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ROTORUA LAKES COUNCIL PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE: BOPRC HEARING 14 MARCH 2018 

PLAN CHANGE 9, WATER QUALITY (BAY OF PLENTY WATER AND LAND PLAN) 

 

1) INTRODUCTION 

 

Kia ora koutou katoa. Ko Ella Jonker tōku ingoa 

My name is Ella Jonker from S&L Consultants, representing Rotorua Lakes Council (RLC). Thank 

you for the opportunity to speak to our evidence.   

I take my evidence as read and would like to highlight the key message, followed by the main 

issues.  I will then hand over to Eric Cawte, Manager – 3 Waters of RLC, who will speak to the 

evidence in Appendix 4. 

 

2) KEY MESSAGE 

 

a) The key concern for RLC is that the existing municipal supply is secure and that future water 

demands can be met.   

b) The reason for this is that RLC has made and will make significant investments to supply the 

water demand within its district.  RLC is concerned that Plan Change 9 could create 

uncertainty, leading to complex application requirements and costly delays. 

c) The amendments sought within the submissions and further submissions therefore focus on 

establishing the necessary policy and rule framework to provide an enabling consenting 

framework for future resource consent applications for municipal take.  

d) I will discuss the key concerns of RLC in relation to the respective Appendices provided as 

evidence in support of the submission. 

 

3) APPENDIX 1 – Includes all of RLC’s submissions and further submissions.  I would like to 

highlight that it notes where RLC departs from its original position.  RLC has either accepted the 

s.42 recommendation or is proposing an alternative solution with the same intent. 

 

4) APPENDIX 2 – JOINT TERRITORIAL AUTHORITY EVIDENCE 

 

This is an example of alternative solutions with the same intent as RLC’s original submission.  

These are the joint recommendations of the Territorial Authorities (TAs) - TCC, WBDC, 

Whakatane DC and RLC.  Since this has been addressed in Richard Harkness’ evidence, I would 

only highlight the following: 

  

i. Importance of stipulating the longer consent term up to 35 years.   

 

The design of municipal infrastructure is planned to accommodate time frames over 35 

years.  The evidence requested a consent term of “up to” 35 Years, thereby not limiting the 

opportunity for BOPRC to assign a shorter term where appropriate, but signalling to the 

decision maker that a 35 year term is appropriate.   
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Without stipulating the period of a long term consent, municipal supply applications are 

subject to ambiguity and subjectivity. This could result in a consent term of only 16 years, 

which increases the risk to RLC to invest in a 35 year, long term reticulation system. 

 

The re-consenting process is also very costly and time-consuming as it goes hand in hand 

with extensive consultation and detailed expert analysis, which is all funded by rate payers.  

There generally isn’t sufficient justification for requiring the renewal of a consent earlier 

than the 35 year term. 

 

ii. Retaining the controlled activity status for consent renewals on a non-notified basis (Rule 6) 

A controlled activity status for renewal of existing consents with the same or lesser take 

provides the necessary security for the continuation of existing municipal supplies since it 

cannot be declined.  At the same time, it affords BOPRC the opportunity to review consent 

conditions to ensure they remain relevant. 

Even though section 95A(5)(b)(i) of the RMA does not require public notification of a 

controlled activity, stipulating that in the plan provides certainty for applicants.  Processing 

a renewal consent on a non-notified basis provides a more streamlined process, significantly 

reduces the consultation cost and cut down on time frames.    

iii. Municipal supply, including non-domestic uses 

 

It is not considered necessary to exclude non-domestic uses from the definition of municipal 

supply or from the policy framework that provides priority to municipal supply.  The reasons 

are as follows: 

- The non-domestic uses within the Rotorua municipal supply all have separate 

meters, so RLC has control over the amount of water allocated to them.   

- The s.42 recommendations relating to Schedule 7 enables BOPRC to impose 

consent conditions to ensure non-domestic uses within the municipal supply are 

not unnecessarily advantaged above those that are not connected to the municipal 

supply.  

 

This approach aligns with RLC’s statutory requirement to maintain a safe and adequate 

municipal water supply.  This includes providing for an urban community collectively, which 

includes non-domestic activities that support domestic uses e.g. fire-fighting, supermarkets 

and employment opportunities. 

 

5) APPENDIX 3 – FUTURE GROWTH AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

 

Need to recognise Future Growth 

The joint Territorial Authority evidence in Appendix 2, requested the following: 

WQ O8: Decision-making and allocation of freshwater resources in the Bay of Plenty 

recognises the: 

… 
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(e)   The long term certainty and priority required for safe and adequate municipal water 

supplies, recognising the need to provide for future growth and urban development 

capacity.   

 

With regard to the reasons for the above recommendations, outlined in Appendix 3 of the 

evidence, the following needs to be noted: 

 

a) The TAs are merely requesting “recognition” of municipal supply priority to provide for 

future growth.  It does not establish a framework that would disregard other water users or 

water limitations as suggested in the s.42 report.   

 

Clause 17, Schedule 7 of Plan Change 9 requires a consent application to include water 

demands for future growth projections.  However, there is currently no policy framework 

that supports this rule.  

 

The proposed amendments to Objective 8 will enable decision makers to weigh up future 

growth demands against other existing users and availability of water resources. 

 

b) The requested amendments to WQ O8 are in line with the national and regional legislative 

requirements to recognise future growth, provide priority to municipal supply and to 

amend RPS objectives accordingly: 

 

i. Policy PC4 of the National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity 

 

Local authorities shall consider all practicable options for providing sufficient, 

feasible development capacity and enabling development to meet demand including:   

•  Changes to ... regional policy statements including … objectives…  

 

ii. Objective B5 of the National Policy Statement – Freshwater Management, 2017 

amendments:  

To enable communities to provide for their economic well-being, including 

productive economic opportunities, in sustainably managing freshwater quantity, 

within limits. 

iii. Section (b) of WQ 3B of the RPS: 

 

Have regard to the following matters when allocating and reallocating water: 

(b) Giving priority to making water available to meet existing and reasonably 

foreseeable domestic and municipal water supply needs; 

 

c) As outlined in the evidence, the proposed amendments to Objective 8 is not seeking to add 

to the values referred to in Policy CA2 of the NPS-FM, as suggested by the s.42 report.  As 

per Objective CA1 of the NPS-FM, it is seeking national consistency, that recognise regional 

and local circumstances and that aligns with the other National Policy Statements as 

outlined above.  Recognising future growth does not need to affect the compulsory values, 

ecosystem health and human health for recreation (Appendix 2 of the NPS-FM).   
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Need to plan for future growth 

The joint Territorial Authority evidence in Appendix 2, requested the following: 

WQ O5: Plan to meet the water demand of Lland use changes, including urban growth and 

land use or intensification, taking into account are planned to account for water resources 

limitations of the location, particularly in areas with existing and projected high water 

demand, and limited water resources”. 

With regard to the Objective 5, the following needs to be noted: 

 

a) The above proposed amendment only slightly changes the focus to allow Councils to plan 

for future growth in overallocated areas, but still ensures that it is not implemented until 

such time that water is available. 

 

This will allow Councils the opportunity to find solutions to water resource limitations in 

overallocated areas e.g. Council could apply to increase the water take from an under-

allocated source to supply water to the overallocated area or explore alternative 

technologies to address water demands.    

 

b) RLC considers that Objective 5 is contrary to the RPS and the NPSUDC.  Objective WQ O5 

currently states: 

“Land use changes, including urban growth and land use intensification, are planned to 

account for water resource limitations of the location, particularly in areas with existing 

and projected high water demand, and limited water resources”.   

 Objective 5 signal that Councils can’t earmark areas for future growth or plan water 

reticulation for future demand in overallocated areas, whilst: 

 

i. the RPS (WP O5) only requires water to be available when you apply for land use 

changes, not when you plan for it: 

“when applying for designations, plan changes, land use and/or subdivision 

consents the applicant should ensure that there is sufficient water available at the 

location to support the activity”; and 

 

ii. the NPSUDC (Policy C2) only stipulates the need to co-ordinate urban growth and the 

provision of infrastructure to provide for the integrated management of the effects of 

land development on fresh water: 

  

By every regional council making or changing regional policy statements to the 

extent needed to provide for the integrated management of the effects of the use 

and development of: a) land on fresh water, including encouraging the co-

ordination and sequencing of regional and/or urban growth, land use and 

development and the provision of infrastructure; … 

There is thus no need to restrict the planning for future growth, based on water limitations 

within the area. 
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6) APPENDIX 4 – WATER METERING 

 

BOPRC staff has confirmed that even though individual water metering is not a requirement in 

Plan Change 9, without individual water meters, an applicant may have difficulty to 

demonstrate that adequate consideration has been given with regard to water conservation. 

 

This poses a significant risk to Rotorua’s municipal supply since it is not feasible for RLC to install 

individual water meters for domestic water users within its urban network.  As detailed in Eric 

Cawte’s evidence there are alternative methods available that have better environmental 

outcomes through improving the efficiency of the reticulation network. 

 

RLC is seeking that consideration is given to financial feasibility and alternative water 

conservation mitigation measures when assessing a consent for water take.  RLC is therefore 

proposing the inclusion of a new criteria in Schedule 7: 

 

19. Where individual water metering is not available or proposed, the following will be 

taken into consideration: 

a. Existing or planned alternative water efficiency measures  

b. Financial feasibility of providing individual water meters (including investment 

proportionate to the scale of the activity) 

c. Level of water loss due to inefficiencies in the reticulation system 

 

Thank you for listening.  I will now hand over to Eric to outline RLC’s situation with regard to water 

accounting. 

 

 

 

 


