
Submission Number 
Office use only Submission Form 

Send your submission to reach us by 
4:00 pm on Wednesday, 14 December 2016 

Post: The Chief Executive 
Bay of Plenty Regional Council 
PO Box 364 
Whakatāne 3158

or Fax: 0800 884 882 or email:  waterquantity@boprc.govt.nz

Submitter Name: __John Howard 

This is a submission on Region-wide Water Quantity – Proposed Plan Change 9 to the Bay of Plenty Regional Water and Land Plan 

1 I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
2 The details of my submission are in the attached document. 
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SUBMISSION POINTS: General comments 

 

I own a 94 hectare dairy farm at Awakeri milking 220 – 250 cows and running replacement stock on farm. 

 

I take water for 3 houses (for toilets and garden hoses) on the property. The water is also used for farm dairy cleaning up, milk cooling and stock drinking 
water. 

In the future, I plan to reconfigure the system for greater water efficiency- in milk cooling and yard wash, but generally will continue our current rate of use. 

Due to the investment in our farm infrastructure it is important to me that our water supply is secure in to the future. 

 

I am concerned about the following water issues:-  

1. Water metering. Having to have 2 meters is very difficult and costly with the quality of the water we have. It is high in Manganese and Iron and 
once exposed to air it creates a solid build-up in the pipe line and any dosing system or meter clogs up very quickly as can be easily seen on farm. 
It is also very corrosive on galvanised pipe fittings. The initial cost of 2 meters plus an on-going calibration fee will increase my costs. 

2. Also if we have telemetry on water meters any ballcocks broken off by stock in troughs may result in a prosecution for exceeding volume in a time 
period that is unavoidable to prevent such instances. It is not done deliberately and something that we all try to avoid happening as we are also 
paying for the pumping and maintaining of a good system 

3. The testing requirements for unconsented bores to become consented and the testing of neighbouring registed bores in a 24 hour period is a 
massive draw off and waste of water in this process and may not actually take in to account bores that are and have been used for a long time but 
have never been registered but are a permitted right.   

 

I support the submission that has been lodged by Federated Farmers.  I am particularly concerned about the following aspects of Plan Change 9: 

 The conservative and arbitrary interim limits. 
 The proposal to phase out over allocation by 2027. 
 The lack of an enabling policy for renewal of existing water-take consents. 
 The discretionary activity status for renewal of existing water take consents in catchments or aquifers that are over allocated on the basis of the interim 

limits. 
 The framework for the WMA community groups to consider setting values, objectives and flow and allocation regimes. 

 

I am concerned about the implications all of this will have for my property and for my current activity as described above.  I set out my concerns more 
specifically in the table below. 
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SUBMISSION POINTS: Specific comments 

Page 
No 

 

Reference 

(e.g. Policy, or 
Rule number) 

Support or 
Oppose 

Decision sought 

Say what changes to Plan Change 
9 you would like 

Give Reasons 

10 WQ P2 Oppose Amend WQ P2 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ P2 sets the framework for the WMA community groups to 
consider water quantity issues.   
 
It is important that the WMA community groups undertake a robust 
cost benefit analysis when setting the values, objectives and flow and 
allocation regime for catchments.  It is very important that any 
decision making is informed by good quality science and information.   
I believe that there is too much focus on Maori values, which are 
important, but they should just become part of the community values  
that we all have and that the economic costs need to be well 
discussed if we aspire to be at drinkable standards  

11 WQ P3 Oppose Amend WQ P3 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ P3 requires over allocation to be phased out by 1 October 2027. 
 
I am very concerned about the implications of this policy for our 
property.  I am concerned that if our surface water or ground water is 
over allocated, my consent will not be renewed. As an unconsented 
taker with a registered bore, I am in a very precarious position and will 
be seeking to secure our supply for the future when this process is 
over. As a user who has always extracted from well under our 
maximum allowable rights for stock and domestic users, we are 
actually an unallocated amount in the equation. This really determines 
the direction council needs to head.  Total actual takes need to be 
measured before assuming that a particular water source is over or 
under allocated. It needs to be based on facts and science. Therefore 
a meter on every used bore should be the first step to get an 
indication of use. Remembering that with the water quality that some 
of us have at best it will be a guide.  

12 WQ P5 Oppose Amend WQ P5 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ P5 sets interim limits for water allocation. 
 
I am very concerned that the interim limits are arbitrary and 
conservative.  I am concerned that the proposed interim limits have 
ignored the available science and the result is that the majority of 
surface water catchments are over allocated and around one third of 
ground water aquifers are over allocated. It would appear there is a 
theoretical over-allocation, but maybe the reason for the consent 
should be taken in to account and the timing of the draw-off. For 
example, frost protection in spring/autumn versus stock drinking 
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Page 
No 

 

Reference 

(e.g. Policy, or 
Rule number) 

Support or 
Oppose 

Decision sought 

Say what changes to Plan Change 
9 you would like 

Give Reasons 

demands which would be highest over summer. There is a differential 
that makes economic sense and leads to better utilisation of the 
resource. The greatest risk would be for large takes such as irrigation 
consents that would be for summer drought when aquifers are 
probably at their lowest recharge. Once again as numbers and history 
build up information it will be possible to quantify the resource. It 
makes sense to adopt and maintain the current usage  

13 WQ P7 Oppose Amend WQ P7 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ P7 requires council to take a precautionary approach to water 
allocation. 
 
I am concerned about the direction to be cautious about allocating 
water and that there is no enabling policy for the renewal of existing 
water takes.  I am concerned that my take will not be renewed.  The 
implications for me would be that I would not be able to continue my 
business in its current form that provides a reasonable standard living 
for my family, as a dairy farm that is not highly stocked and produces 
very good quality milk. 

23 WQ P24 Oppose Amend WQ P24 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ P24 requires metering and electronic reporting for a variety of 
takes over and above the requirements in the Resource Management 
Water Metering Regulations. 
 
I oppose the imposition of higher metering standards than the national 
standards.  I also oppose the requirement to separately meter animal 
drinking takes. 
 
This proposal will impose significant costs on my farming activities 
including the cost of 2 water meters of the quality needed for our 
water. These are around $2500 each and there is no guarantee to 
how long they will remain accurate in this water, so each calibration 
test will be around $700 each plus application costs and annual 
consent fees 
 
I am also concerned that this is not practical because the quality of 
water will only be a relative guide to use. Posing the risk of over 
extraction within a 24 hour period with telemetry due to stock 
destroying ballcocks or water pipes splitting. It would be unfair due to 
the accidental and uncontrollable nature of stock. 
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We also have patchy cellphone reception which may provide an issue 
for the timing of telemetry signals. 
 
I support the use of models or estimation for animal drinking takes 
and permitted activity takes.   
 

40 WQ R2 Oppose  Amend WQ R2 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ R2 allows up to 35m3 of ground water per day per property to be 
taken as a permitted activity. 
 
I am concerned that the conditions on this permitted take are too 
onerous.  I take ground water for stock drinking water and 3 houses.  I 
am concerned about the costs for my activity if the standards are too 
onerous.  These costs will include changing the existing system 
around making it more complicated for staff to get used to how it 
works at different times of the year (eg milking vs times when the 
cows are dry). Currently all water is stored in the same tank with 
different pumps drawing off for different purposes but also as back-
ups to one and another in the event of failure making measurements 
difficult in such instances 

41 WQ R3 Oppose Amend WQ R3 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ R3 allows up to 15m3 of surface water per day per property to be 
taken as a permitted activity. 
 
I am concerned that this limit is too low and that the conditions on this 
permitted take are too onerous.  I consider that large surface water 
bodies can support higher takes than this  

43 WQ R4 Oppose Amend WQ R4 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ R4 allows dairy farmers to obtain consent for dairy shed wash 
down as a controlled activity provided that consent is applied for 
within 12 months of the rule becoming operative. 
 
I am concerned about the 12 month time limit and about the 
conditions that are imposed on this water take. This will need a very 
proactive approach by council to make all water users (both 
unregistered and unconsented) aware of this and needs a simple 
process to go through to be consented as of already using water, with 
minimal cost so that users and the council can get a better picture of 
use.  
 
I take water for my dairy shed wash down.  I am very concerned about 
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any arbitrary restrictions or measurements of “efficient take”.  I 
consider that the water should be reasonable for the activity and allow 
for any spikes in use e.g. changes in season, changes in operators 
etc.  I do not agree that 55 litres per cow per day is sufficient. Efficient 
use can be countered by the weather conditions (eg hot dry summers 
day), number of cows , the reason cows are yarded ( eg vaccinating 
vs milking) all part and parcel of farming 

47 WQ R10 Oppose Amend WQ R10 as requested by 
Federated Farmers in their 
submission. 

WQ R10 provides for certain takes to be restricted discretionary.  I 
consider that takes from waterways or aquifers that are over allocated 
on the basis of interim limits should be restricted discretionary. 
 
I am concerned that the interim limits are too low and that many 
existing consents will not be renewed.  The implications for me if my 
consent is not renewed or if the amount of water I take is reduced are 
1) that the land value on my property will be devalued meaning that 
my property should attract a lower rating worth to both regional and 
district council 2) the livelihood and economics of my dairy unit would 
be compromised requiring a change in the type of livestock farming I 
can do as there is no other alternative source.  I already collect all the 
rainwater I can, but this is certainly not enough to run my business. 
Water is the life line of our business. Water makes up a big part of the 
local economy. Let’s measure its use without imposing more costs on 
the producers who are price takers and not price makers. We cannot 
pass our costs on and it is not in our best interests to fund a group of 
people employed at our expense by the regional council to continually 
produce policy that restricts our ability to farm efficiently and most 
importantly profitably and sustainably.   
 

     

 

051




