppose
provisions which restrict innova on and remove the opportunity for landowners to achieve
environmental outcomes while remaining adaptable to change in circumstances. I consider
sector averaging to be effec vely the ‘grandparen ng ‘ of land which locks farmers in at
their exis ng farm systems and land uses, preven ng the ability to adjust stocking rates,
inputs or change land use. Flexibility and the ability to adapt and innovate is an integral part
of the resilience of the sector .

· I support with amendments objec ves to increase riparian plan ng and wetlands (policies
5.10.2). I seek that these provisions are implemented through non regulatory methods and
not regula on. I seek more informa on is provided as to how Council intends to facilitate
mee ng the targets specified i.e. funding assistance and support. 

· I oppose provisions which are ambiguous and where the implica ons for my farm or
community are not clear (Rule TANK 3, TANK 7). I seek that these are deleted, or
alterna vely amended to provide clarity and ensure that they can be implemented on farm
in a prac cable way. In par cular, I seek clarity about what waterways will need to be
excluded from stock access. 

· I also support the ability for a group of landowners to be able to manage environmental
issues collec vely to improve the effec veness of the response to water issues. I consider
Plan Change 9 should be er enable collec ve approaches to water and nutrient
management by reducing the level of detail and specificity in the plan, as every collec ve
grouping will be slightly different and work in a slightly different way, and it is important that
this is enabled.

· Where this submission aligns with that of Hor culture New Zealand’s submission or Beef
and Lamb New Zealand and Federated Farmers New Zealand , I support that submission.

· I oppose the provisions set out in the table below as currently dra ed , and seek the
amendments set out in the table. I also note that there are likely to be consequen al
amendments arising from these that may affect the whole plan.

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:

Provisions & general
descrip on of issue

Amendments sought

Policy 36, 37, 46, 52,
TANK 9, TANK 10, TANK
11, Schedule 31 and the
Glossary 

Defini on of ‘actual and reasonable’ is amended to just refer to
‘reasonable’ and in rela on to applica ons to take and use water is the
lesser of:

a) the quan ty specified on the permit due for renewal or any
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Replacement of water
permits based on actual
and reasonable use

lesser amount applied for; or
b) for irriga on takes, the quan ty required to meet the

modelled crop water demand for the irrigated area with an
efficiency of applica on of no less than 80% as specified by the
IRRICALC water demand model (if it is available for the crop
and otherwis an equivalent method) and to a 95% reliability
of supply.

Everywhere that the term ‘actual and reasonable’ is currently used, it
is amended to refer to ‘reasonable’.

Policy 54, 55, 56, 57,
TANK 13, TANK 14, TANK
15 and Schedule 32 
High flow takes and
storage  

The alloca on limit for high flow takes should be revisited. I
understand that the TANK collabora ve group did not reach a
consensus posi on on the alloca on limit and I believe that more
water should be made available, as the high flow water currently
provides the only means of obtaining new water which will be cri cal
to provide for the future of hor culture – whether that be irriga on of
new land, or more water to irrigate exis ng or new types of crops, and
also for use in stream flow maintenance and augmenta on schemes.
High flow alloca ons should also be specified for the Karamu, and
Ahuriri Catchments (if storage is physically feasible within the Ahuriri
Catchment).

Policy 51, 52, TANK 7
and TANK 8 
Availability of water for
survival of permanent
hor cultural crops 

A specific exemp on should be provided in TANK 7 and 8 to allow up
to 20m3 to con nue to be taken per day to assist the survival of
permanent hor cultural crops. 

Policy 48, 52, RRMP 61,
RRMP 62, RRMP62a,
RRMP62b 
Transfers of water
permits

Transfers of all water permits that have been exercised should be
enabled.

Policy 37 and 38
Restriction on re‐
alloca on of water

The re‐alloca on of any water that might become available within the
interim groundwater alloca on limit or within the limit of any
connected water body should be enabled (ie. can be re‐allocated
before a review of the relevant alloca on limits in the plan is
undertaken) where it is to be used for primar produc on purposes
(and would be allocated in accordance with proposed defini on of
‘reasonable’ outlined above), or used for a stream flow maintenance
and augmenta on scheme. Water should also be able to be re‐
allocated to any applicant – not restricted to exis ng water permit
holders (as at 2020) .

Policy 37, 39, 40, 41,
TANK 18 and Schedule
36 
Stream flow
maintenance and
augmenta on schemes 

Schemes should be developed by the regional council in a progressive
manner based on when water permits expire, in an equitable manner
over a reasonable  meframe that appor ons the cost equally and
concomitantly across all takes affec ng groundwater levels rather than
relying on consent applicants to develop schemes, as they don’t have
the resources or arguably much of the informa on to do so.
Amendments are also required to ensure that flow maintenance
requirements only apply to lowland streams where it is feasible, and
the presump on should be removed that the mainstem of the
Ngaruroro River will be augmented in whole or in part. The
requirement to augment the Ngaruroro was not a consensus posi on
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of the TANK collabora ve group. The posi on that the group reached
was that augmenta on should be inves gated and I believe
amendments should be made to reflect that.

Policy 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 
TANK 1, TANK 2, 
Schedule 28, Schedule 30
and the Glossary 
Industry programmes
and landowner 
collec ves 

Amend all provisions that relate to industry schemes to be er align
requirements with exis ng and established industry programmes such
as GAP schemes.

Policy 21, TANK 5, TANK
6, Schedule 26, Schedule
28 and Schedule 29 
Land use change and
nutrient loss 

A defini on of what a change to produc on land use is needs to be
provided to clarif what the provisions actually relate to. I also believe
that management of nutrients needs to be done at the collec ve level,
because that will enable some land use change to occur, because it
could be offset within the collec ve. Some changes in land must be
enabled to allow the hor cultural sector in the TANK Catchments to
remain sustainable. 

Specific Provision in 
the Proposed Plan

Submission Decision sought

The specific provisions my 
submission relates to are:

My submission is that: The decision I would like Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council to make is:

TANK 1
(The use of produc ve
land greater than
10ha.)

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support with amendments.

· I support that farmers are 
provided a Permi ed Ac vity 
pathway and are able to con nue
to farm without requiring a 
Resource Consent in recogni on 
that loca on solu ons and 
innova ve and flexible responses
are effec ve in managing water 
quality outcomes. 

· I support provisions which 
recognise and empower ground 
up, landowner and community 
led conserva on ac ons, and 
which priori se non‐regulatory 
over regula on management 
frameworks. 

·

· I support provisions which 
incen vise farmers (by means of 
a permi ed ac vity pathway) to 
develop a Farm Plan or be part of
a Catchment Collec ve. 

· I seek that the requirement for the 
Farm Environment Plan be 
prepared by a person with the 
professional qualifica ons 
necessary to prepare such a plan 
(Schedule 30, Sec on C, 1.1(a)) be 
removed and propose that farmers 
are able to prepare their own Farm 
Environment Plan.

· Farmers should be involved in the 
prepara on of their own Farm Plan
and ‘own’ the document. By being 
involved in the prepara on, the 
implementa on of them is more 
likely to be successful.  

· Farms Plans prepared by 
professionals with li le 
apprecia on of the day to day 
opera on of the Farm are less 
likely to be affec ve. 
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· I support the recogni on that 
people and communi es are 
cri cal to achieving good 
environmental outcomes. 

Schedule 29: Land Use
Change

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I oppose this provision.

· Management frameworks should
be equitable across land uses and
focussed on environmental 
outcomes/ effects. 

· I oppose land use specific 
Nitrogen Loss restric ons. 
Famers should be able to remain 
flexible and adap ve to change in
circumstances. 

· Alloca ng nutrients in such a way
that unnecessarily limits land use
change contrains the ability of 
land users to respond to those 
changes and op mially u lise the
land resource.

· Including land use specific 
Nitrogen restric ons places 
unfair advantage on some land 
uses over others, and limits 
farmers ability to adapt to 
change in circumstances. 

· I seek that Table 1 in Schedule 
29 is deleted and propose that a
‘flat rate per hectare ’ permi ed
threshold  is applied (e.g. 
20kgN/ha/yr) irrespec ve of 
land use and land use change. 

· Any Nitrogen risk threshold 
should be tailored to the 
catchment and specific to 
working towards achieving 
freshwater values.

· This approach will ensure that 
those land uses which 
contribute unsustainable 
amounts bear the cost of 
reducing the overalloca on 
while those discharging at or 
below the sustainable level 
(<20kgN/ha) are enabled to 
con nue and are flexible to  
adapt to change in 
circumstances. 

TANK 2
The use of produc ve 
land greater than 
10ha. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support this Rule.

· I support the controlled
ac vity status given to use of
produc ve land that does not
meet TANK 1 (is operated
without a farm environment
plan or part of a catchment
collec ve). This gives
landowners op ons where
they do not favour a FEP or
working collec vely. This
provides Council the ability to

· I seek that TANK 2 is retained as
proposed. 
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impose condi ons bespoke to
the farm in its catchment
context but also gives
certainty to farmers that their
consent will be granted.

TANK 3
Stock Access to rivers, 
lakes and wetlands. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· Support with amendments.

· I support requirements to 
avoid adverse effects on 
waterways caused by stock 
but need the rule to be 
amendended to provide 
clarity and be prac cable 
when implemented. 

· I seek that the word ‘bed’ in TANK 
3 & 4 is defined and that the 
defini on used by Horizons Council
is adopted being ‘Ac ve bed means
the bed of a river that is 
intermi ently flowing and where 
the bed is predominantly 
unvegetated and comprises sand, 
gravel, boulders or similar 
material’.

· I seek that the provision is changed 
to align with the Na onal Policy 
Statement for Essen al Freshwater 
Management, specifically that 
exclusion only apply to waterways 
greater than 1m wide, the stocking 
rate of 18su/ha is deleted and that 
hill country farms are excluded. 

· This provides clarity to landowners 
when implemen ng the rule and is 
a prac cal and reasonable 
defini on. 

· This defini on ensures stock are 
not unneccesarily  excluded from 
certain areas of the farm which 
would lead to unnecessary cost and
loss of produc ve land. 

TANK 5
Use of Produc on 
Land (change in use of 
more than 10% of land
on a property greater 
than 10ha) 

· I support with amendments.

· I support the Controlled Ac vity 
Status given to Change in Land 
Use but oppose the requirement 
for landowners to be part of a 
Catchment Collec ve to be a 
Controlled Ac vity when 

· I seek that Condi on b) be 
amended to include Farm 
Environment Plans mee ng the 
requirements of Schedule 30C.

· I seek that this rule is amended so 
that the threshold for change is 
20ha or 20% of the property 
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Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

changing the use of their land. whichever is greater. 

· This is consistent with TANK 1 & 2 
which encourage the development 
of Farm Environment Plans or 
landowners to be part of 
Catchment Collec ves. 

Stock Drinking Water 
Sec on 6.10.2 Water 
Take and Use. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I oppose that the TANK Plan does
not appropriately provide for 
stock drinking water as a 
permi ed ac vity and priority 
take. 

· I propose that the taking of water 
for reasonable domes cs needs 
and the needs of animals for 
drinking water is appropriately 
provided for and that taking of 
water for these purposes is 
priori sed above other non‐
essen al takes. 

· This ensures the welfare of animals
is protected. 

My hor cultural / Agricultural / Vi cultural opera ons are located 168 Moteo Pa Road (20ha) 320, 
355 Dartmoor Road (22ha), 1716 & 1894 Dartmoor Road,(117ha) and 118 Waihau Road, (297 ha)
and comprises of the following crops Apples, Grapes, Lucerne, and sheep and Beef .

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presen ng a joint case with them at a hearing.

Signature of submi er:

Date:11/8/2020

Electronic address for service: colin.campbell117@gmail.com

Contact phone number: 0274 478 011

Postal address: 118 Waihau Road RD6 Napier 4186

Contact person:  Colin Campbell
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To: Hawke’s Bay Regional Council
C/o etank@hbrc.govt.nz

Name of Submi er: Greg Evans ‐ Dartmoor Estate Ltd

This is a submission on the following Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource
Management: Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu Catchments.

I could not gain an advantage in trade compe  on in making this submission.

My submission is:

· I generally support the overall framework of Plan Change 9, to the degree that it reflects a
staged approach to improving the management of the TANK Catchments freshwater
resources.

· Hor culture is cri cally important to the future sustainability of the TANK Catchments, and
there are some changes required to the proposed plan to ensure that sufficient water is
available to provide for that. The value of hor culture and its role in providing for domes c
food supply and security, and the ability to feed people in the future is not currently
reflected in the proposed Plan Change 9.

· The real freshwater improvements come from the prac ces I adopt to manage discharges
from land I manage (in some cases only temporarily), and my water use. I support requiring
all growers to operate at good management prac ce .

· I also support the ability for a group of landowners to be able to manage environmental
issues collec vely to improve the effec veness of the response to water issues. I consider
Plan Change 9 should be er enable collec ve approaches to water and nutrient
management by reducing the level of detail and specificity in the plan, as every collec ve
grouping will be slightly different and work in a slightly different way, and it is important that
this is enabled.

· Where this submission aligns with that of Hor culture New Zealand’s submission, I support
that submission.

· I oppose the provisions set out in the table below as currently dra ed , and seek the
amendments set out in the table. I also note that there are likely to be consequen al
amendments arising from these that may affect the whole plan.

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:

Provisions & general
descrip on of issue

Amendments sought

Policy 36, 37, 46, 52,
TANK 9, TANK 10, TANK
11, Schedule 31 and the
Glossary 
Replacement of water
permits based on actual
and reasonable use

Defini on of ‘actual and reasonable’ is amended to just refer to
‘reasonable’ and in rela on to applica ons to take and use water is the
lesser of:

a) the quan ty specified on the permit due for renewal or any
lesser amount applied for; or

b) for irriga on takes, the quan ty required to meet the
modelled crop water demand for the irrigated area with an
efficiency of applica on of no less than 80% as specified by the
IRRICALC water demand model (if it is available for the crop
and otherwis an equivalent method) and to a 95% reliability
of supply.

Everywhere that the term ‘actual and reasonable’ is currently used, it
is amended to refer to ‘reasonable’.
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Policy 54, 55, 56, 57,
TANK 13, TANK 14, TANK
15 and Schedule 32 
High flow takes and
storage  

The alloca on limit for high flow takes should be revisited. I
understand that the TANK collabora ve group did not reach a
consensus posi on on the alloca on limit and I believe that more
water should be made available, as the high flow water currently
provides the only means of obtaining new water which will be cri cal
to provide for the future of hor culture – whether that be irriga on of
new land, or more water to irrigate exis ng or new types of crops, and
also for use in stream flow maintenance and augmenta on schemes.
High flow alloca ons should also be specified for the Karamu, and
Ahuriri Catchments (if storage is physically feasible within the Ahuriri
Catchment).

Policy 51, 52, TANK 7
and TANK 8 
Availability of water for
survival of permanent
hor cultural crops 

A specific exemp on should be provided in TANK 7 and 8 to allow up
to 20m3 to con nue to be taken per day to assist the survival of
permanent hor cultural crops. 

Policy 48, 52, RRMP 61,
RRMP 62, RRMP62a,
RRMP62b 
Transfers of water
permits

Transfers of all water permits that have been exercised should be
enabled.

Policy 37 and 38
Restriction on re‐
alloca on of water

The re‐alloca on of any water that might become available within the
interim groundwater alloca on limit or within the limit of any
connected water body should be enabled (ie. can be re‐allocated
before a review of the relevant alloca on limits in the plan is
undertaken) where it is to be used for primar produc on purposes
(and would be allocated in accordance with proposed defini on of
‘reasonable’ outlined above), or used for a stream flow maintenance
and augmenta on scheme. Water should also be able to be re‐
allocated to any applicant – not restricted to exis ng water permit
holders (as at 2020) .

Policy 37, 39, 40, 41,
TANK 18 and Schedule
36 
Stream flow
maintenance and
augmenta on schemes 

Schemes should be developed by the regional council in a progressive
manner based on when water permits expire, in an equitable manner
over a reasonable  meframe that appor ons the cost equally and
concomitantly across all takes affec ng groundwater levels rather than
relying on consent applicants to develop schemes, as they don’t have
the resources or arguably much of the informa on to do so.
Amendments are also required to ensure that flow maintenance
requirements only apply to lowland streams where it is feasible, and
the presump on should be removed that the mainstem of the
Ngaruroro River will be augmented in whole or in part. The
requirement to augment the Ngaruroro was not a consensus posi on
of the TANK collabora ve group. The posi on that the group reached
was that augmenta on should be inves gated and I believe
amendments should be made to reflect that.

Policy 17, 18, 19, 23, 24,
TANK 1, TANK 2,
Schedule 28, Schedule 30
and the Glossary 

Amend all provisions that relate to industry schemes to be er align
requirements with exis ng and established industry programmes such
as GAP schemes.
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Industry programmes
and landowner
collec ves 
Policy 21, TANK 5, TANK
6, Schedule 26, Schedule
28 and Schedule 29 
Land use change and
nutrient loss 

A defini on of what a change to produc on land use is needs to be
provided to clarif what the provisions actually relate to. I also believe
that management of nutrients needs to be done at the collec ve level,
because that will enable some land use change to occur, because it
could be offset within the collec ve. Some changes in land must be
enabled to allow the hor cultural sector in the TANK Catchments to
remain sustainable. 

My hor cultural opera on is located at 634 Dartmoor Road, Puketapu and comprises of the
following crops and acreage

· Apples – 6 hectares
· Pears – 1.2 hectares
· Stonefruit – 0.7 hectares

Plan Change 9/TANK is likely to affect my business in the following ways: 

We may not have enough water for irriga on, which means our crops will suffer resul ng in lower
yields and/or fruit quality. The inability to irrigate will also impacted on overall tree health leading to
increased pest and disease issues along with biannual bearing. Over  me yields will drop to a point
where economic viability becomes ques onable.

Over the past ten years we have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars re‐developing the en re
orchard into modern apple varie es and growing systems, including new efficient irriga on systems.
The uncertainty around water for irriga on puts at risk this investment along with any future
development plans.

Orcharding is a high‐risk business model at the best of  mes with so many factors such as weather,
markets, and exchange rates outside our control.

Having certainty around water supply is essen al for the ongoing growth of our industry.

I seek the following decision from the local authority:

That the plan change is amended as set out in the table above.

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presen ng a joint case with them at a hearing.

Signature of submi er:
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Date:11/08/2020

Electronic address for service: greg@grochem.com

Contact phone number: 0274 544460

Postal address: 634 Dartmoor Road, RD6, Napier, 4183

Contact person (if submission on behalf of a business or organisa on): Greg Evans

37          Page 4 of 4    

  Page 4 of 4    



To: Hawke’s Bay Regional Council
C/o etank@hbrc.govt.nz

Name of Submi er: Roger Brownlie

This is a submission on the following Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource
Management: Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu Catchments.

I could not gain an advantage in trade compe  on in making this submission.

My submission is:

· I generally support the overall framework of Plan Change 9, to the degree that it reflects a
staged approach to improving the management of the TANK Catchments freshwater
resources.

· Hor culture is cri cally important to the future sustainability of the TANK Catchments, and
there are some changes required to the proposed plan to ensure that sufficient water is
available to provide for that. The value of hor culture and its role in providing for domes c
food supply and security, and the ability to feed people in the future is not currently
reflected in the proposed Plan Change 9.

· The real freshwater improvements come from the prac ces I adopt to manage discharges
from land I manage (in some cases only temporarily), and my water use. I support requiring
all growers to operate at good management prac ce .

· I also support the ability for a group of landowners to be able to manage environmental
issues collec vely to improve the effec veness of the response to water issues. I consider
Plan Change 9 should be er enable collec ve approaches to water and nutrient
management by reducing the level of detail and specificity in the plan, as every collec ve
grouping will be slightly different and work in a slightly different way, and it is important that
this is enabled.

· Where this submission aligns with that of Hor culture New Zealand’s submission, I support
that submission.

· I oppose the provisions set out in the table below as currently dra ed , and seek the
amendments set out in the table. I also note that there are likely to be consequen al
amendments arising from these that may affect the whole plan.

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:

Provisions & general
descrip on of issue

Amendments sought

Policy 36, 37, 46, 52,
TANK 9, TANK 10, TANK
11, Schedule 31 and the
Glossary 
Replacement of water
permits based on actual
and reasonable use

Defini on of ‘actual and reasonable’ is amended to just refer to
‘reasonable’ and in rela on to applica ons to take and use water is the
lesser of:

a) the quan ty specified on the permit due for renewal or any
lesser amount applied for; or

b) for irriga on takes, the quan ty required to meet the
modelled crop water demand for the irrigated area with an
efficiency of applica on of no less than 80% as specified by the
IRRICALC water demand model (if it is available for the crop
and otherwis an equivalent method) and to a 95% reliability
of supply.

Everywhere that the term ‘actual and reasonable’ is currently used, it
is amended to refer to ‘reasonable’.
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Policy 54, 55, 56, 57,
TANK 13, TANK 14, TANK
15 and Schedule 32 
High flow takes and
storage  

The alloca on limit for high flow takes should be revisited. I
understand that the TANK collabora ve group did not reach a
consensus posi on on the alloca on limit and I believe that more
water should be made available, as the high flow water currently
provides the only means of obtaining new water which will be cri cal
to provide for the future of hor culture – whether that be irriga on of
new land, or more water to irrigate exis ng or new types of crops, and
also for use in stream flow maintenance and augmenta on schemes.
High flow alloca ons should also be specified for the Karamu, and
Ahuriri Catchments (if storage is physically feasible within the Ahuriri
Catchment).

Policy 51, 52, TANK 7
and TANK 8 
Availability of water for
survival of permanent
hor cultural crops 

A specific exemp on should be provided in TANK 7 and 8 to allow up
to 20m3 to con nue to be taken per day to assist the survival of
permanent hor cultural crops. 

Policy 48, 52, RRMP 61,
RRMP 62, RRMP62a,
RRMP62b 
Transfers of water
permits

Transfers of all water permits that have been exercised should be
enabled.

Policy 37 and 38
Restriction on re‐
alloca on of water

The re‐alloca on of any water that might become available within the
interim groundwater alloca on limit or within the limit of any
connected water body should be enabled (ie. can be re‐allocated
before a review of the relevant alloca on limits in the plan is
undertaken) where it is to be used for primar produc on purposes
(and would be allocated in accordance with proposed defini on of
‘reasonable’ outlined above), or used for a stream flow maintenance
and augmenta on scheme. Water should also be able to be re‐
allocated to any applicant – not restricted to exis ng water permit
holders (as at 2020) .

Policy 37, 39, 40, 41,
TANK 18 and Schedule
36 
Stream flow
maintenance and
augmenta on schemes 

Schemes should be developed by the regional council in a progressive
manner based on when water permits expire, in an equitable manner
over a reasonable  meframe that appor ons the cost equally and
concomitantly across all takes affec ng groundwater levels rather than
relying on consent applicants to develop schemes, as they don’t have
the resources or arguably much of the informa on to do so.
Amendments are also required to ensure that flow maintenance
requirements only apply to lowland streams where it is feasible, and
the presump on should be removed that the mainstem of the
Ngaruroro River will be augmented in whole or in part. The
requirement to augment the Ngaruroro was not a consensus posi on
of the TANK collabora ve group. The posi on that the group reached
was that augmenta on should be inves gated and I believe
amendments should be made to reflect that.

Policy 17, 18, 19, 23, 24,
TANK 1, TANK 2,
Schedule 28, Schedule 30
and the Glossary 

Amend all provisions that relate to industry schemes to be er align
requirements with exis ng and established industry programmes such
as GAP schemes.

38          Page 2 of 4    

  Page 2 of 4    



Industry programmes
and landowner
collec ves 
Policy 21, TANK 5, TANK
6, Schedule 26, Schedule
28 and Schedule 29 
Land use change and
nutrient loss 

A defini on of what a change to produc on land use is needs to be
provided to clarif what the provisions actually relate to. I also believe
that management of nutrients needs to be done at the collec ve level,
because that will enable some land use change to occur, because it
could be offset within the collec ve. Some changes in land must be
enabled to allow the hor cultural sector in the TANK Catchments to
remain sustainable. 

My hor cultural opera ons are located at 820 & 541 Main North Road, Bay View, Napier also a
Lease Block at 47/59 Roger`s Road Bay View, Napier and comprises of the following
crops and acreage Stone fruit 16 Ha, Apples & Pears 2 Ha we also grow sweet corn and pumpkins
on land that is not in orchard produc on.

Plan Change 9/TANK is likely to affect my business in the following ways. We have been in the
business of growing on the land for 3 genera ons. Personally I have been growing Orchards and
Crops for 42 years and want to con nue growing for another 30 years and pass this business on so
that is sustainable into the future. We supply the News Zealand market as well as export; we have 3
permanent staff and 25 seasonal staff. I may not be able to get enough water for irriga on to grow
my crops We need the amount of water available to be from a model that is consistent with the
needs of the crop that we are growing and not modeled on our past water use .This is because if we
have been prudent in our water use we will be penalized … therefore water alloca on should be
modeled for the crop grown. We are redeveloping our orchard to intensive plan ng systems that will
require more water , this also needs to be factored into the model. As growers we are audited
through the NZ Gap and Global Gap System , this sa sfies our customers that our food is safe and
all links in the chain are monitored and Audited. We also have add on` s like GRASP which is a
requirement for Supermarkets to check our Social prac ces. Farm Plans should be an add on to the
NZ Gap or Global Gap System therefore being more efficient and being under a Na onal Audited
system. Hor culture is very important to New Zealand , it feeds our people and other na ons
people their nutrient requirements and also creates employment which contributes substan ally to
the our economy. We encourage a prac cal approach to the Proposed Plan Change to the Hawke’s
Bay Regional Resource Management: Plan Change 9 – Tutaekuri, Ahuriri, Ngaruroro and Karamu
Catchments that is sustainable for all stakeholder.

I seek the following decision from the local authority: That the plan change is amended as set out in
the table above

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.
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If others make a similar submission, I will consider presen ng a joint case with them at a hearing.

Signature of submi er:

Date: 11/08/2020

Electronic address for service: the.orchard@xtra.co.nz

Contact phone number: 027 4527999

Postal address : P O Box 41, Bay View, Napier 4149

Contact person (if submission on behalf of a business or organisa on):
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9):  
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan 
PLEASE NOTE: your submission will become part of a public record of Council documents. This will mean 
your name, address and contact details will be searchable by other persons. 

Bridget Wilton & Miles Leicester 

MbandSons  

387 Ngatarawa Rd Hastings 

MBandSons76@gmail.com 

 

Submission  
1. We support the overall framework of PC9, to the degree that it reflects 

agreements reached by the TANK Group community representatives, 
developed over more than 6 years of intensive dialogue and providing 
an integrated catchment solution that best balances the values and 
interests of the Hawke’s Bay community. 

 
2. We oppose elements of PC9 that do not reflect those agreements 

reached by the TANK Group community representatives. 
 

3. We support amendments proposed by Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers’ 
Association Inc. in their submission dated 14 August 2020, in their 
entirety for our industry as a whole. 

 
4. We seek amendments as set out in Section A of this submission below. 

 
5. We are concerned that PC9’s approach to allocation of water and 

control of farming emissions unfairly penalises viticultural land owners 
as very low water users and very low emitters compared to other major 
primary production systems. 

 
6. We are concerned that PC9 will have significant negative effects on our 

business and I have detailed our concerns on the areas that will directly 
impact our business in Section B below. 
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Submission Details: 

A. General impact on the wine sector  
Plan Provision Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought 
OBJ TANK 7 
Requirement to 
reduce 
contaminant 
losses 

This Objective, as currently drafted, could be interpreted to require a reduction 
in contaminant loss including soil loss from all land use types.  Some land use 
types including viticulture on low-slope land already have negligible contaminant 
losses (& especially soil losses) and would be unable to achieve any reductions. 

Amend OBJ TANK 7 to read “…reduces reduceable 
contaminant loss…”; or similar wording to achieve 
the outcome sought in this submission. 

OBJ TANK 16 
Priority order for 
water allocation 

This Objective establishes a priority order for water allocation which ranks 
primary production on versatile soils ahead of other primary production. 
Some viticultural production is on soils that are not considered to be versatile 
(eg. LUC 7 stoney soils) but is the highest and best primary production use of 
such soils, is highly efficient low water-use & low- contaminant activities that 
contribute strongly to community socio-economic development and should rank 
equally with primary production on versatile soils. 
The Objective also does not make it clear what the ranking of water bottling 
activities would be.  The Hawke’s Bay community has clearly indicated that water 
bottling should not be a priority use of water, so should be amended to explicitly 
record a lower priority, ranking below all other activities involving the economic 
use of water. 

Amend OBJ TANK 16.c to read “Primary production 
on versatile and viticultural soils”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend OBJ TANK 16.e to read “Water bottling and 
other non-commercial end uses”, or similar wording 
to achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
 

Policy 
5.10.2.6/7/8 
Protection of 
source water 

These three policies adopt a strengthened approach to protection of the quality 
and quantity of drinking water supplies. 
I support a precautionary approach to such protection but considers that the 
policies and rules are unnecessarily onerous and reflect an over-response to the 
2016 Havelock North water crisis. 
The Plan Change draws source protection zones expansively and the control 
exerted by Council through matters of discretion under TANK rules 2/4/5/6/9/10 

Remove the references to assessment of actual or 
potential effects of activities in the SPZs on 
Registered Drinking Water Supplies from Rules TANK 
4/5/6/9/10.  Address risks via Farm Environment 
Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes. 
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is uncertain and potentially onerous, particularly on winery point source 
discharges but also on vineyard farming practices. 
In addition to the uncertain scope of control, there is a duplication in control 
because risks to drinking water will also need to be addressed in  
Farm Environment Plans, Catchment Collectives and Industry Programmes. 
Retaining the reference in TANK 2 will ensure that a risk assessment will still be 
made in the event that a property does not have a Farm Environment Plan or is 
not part of an Industry Programme or Catchment Collective. 

Policy 5.10.3.21 
Assessing resource 
consents in 
subcatchments 
exceeding 
nitrogen 
objectives or 
targets 

This policy requires Council to have regard to any relevant Industry or Catchment 
Collective plans in place when assessing resource consents for effect on diffuse 
discharge of nitrogen. However, as currently drafted, clause 21.d appears to 
prevent the issuance of any resource consent for any land or water use change 
that may result in any increased nitrogen loss, where a sub catchment exceeds 
dissolved nitrogen objectives or targets in Schedule 26. 
This is unnecessarily constraining of land use change, undermines the role of 
community collectives, discriminates heavily against viticulture as a particularly 
low nitrogen source and fails to recognise the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 

Amend so that Catchment Collectives and Industry 
Programmes may manage land use change in 
accordance with the 2040 timeline for meeting water 
quality objectives. 
Amend 21.d to read “subject to Policy 21 a)-c), avoid 
land use change….” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.36 
Heretaunga Plains 
Aquifer 
Management 

This policy requires Council to “adopt a staged approach to groundwater 
management that includes: f) avoiding further adverse effects by not allowing 
new water use and g) reducing existing levels of water use”. 
The requirement to “not allow new water use” is needlessly restrictive and 
ostensibly prohibits ANY new [take and] use, including use of new water stored 
under the high flow allocation provisions of the Plan, as well as potentially the 
replacement of expiring consents. 
Similary, the requirement to “reduced existing levels of water use” precludes use 
of new stored water and fails to recognise that the interim allocation limit of 90 
million cubic meters is intended to align with previous actual water usage and 
that the Heretaunga Plains Aquifer is considered to be overallocated based on 

Amend Policy 36.f to read “avoiding further adverse 
effects by controlling net groundwater use within 
the interim allocation limit set out in Policy 37” or 
similar wording to achieve the outcome sought in 
this submission. 
 Amend Policy 36.g to read “reducing existing levels 
of encouraging water use efficiency.” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 
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cumulative consented volume (sometimes referred to as “paper volume”) but 
not on cumulative consented actual use. 

Policy 
5.10.6.37.d(ii) 
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
allocation 
approach 

This policy requires Council to “when considering applications in respect of 
existing consents due for expiry, or when reviewing consents, to; … (ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects land use and water use 
authorised in the ten years up to August 2017…”. 
The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement consent 
volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in recent history 
(generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for landuse as at August 
2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the decision to cap groundwater usage 
at current peak dry-year levels).  However, since TANK completed and the Plan 
was drafted, Hawke’s Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water 
year.  Given this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data 
collection in the most recent years, I consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year. 
More fundamentally, I disagree with the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” 
and its inequitable and unworkable approach to allocation of water for 
replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017. 
Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data from 
2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment timing on actual annual 
vineyard irrigation requirements, practical difficulties in evidencing historical 
landuse activities and the risk of penalising efficient users at the expense of 
inefficient ones, I consider that there should be a presumption that the Hawke’s 
Bay-specific IRRICALC model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and 
Reasonable” for the purpose of calculating allocations for those replacement 
consents. 

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that 
reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten 
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of 
the 2020 water year)…”. or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and 
Reasonable to provide that the volume allocated at 
consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific 

IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply; 
- the volume of the expiring consent being 

replaced.”, 
or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 

Policy 5.10.6.39 This policy subjects consented water users in the Heretaunga Plains Water 
Management Unit to a regime which requires them to either participate in 

I understand that HBRC will be submitting a 
proposed alternative approach to the requirements 
in Policy 39.  I support, in principle, jointly-funded 
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Requirement for 
flow maintenance 
(augmentation) 

stream flow maintenance and habitat enhancement schemes, or cease 
abstraction once a stream flow maintenance trigger is reached. 
When this policy was conceived in TANK, it was intended to apply initially to 3 
named lowland streams which HBRC science indicated were suitable for a stream 
flow maintenance scheme.  Post-TANK, the Plan has incorporated all streams as 
well as the mainstem of the Ngaruroro River and I OPPOSE this policy on five 
main grounds: 

1. The flow maintenance requirement now proposed, extends far beyond 
that supported in TANK and the need for such extension has not been 
justified. 

2. In TANK, it was envisaged that HBRC would play a central role in 
establishing the 3 then-proposed lowland stream augmentation schemes.  
As HBRC hold all the relevant scientific and technical information required 
to operationalise such schemes, it is critical that HBRC takes on a central 
role in their development. 

3. Large temporal and spatial spread of consent expiries and large consent 
numbers make it impractical and inequitable to require consent holders to 
take full responsibility for the development. 

4. No allowance for an orderly transition to any new stream augmentation 
has been made. The currently proposed provisions could apply 
immediately from notification of the Plan Change, including to a very large 
number of currently expired consents (particularly groundwater takes in 
the unconfined aquifer), whereas stream augmentation schemes may be 
reasonably expected to take years to commission, particularly the kind of 
large-scale schemes that would be required to maintain flows in the 
Ngaruroro River. 

5. Consent reallocations under the “Actual and Reasonable” provision of the 
Plan based on 95% certainty of supply do not provide sufficient water 
volume to support stream augmentation in dry years and so would 
decrease the effective certainty of supply of consents. 

collective stream flow maintenance schemes on 
suitable lowland streams, facilitated by HBRC. 
 



 

6 
 

Policy 5.10.7.51 
 Water Use and 
Allocation - 
Priority  

This clause provides for an emergency water management group when making 
water shortage directions under Section 329 of the RMA, with the group 
including representatives from various sectors of the community but not 
including the primary sector.  As decisions made in consultation with this group 
relate inter alia to the provision of water essential for the maintenance of animal 
welfare and survival of horticultural tree crops and to seasonal demand for 
primary production, the primary sector should also be represented in the group. 

Amend 5.10.7.51 to read “…emergency water 
management group that shall have representatives 
from Napier City and Hastings District Councils, NZ 
Fire Service, DHB, iwi, affected primary sector 
groups and MPI, to make decisions …” or similar 
wording to achieve the outcome sought in this 
submission. 

Policy 5.10.8.59 
High Flow 
Reservation 

This policy requires Council to allocate  “20% of the total water available at times 
of high flow in the Ngaruroro or Tūtaekurī River catchments for abstraction, 
storage and use for” contributions to environmental enhancement and Māori 
development. 
This policy originated in an agreement in TANK to reserve 20% of any NEW high 
flow allocation for Māori development, then underwent significant development 
and change as Council explored ways to operationalise it and through iwi and RPC 
consultations. 
The resulting policy has some fundamental differences to that originally agreed 
in TANK: 

1. The Policy refers to the Ngaruroro OR Tūtaekurī River catchments” 
(emphasis added), whereas the intention in TANK was for it to apply to 
BOTH rivers.  This may just be a drafting error. 

2. The Policy now covers water for both Māori development and 
environmental enhancement but Schedule 32 only refers to Māori 
development. 

3. The allocation rate of 1600L/s for the Ngaruroro River in Schedule 32 
represents 20% of the total high flow allocation limit for that river, 
whereas the TANK agreement was for 20% of the new allocation 
(6000L/s), ie 1200L/s. 

Policy 59 needs significant re-write to address the 
above inconsistencies between the policy as it now 
stands and the framework agreed in TANK.   It 
should distinguish clearly between water for 
environmental enhancement and water for Māori 
development, reduce the proposed Māori 
development reservation for the Ngaruroro River 
from 1600L/s to 1200L/s in line with the 20% new-
water allocation agreed at TANK and remove the 
presumption that the private sector will fund the 
infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the 
Māori development portion of the high flow 
allocation. 
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4. Policy 60 now embodies the presumption that the private sector will fund 
the infrastructure costs in relation to exercise of the Māori development 
portion of the allocation. 

5. The Policy now requires “allocation” rather than “reservation”, with 
uncertain implications for private sector interests 

Rule TANK 5 
Land use change 

This rule controls land use change to production land use activity over more than 
10% of a property or farming enterprise. 
The rule gives no guidance on what constitutes “change to the production land 
use activity”, with the result that it is highly uncertain what types of activity are 
controlled and the rule cannot be practically enforced.  For example, is a change 
from conventional farming to organic farming captured? A change in planting 
density? 
Also the rule fails to account for the possibility that a farming enterprise may 
span multiple water quality management units within a Surface Water Allocation 
Zone, which may then unintentionally permit land use change beyond 10% of the 
farming enterprises’ properties within a water quality management unit 

The rule needs further development to give more 
guidance on what changes are intended to be 
controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit 
more appropriately. 

Rule TANK 6 
 

This rule restricts change to production land use activity over more than 10% of a 
property or farming enterprise where there is no Catchment Collective or 
Industry Programme operative, where modelled land use change effect on total 
property nitrogen loss exceeds the figures in Table 2 of Schedule 29.  Table 2 is 
populated from per-hectare figures for common primary production systems.  
The per-hectare figure of 1kg/ha/yr provided for Grapes for Esk/Omahu/Pakipaki 
Soils is unrealistically low & clearly fails to account for the autumn/winter sheep 
grazing rotation that commonly occurs on vineyards. 
Also the Plan Change does not record the version of the models employed to 
derive the crop loss figures, so is not future-proofed against the effect of future 
model changes. 

Adjust the Grape kg/ha/yr for all soils to recognise 
winter sheep grazing rotation. 
Include details of crop model versions used to derive 
the crop loss figures in Schedule 29 and include a 
mechanism to address the effects of model and/or 
version changes to modelled outputs.. 
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Rule TANK 13 
Taking water – 
high flows 

This rule provides for capture, storage and use of surface water at times of high 
flow.  I consider this to be a critical element of the overall Plan Change, providing 
the opportunity to re-engineer the Heretaunga Plains water use profile in a way 
that multiple & often conflicting interests and values can be addressed. 

Supported, subject to amendments to POL 59 & 60 
to address concerns about drafting details relating to 
the 20% Maori/environment reservation. 

RRMP Chapter 6.9 
- 6.3.1 Bore 
Drilling & Bore 
Sealing, Rule 1 

This rule change has the effect of making bore drilling within a Source Protection 
Zone (SPZ) a Restricted Discretionary activity, as opposed to a Controlled activity. 
The proposed SPZs cover extensive areas of the Heretaunga Plains, particularly in 
the unconfined aquifer zone where many vineyards are located.  The proposed 
Plan brings in intensive controls over activities in the SPZs and are specifically 
drawn to capture areas of unconfined aquifer upstream of protected water 
takes.  Given the already-permeable nature of the unconfined aquifer area that 
comprises the bulk of the SPZs and other substantial controls over landuse 
activities, there is negligible additional benefit in controlling bore drilling in this 
area where the bore is a replacement for existing infrastructure.  Also the 
additional expense and uncertainty of Restricted Discretionary status is likely to 
act as a deterrent to bore replacement as part of a normal maintenance cycle.  
Accordingly, bore drilling for the purpose of replacement of existing 
infrastructure in the SPZs should remain a Controlled activity. 

Add a Condition to 6.3.1 Rule 1 reading: “c. The bore 
is located within a Source Protection Zone but is a 
replacement for an existing bore that will be 
decommissioned.” or similar wording to achieve the 
outcome sought in this submission. 

Schedule 30 
Landowner 
Collective, 
Industry 
Programme and 
Farm Environment 
Plan 

Schedule 30 sets out the requirements for Farm Environment Plans, Landowner 
Collectives and Industry Programmes, as a method primarily to address the 
cumulative effects of land use.  I support this general approach over more 
prescriptive approaches, as it provides flexibility for landowners to achieve 
environmental objectives in the most efficient ways. 
The NZ wine industry has a long standing and highly respected industry 
sustainability programme (Sustainable Winegrowing New Zealand - SWNZ), which 
the industry intends to further develop to achieve equivalency with a Farm 
Environment Plan.  However, as the environmental profile of vineyards is 
dramatically different from (and in most respects lower than) that of other major 
primary industries, SWNZ does not comfortably fit within the PC9 framework and 

Schedule 30 should be less prescriptive, more 
facilitative and more industry risk profile-based in 
respect of Industry Programmes.  The Programme 
Requirements in Section B of Schedule 30 as they 
relate to Industry Programmes should be re-cast as a 
more of a guideline, with an acknowledgement that 
detailed requirements can vary depending on the 
Industry’s risk and emissions profile as it relates to 
catchment objectives. 
Amend all references to Farm Environment Plan in 
this Plan Change to “freshwater farm plan” and 
otherwise align the Plan Change requirements to 
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it is inefficient and counterproductive to apply an essentially pastoral-farming 
approach to viticulture. 
Schedule 30 also does not recognise the recent policy advances made nationally 
via the government’s Essential Freshwater package and in particular the Resource 
Management Amendment Act 2020, which provides for a national framework of 
“freshwater farm plans”, to be operationalised via S.360 regulations. 
I consider that the references to and requirements for a Farm Environment Plan 
in this Plan Change ought to be aligned with the Resource Management 
Amendment Act 2020 and related S.360 regulations and that these national 
requirements should be adopted by the Plan Change, in the interests of national 
standardisation and longer-term efficiency. 

those of the Resource Management Amendment Act 
2020 and related S.360 regulations. 
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B. Specific impact on us and our business 
 

Our horticultural business leases, manages and reside across 5 separate sites in the Omahu, Gimblet and Bridge Pa Triangle areas.  We are a 
family business currently employing 1 full time staff member and working in the business ourselves.  We also employ numerous seasonal staff.  
Each property has very different water and nutrient requirements.   We are concerned that PC9 will impact on our business in the following 
ways and seek the following relief: 

Plan Provision Impact, Concerns and Reasons Decision Sought 
Rule TANK 5 
Land use change 

Our current business plan is to convert 5ha of uneconomic grape land to berry 
production under tunnels.  This is 50% of that property area.  A very different 
water and nutrient use model.  And will employ 2 more permanent staff. 
The concern is that we will not be able to do this and the land will be of little 
value as is. 

The rule needs further development to give more 
guidance on what changes are intended to be 
controlled and to control change by farming 
enterprises within a water quality management unit 
more appropriately. 

Rule TANK 6 
 

This rule restricts change to production land use activity.   
Concerns the longer-term viability of the land 

 

Policy 
5.10.6.37.d(ii) 
“Actual & 
Reasonable” water 
allocation 
approach 

This policy requires Council to “when considering applications in respect of 
existing consents due for expiry, or when reviewing consents, to; … (ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that reflects land use and water use 
authorised in the ten years up to August 2017…”. 
The intent of this policy is understood to be to provide for replacement consent 
volumes not exceeding the highest use in the driest year in recent history 
(generally considered to be the 2012/13 water year), for landuse as at August 
2017 (the point at which HBRC publicised the decision to cap groundwater usage 
at current peak dry-year levels).  However, since TANK completed and the Plan 
was drafted, Hawke’s Bay has experienced a severe drought in 2019/20 water 
year.  Given this recent experience and vastly improved water meter data 

Amend Policy 37.d(ii) to read “(ii) apply an 
assessment of actual and reasonable use that 
reflects land use and water use authorised in the ten 
years up to August 2017 30 June 2020 (the end of 
the 2020 water year)…”. or similar wording to 
achieve the outcome sought in this submission. 
Amend the Glossary definition of “Actual and 
Reasonable to provide that the volume allocated at 
consent renewals is the lesser of: 
- the amount calculated by a Hawke’s Bay-specific 

IRRICALC model at 95% security of supply; 
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collection in the most recent years, I consider that the 2019/20 water year data 
should be available as a benchmark dry year. 
More fundamentally, I disagree with the definition of “Actual and Reasonable” 
and its inequitable and unworkable approach to allocation of water for 
replacement of consents that existed as at August 2017. 
Due to the lack of reliable and comprehensive water metering data from 
2012/13 and the impact of vine age and redevelopment timing on actual annual 
vineyard irrigation requirements, practical difficulties in evidencing historical 
landuse activities and the risk of penalising efficient users at the expense of 
inefficient ones, I consider that there should be a presumption that the Hawke’s 
Bay-specific IRRICALC model is the appropriate measure of “Actual and 
Reasonable” for the purpose of calculating allocations for those replacement 
consents. 

- the volume of the expiring consent being 
replaced.”, 
or similar wording to achieve the outcome 
sought in this submission. 

 

We do not wish to be heard in support of our submission. 

If others make a similar submission, we would consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

MBandSons 

Bridget Wilton 021 363 807 

Miles Leicester 021 2979 106 
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Farmer Submission Template: Hawkes Bay Regional Council Plan Change 9 – TANK 
Plan. 

Beef + Lamb New Zealand will be making a submission on behalf of the sheep and beef sector on 
Hawkes Bay Regional Council ’s Proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK).

Many farmers want to also make their own submission to the Government. This template is
designed to help those sheep and beef farmers wishing to make their own submission.

Steps for writing your own submission :

1. Review the Proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK) document here:
h ps://www.hbrc.govt.nz/assets/Document‐Library/TANK/TANK‐Key‐Reports/Proposed‐
TANK‐Plan‐Change‐9.pdf

2. Populate this submission template.
a. Review the suggested feedback. Delete any comments that you disagree with.
b. Remember to personalise your submission by using the prompts in the text box 

below to help you.  
3. Head to h ps://www.consulta ons.nz/hbrc/the‐proposed‐t ank‐plan/ to complete your 

submission. 

Why personalise your submission?

Including your personal story and talking about how the proposal could impact you is really 
important. It leaves a las ng impression with policy makers, and helps the Council to understand 
how its proposal will affect people.

How did B+LNZ develop the suggested comments for farmers to use?

The comments for you to cut and paste were developed by B+LNZ using:

· Farmer feedback, collected from 12 na onwide workshops run by B+LNZ over the past 
month; 

· Advice from consulta on with policy and planning experts ;
· Engagement with approx. 100  local farmers specifically on TANK through workshops held in 

Patoka, Puketapu and Maraekakaho. 
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HAWKES BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 9 (TANK)

Submission on Hawkes Bay Regional Councils publicly no fied proposed Plan
Change 9 (TANK).

On: Hawkes Bay Regional Council – proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK).

To: Hawkes Bay Regional Council

Personal Informa on 
Company name: j and s white contrac ng ltd
Given names*jeremy:
Surname white
Contact person: jeremy
Address:1262 waihau road   rd6

Region*: napier
Country: nz
Phone: 0274253514
Email*:sharron.jwhite@xtra.co.nz
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Submission
· Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on  the proposed Plan Change 9 (TANK). 

Background about my farm

Why am I making this submission?

(Keep this sec on brief. It is not required for your submission, but does help set the scene)

Sec on A: General responses to the proposals:

· I support the purpose of Plan Change 9 to give effect to the Hawkes Bay Regional Council
Policy Statement as well as the Na onal Policy Statement for Freshwater Management. I
recognise that this requires Council to iden fy values, and establish methods, including
limits, to ensure those objec ves are met. 

· I support provisions (Obj TANK 1 & 2) which recognise that successful environment
outcomes for freshwater ecological health require landowner and community support and
leadership. I ask for these to be retained as proposed, and for policies to be amended or
included to enable catchment collec ve approaches to management as a priority. Provisions
need to recognise that people are cri cal to maintaining and enhancing freshwater
ecological health and acknowledge the importance of respec ng and fostering the
contribu on of landowners as custodians and Kai aki to these catchments.

Sharron and myself have been farming in the Waihau stream catchment for
the larst four years, farming sheep and beef. During this  me we have had
some tryin  mes,[mycoplasma bovis] which has made farming challenging
,but have stayed focused on our belief on be ering the eviroment .we have
fenced and planted significat areas ,and water ways, including all of the
Waihau stream running through our proupty , with help from the hb regional
council ,with challenging  mes in the world we need to have flexabillity in
our farming systems .

Why am I making this submission?

We all have the eviroment at hart ,and need rules in place to make sure this happens ,but we also
need a lot of different oppi ons in todays economy so don’t need to be restricted on how we farm
our proper es  ,there needs to be a balance between rules and educa on
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· I support provisions (policies 5.10.3 Industry Programmes & Catchment Mangement) which
recognise farmers and communi es contribu ons to achieving environmental outcomes and
give landowners the opportunity to con nue to grow and develop ‘ground up’ approaches
both indiviudlaly or collec vely. I ask for these to be retained as proposed.

· I am deeply concerned that stock water is not appropriately provided for (Obj TANK 16, 17,
and 18, associated policies 5.10.7, and rules). The con nuous provision of water is cri cal to
animal welfare and should be a priority take above other non‐essen al takes. I oppose
provisions which relate to water takes and management and which fail to provide for stock
drinking water as a priority take. 

· I am deeply concerned about the nitrogen leaching limits set in Schedule 29 which place an
upper limit to how much nitrogen can be leached specific to a produc ve land use. I oppose
provisions which restrict innova on and remove the opportunity for landowners to achieve
environmental outcomes while remaining adaptable to change in circumstances. I consider
sector averaging to be effec vely the ‘grandparen ng ‘ of land which locks farmers in at
their exis ng farm systems and land uses, preven ng the ability to adjust stocking rates,
inputs or change land use. Flexibility and the ability to adapt and innovate is an integral part
of the resilience of the sector .

· I support with amendments objec ves to increase riparian plan ng and wetlands (policies
5.10.2). I seek that these provisions are implemented through non regulatory methods and
not regula on. I seek more informa on is provided as to how Council intends to facilitate
mee ng the targets specified i.e. funding assistance and support. 

· I oppose provisions which are ambiguous and where the implica ons for my farm or
community are not clear (Rule TANK 3, TANK 7). I seek that these are deleted, or
alterna vely amended to provide clarity and ensure that they can be implemented on farm
in a prac cable way. In par cular, I seek clarity about what waterways will need to be
excluded from stock access. 

· The specific provisions of the proposal that this submission relates to and the decisions it
seeks are as detailed in the table in Sec on B below.

· Think about in a general way what are the overarching aspects of the Plan Change 9 that 
you either agree with or disagree with eg access of stock to drinking water, farm 
environment planning, catchment community ini a ves, stock exclusion from 
waterbodies, water for abstrac on.
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Sec on B: Specific responses to the proposals:

Specific Provision in 
the Proposed Plan

Submission Decision sought

The specific provisions my 
submission relates to are:

My submission is that: The decision I would like Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council to make is:

Review the following comments. Delete any comments that you disagree with. Remember to personalise 
your submission by using the prompts in the grey box below to help you.

TANK 1
(The use of produc ve
land greater than
10ha.)

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support with amendments.

· I support that farmers are 
provided a Permi ed Ac vity 
pathway and are able to con nue
to farm without requiring a 
Resource Consent in recogni on 
that loca on solu ons and 
innova ve and flexible responses
are effec ve in managing water 
quality outcomes. 

· I support provisions which 
recognise and empower ground 
up, landowner and community 
led conserva on ac ons, and 
which priori se non‐regulatory 
over regula on management 
frameworks. 

· I support provisions which 
incen vise farmers (by means of 
a permi ed ac vity pathway) to
develop a Farm Plan or be part of
a Catchment Collec ve .

· I support the recogni on that 
people and communi es are 
cri cal to achieving good 
environmental outcomes. 

· I seek that the requirement for the 
Farm Environment Plan be 
prepared by a person with the 
professional qualifica ons 
necessary to prepare such a plan
(Schedule 30, Sec on C, 1.1(a)) be 
removed and propose that farmers 
are able to prepare their own Farm 
Environment Plan.

· Farmers should be involved in the 
prepara on of their own Farm Plan
and ‘own’ the document. By being 
involved in the prepara on, the 
implementa on of them i s more 
likely to be successful.  

· Farms Plans prepared by 
professionals with li le 
apprecia on of the day to day 
opera on of the Farm are less 
likely to be affec ve. 

Use these prompts to help you personalise your s ubmission
· Write about your connec on to your farm  and what you’re already doing to manage and protect against 

environment risk. Examples include protec ng na ve bush, pest control, fencing and plan ng. Why do you do 
these things?

· Think about what things your community does already, and why the Council recognising a collabora ve 
approach to environment management validates your efforts and empowers you r community  to con nue 
working together .
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· Think about your farm as a whole, what do you do to deliver economic, environmental, cultural and social 
benefits? 

· These points will highlight what farmers  and communi es  already do and why a permi ed ac vity pathway 
for farming is a good idea. 

· What support  from Council would encourage/enable you to undertake more of these types of ‘custodianship’
ac ons?

· Consider how a permi ed ac vity pathway empowers you to be in control of your farm and contribute 
posi vely to your community. 

· If you already have some form of Farm Plan, talk about it and why it works well.

Schedule 29: Land Use
Change

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I oppose this provision.

· Management frameworks should
be equitable across land uses and
focussed on environmental 
outcomes/ effects. 

· I oppose land use specific 
Nitrogen Loss restric ons. 
Famers should be able to remain 
flexible and adap ve  to change in
circumstances.

· Alloca ng nutrients in such a way
that unnecessarily limits land use
change contrains the ability of 
land users to respond to those 
changes and op mially u lise the
land resource.

· Including land use specific 
Nitrogen restric ons places 
unfair advantage on some land 
uses over others, and limits 
farmers ability to adapt to 
change in circumstances. 

· I seek that Table 1 in Schedule 
29 is deleted and propose that a 
‘flat rate per hectare ’ permi ed 
threshold is applied (e.g.
20kgN/ha/yr) irrespec ve of 
land use and land use change. 

· Any Nitrogen risk threshold 
should be tailored to the 
catchment and specific to 
working towards achieving 
freshwater values.

· This approach will ensure that 
those land uses which contri bute
unsustainable amounts bear the 
cost of reducing the 
overalloca on while those
discharging at or below the 
sustainable level (<20kgN/ha) 
are enabled to con nue and are 
flexible to  adapt to change in 
circumstances.

Use these prompts to help you personalise your submission
· Think about what circusmtances affect nitrogen loss on your farm. Talk about your experiences and why you 

need flexibility in  to be able to respond to changing circumstances .

TANK 2
The use of produc ve 
land greater than 
10ha. 

· I support this Rule.

· I support the controlled
ac vity status given to use of
produc ve land that does not
meet TANK 1 (is operated

· I seek that TANK 2 is retained  as 
proposed. 
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Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

without a farm environment
plan or part of a catchment
collec ve). This gives
landowners op ons where
they do not favour a FEP or
working collec vely. This
provides Council the ability to
impose condi ons bespoke to
the farm in its catchment
context but also gives
certainty to farmers that their
consent will be granted.

Use these prompts to help you personalise your submission
· Consider your understanding of ac vity status ’s; acknowlegde  your understanding that a Resource Consent for 

a controlled ac vity must be granted and is likely to be a shorter, less costly Resource Consent. Consider how 
this certainty contributes to your willingness to engage in the consen ng process. 

TANK 3
Stock Access to rivers, 
lakes and wetlands. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· Support with amendments.

· I support requirements to 
avoid adverse effects on 
waterways caused by stock 
but need the rule to  be 
amendended to provide 
clarity and be prac cable 
when implemented.

· I seek that the word ‘bed’ in TANK 
3 & 4 is defined and that the 
defini on used by Horizons Council
is adopted being ‘Ac ve bed means
the bed of a river that is 
intermi ently flowing and where 
the bed is predominantly 
unvegetated and comprises sand, 
gravel, boulders or similar material’
.

· I seek that the provision is changed 
to align with the Na onal Policy 
Statement for Essen al Freshwater 
Management, specifically that 
exclusion only apply to waterways 
greater than 1m wide, the stocking 
rate of 18su/ha is deleted and that 
hill country farms are excluded. 

· This provides clarity  to landowners 
when implemen ng the rule and is 
a prac cal and reasonable 
defini on.

· This defini on ensures stock are 
not unneccesarily excluded from
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certain areas of the farm which 
would lead to unnecessary cost and
loss of produc ve land. 

Use these prompts to help you personalise your submission
· Think about how this rule would be applied on your farm. Is there anything  that you need clarified to know 

how it would work prac call y on the ground? I.e. what would or wouldn ’t be excluded?

TANK 5
Use of Produc on 
Land (change in use of 
more than 10% of land
on a property greater 
than 10ha)

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I support with amendments.
· I support the Controlled Ac vity 

Status given to Change in Land 
Use but oppose the requirement 
for landowners to be part of a 
Catchment Collec ve to be a 
Controlled Ac vity when 
changing the use of their land. 

· I seek that Condi on b) be 
amended to include Farm 
Environment Plans mee ng the 
requirements of Schedule 30C.

· I seek that this rule is amended so 
that the threshold for change is 
20ha or 20% of the property 
whichever is greater. 

· This is consistent with TANK 1 & 2 
which encourage the development 
of Farm Environment Plans or 
landowners to be part of 
Catchment Collec ves.

Use these prompts to help you personalise your submission
· Again, consider your understanding of the ac vity status ’s. Acknowlegde your understanding that a Resource 

Consent for a controlled ac vity must be granted and is likely to be a shorter, less costly Resource Consent. 
Consider how this certainty contributes to your willingness to engage in the consen ng process  if you are 
changing your land use significantly.

Stock Drinking Water 
Sec on 6.10.2 Water 
Take and Use. 

Associated Objec ves
and Policies. 

· I oppose that the TANK Plan does
not appropriately provide for 
stock drinking water as a 
permi ed ac vity and priority 
take.

· Stock water and domes c needs to 
be our right as nz farmers ,so there 
for there should be no limit to the 
water take nor the need to monitor
from any water source ,there 
should be no infulance on the way 
we farm regarding stocks need for 
water

· This ensures the welfare of animals
is protected. No mater what the 
climate conditons are.

Use these prompts to help you personalise your submission.
· Consider your stock water requirements;
· Implica ons for stock drinking water in response to rules requiring stock to be excluded from waterbodies and 
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therefore the need for on farm water re cula on.

Conclusion

· Add any final or summarising comments.

· Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes. I/We welcome
the opportunity to further discuss any of the points above with Hawkes Bay Regional
Council, should you wish for more informa on.

· For any inquiries rela ng to this feedback please contact [name of person or yourself who
will deal with any enquiries] on [number, email address etc. ].

Yours faithfully,

[Signature]

[jeremy whiteName]

[13.8.20

Date]
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