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Introduction  

1 My full name is Justine Young. I hold a Bachelor of Science (Zoology) from Massey University and 

a Masters of Science in Resource Management from Lincoln and Canterbury Universities. I have 

completed post graduate papers from Massey University on policy theory and resource 

management law. 

 

2 I have 23 years’ experience working for local, regional and national government in resource 

management planning and policy advisor roles. I have experience developing regional land and 

water plans, including regulation and trading of diffuse discharges of nitrogen. I was the Waikato 

Regional Council planner throughout the development and First Schedule process for the 

Waikato Regional Plan – Lake Taupo Catchment. I led the policy development team for the 

Waikato Healthy Rivers Wai Ora project, up until finalising the Proposed Waikato Regional Plan 

Change 1 – Waikato and Waipa River catchments. My role at DairyNZ is to provide policy advice 

for DairyNZ involvement in regional plans. 

 

3 I have had direct involvement in the Region-wide Water Quantity Proposed Plan Change 9 

(referred to throughout as PC9) process since it was notified. I had recently started working for 

DairyNZ when PC9 was notified. I reviewed comments on the draft plan change prepared by a 

former colleague. I prepared the DairyNZ submission on the proposed plan change and attended 

a pre-hearing meeting arranged by the regional council on 26 October 2017, with DairyNZ 

colleagues and staff from Fonterra and Federated Farmers. I did not attend a subsequent 

mediation on 23 January 2018, but I am aware of the scope of the discussion after reviewing a 

short planning statement and data prepared by Fonterra about dairy farming water use in the 

Rangitaiki River catchment, and the relevant aspects of the staff Section 42A report on the topic. 

 

Code of Conduct 

 

4 I have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014, and I agree to comply with it. In that regard, I confirm 

that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this evidence.  

 

Summary of evidence 

 

5 In this evidence I set out my support for actions to: 

a. account for water taken and used in the Bay of Plenty region  

b. enable farmers to assess current water use and identify where efficiencies can be gained 
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c. ensure farmers have the required resource consents and are meeting conditions of 

permitted activities 

d. on an ongoing basis, make changes on-farm so that water is used more efficiently. 

 

6 DairyNZ made a submission supportive of the direction and intent of PC9. It made further 

submissions to oppose requests made by other submitters that sought to change the intent of 

PC9. DairyNZ opposed these submissions because PC9 is the first stage toward ensuring 

community values for water are achieved.  My understanding is that PC9 will enable the council 

to track how the water resource is being used, and start people making changes to improve 

water efficiency. This helps water users get ready for any reductions in over allocated 

catchments once limits are set through Plan Change 12. Those processes should be left to assess 

and decide on community values, then future scenarios and finally decisions on methods to 

achieve those outcomes in Bay of Plenty.  

 

7 Mr Logan Bowler’s evidence for DairyNZ provides background information about water use on 

dairy farms, and highlights some of the practical considerations as farmers improve property-

level information about water use and efficiency. Mr Caleb Higham’s evidence for DairyNZ 

provides data about water use on farms. We had a useful discussion of these matters with 

council staff at a prehearing meeting in October 2017. My evidence covers the submission points 

and focuses on where we agree and do not agree with the recommendations in the Section 42A 

staff report, and gives reasons for why I request the hearings panel to amend PC9.  

 

Summary of evidence related to water use on dairy farms 

 

8 I agree with council that dairy farmers should know total water use on their farm. And I support 

the fact that PC9 provisions do not limit stock drinking water taken under section 14(3)(b), but 

instead, seek to better understand the amount of water taken for this purpose. 

 

9 I also agree with the council that it is important to manage water use in the milking shed for milk 

cooling, plant wash and shed wash-down. I support the controlled activity rule 4 (option 1 in the 

s42A) that allows for a ‘tidy up’ of small amounts of water that has been taken for these 

essential farm activities. 

 

10 The changes I request are to ensure PC9 achieves what it sets out to do. Three of those aspects 

are: 

a. Improve regional data about actual amounts of water taken. 

b. Increase efficient use of water. 

c. Give council the ability to easily check compliance with permitted and controlled activity 

takes of water. I address WQ Rules 2, 3, 4. 

 

11 To achieve this end: 
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a. PC9 should use the most up to date information about peak and average per cow use of 

water, including when modelling stock drinking water. I agree with s42A recommended 

changes to Schedule 7.   

b. Metering requirements for permitted activities should focus on total water take, not just 

takes for stock drinking and other 14(3) b) purposes. I agree with most of the s42A 

recommendation to changes to WQ Policy 24 in the table, and to WQ Rules 1-3 clause 

b). I don’t agree that a data logger is essential.  I make some suggestions about how to 

effectively gather information further in my evidence. 

c. Under WQ Rule 4, metering should be required at the milking shed to assess water used 

for milk cooling and wash-down. A separate meter to record total water use on the farm 

is also appropriate. This is a change of position than that put forward in the DairyNZ 

submission, where it states that metering shed use is sufficient, and drinking water 

should be modelled. 

d. PC9 should authorise existing takes of water for dairy shed use as a controlled activity. I 

agree with the S42A recommendations to WQ Rule 4 option 1, with the caveat that the 

metering and recording matter of control (c) should be more simply worded.  

e. To enable innovation and behaviour change and move plan users to efficient use of 

water, council staff should provide guidelines and then work with sector bodies on 

information and extension rather than set absolute numerical targets on water 

efficiency. DairyNZ submission covered this, but did not include new text for methods. I 

make some suggestions further in my evidence.  

12 Below, I provide suggestions for alternative wording for those matters I don’t agree with. 

 

Further changes requested on water use on dairy farms 

 

13  To improve the region’s information base all water must be accounted for, either by metering 

or modelling. For that reason, I support the s42A recommended changes to PC9 (in WQ Policy 

24, WQ Rules 1-3) to remove the focus on separately metering stock drinking water. I prefer an 

approach of requiring metering at source, as this gives information about total water take on a 

property.  I support this change as more effectively achieving the accounting provisions in the 

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management. It is logical to continue this approach in 

the rule for water use in dairy sheds (WQ Rule 4 Option 1 matter of control (c)).  I acknowledge 

that on some properties, metering water sources and metering s14(3)b) uses may be one and 

the same.  I assume this is the reason 14(3)b) uses were specified in the notified version.  

14 The s42A recommended changes to Policy 25 set out the task ahead to account for water taken. 

In the medium term a user-friendly water accounting tool can be a powerful visual tool to see 

the impact of water takes on surface water flows. Farmers and other consented water users 

could see that the cost of metering is leading to better information, and therefore decisions 

about resource use. I understand there is some investigation into the Waikato Regional Council’s 

water allocation calculator.  
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15 In some discussions, it appears that PC9 has focused on the stock drinking component on milking 

platforms, using the argument that this is the largest portion of s14(3) b) takes because lactating 

dairy cows drink more than other stock. Our preference is for the council to put effort into 

modelling all stock drinking water and other s14(3)b) uses. Mr Higham’s evidence shows that we 

are improving knowledge about peak and average volumes per cow. This could become part of 

the modelling. This modelled information could be used by the council in its overall accounting 

of water use in the region, much as Waikato Regional Council has done. An assessment of stock 

drinking water for other sectors is also needed.  

 

16 At the pre hearings meeting I had reservations that requiring water take information to be sent 

in electronic form monthly to the council, about whether it could be used to improve knowledge 

of water use in the region in the short to medium term. In other words, farmers put meters in 

and the council does not have systems that account for water use.   

 

17 Part 8 of the S42A report is about metering. I agree that quality electronically submitted data 

would be a step forward (paragraph 8 p. 63).  Mr Bowler provides evidence about water use on 

dairy farms, making the point that many farms have multiple water takes. This isn’t a reason to 

avoid metering each source of water, but it adds to the cost. Telemetered takes are ideal from 

the councils point of view, and I assume relative cost will reduce over time. A data logger 

collecting information that can be downloaded at reporting intervals is an improvement to ad 

hoc handwritten records, from both the council and farmers point of view. My understanding is 

that older water meters cannot be retrofitted with a data logger. A new water meter would be 

required. I suggest that the council requires new water meters to have a data logger and where 

existing water meters cannot be retrofitted, that the council specifies the electronic format of 

information sent in monthly.  I request that the hearings panel make additional changes to WQ 

Policy 24 (shown in green wash below): 

 

Water metering, reporting and accounting  
WQ P24 Require the installation of a water measuring device (water meter) for consumptive  
water takes, and electronic reporting in a format suitable for automatic upload into council’s 
database systems as follows:  
(a) For permitted takes, where in combination with a take of water for stock drinking water under 
section 14(3)(b) of the Act, the total volume of water taken for the property exceeds the permitted 
activity volumes, require the total daily volumes (in cubic metres) of all water taken on the 
property abstracted water to be separately recorded on a daily basis by a data logger or 
telemetry, or, if a data logger cannot be installed to an existing meter, the data is supplied to the 
council in an approved council document format; and all data is electronically reported to Council 
on a monthly basis no later than 1 month after the end of the previous months record.  

 

 

Efficient use of water  

 

18 I support the recommended s42A changes related to efficient use of water on dairy farms.  
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19 The first matter I agree with is the s42A staff recommendation to delete the advice note (WQ 

Rule 4) related to amount of water used per cow in the milking shed, for two reasons – the 

information is incorrect and is better placed in Schedule 7 of PC9.  

 

 

20 The s42A recommends changes to Schedule 7. I support the guidance in Schedule 7 being linked 

to WQ Rule 4 Matter of control (d). I rely on, and agree with, Mr Higham’s evidence on the new 

text recommended for Schedule 7 Section 18 Dairy shed use. 

 

21 In a consenting situation, both council staff and farmers will benefit from guidance. Farmers 

need to know what council will expect of them in terms of actions on-farm to improve water 

efficiency. And in placing conditions on consents, council staff must understand what is 

considered current good farming practice.   

 

22 DairyNZ website contains some practical advice for farmers on ways of reducing water use on 

the farm with topics on dairy shed water use, overall farm use, irrigation and water meters and 

monitoring. Detail of this advice will change with more research and development occurs over 

the 10-15-year life of the regional plan. Updating information on the DairyNZ website is flexible 

in comparison to making changes to a RMA plan. Schedule 7 could refer to this advice or contain 

key criteria that are unlikely to change in the life of the plan. I provided the council with some 

suggested wording to include in Schedule 7. I attach this to this evidence.  

 

23 I request that the hearings panel add additional text in PC 9 methods, related to working with 

sector groups, farmers, and council to continue to improve efficient water use. I refer to Mr 

Higham’s evidence about the significance of water leaks. Where there is extensive reticulation of 

water, there is potential for leaks and the need to work with water users on this topic. Additions 

to methods should be broadly worded. For instance, WQ method 2 could be expanded from a 

focus on council ‘providing information’, to one of “provide information and work with 

agricultural sector groups, rural professionals and farmers to implement PC9”, including 

awareness raising, information provision, advice, and on ways to speed up behaviour change on 

water use efficiency. 

 

Authorising Dairy Shed water use 

 

24 I agree with the s42A recommended WQ Rule 4 Option 1. I support the need for the Plan Change 

to authorise small takes for specific use that existed at the time PC9 was notified. As Mr Bowler’s 

evidence notes, these takes are a critical part of the dairy farm business. If unauthorised dairy 

shed water recommended options 3 or 4 are chosen (making Policy 10 applicable), then dairy 

farmers will have to do a detailed assessment of environmental effects. This is in a context of an 

upcoming detailed limit setting process, that the s42A notes is intended to address incomplete 

information and replace interim thresholds with limits agreed by the community. In my opinion 

it would be a more effective use of staff resource to choose WQ Rule 4 Option 1 over the other 
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options, and put greater effort into working with iwi partners and the community group to set 

NPS-FM limits for the upcoming PC12 for Rangitaiki and Kaituna. Options 3 and 4 are particularly 

large policy change from the notified PC9 (non notified controlled activity granting historical 

small takes of water minus water to account for some efficiency improvement). 

 

Interim thresholds and guidance for consent applications  

 

25 I do not fully agree with the s42A recommended changes to WQ Policy 10.  I request that the 

hearing panel inserts a clause that would guide the consenting process in the period before 

water allocation limits are established for each water body. Both DairyNZ and Fonterra 

submissions provided a new clause to exclude new or existing small takes from the presumption 

of being ‘generally declined’. For instance, this is to cover the situation where a dairy herd size 

has increased since PC9 notification, and that water can be demonstrated to be used efficiently 

in the interim before robust NPS-FM limits are put in place. In that situation the controlled 

activity WQ Rule 4 does not apply, but the increase in water take is small and any adverse effects 

can be fully addressed by granting a limited term that is linked to when the NPS-FM limits are in 

place. 
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Attachment 1 Resource Management Act 

14 Restrictions relating to water 

(1) No person may take, use, dam, or divert any open coastal water, or take or use any heat or 

energy from any open coastal water, in a manner that contravenes a national environmental 

standard or a regional rule unless the activity— 

(a) is expressly allowed by a resource consent; or 

(b) is an activity allowed by section 20A. 

(2) No person may take, use, dam, or divert any of the following, unless the taking, using, damming, 

or diverting is allowed by subsection (3): 

(a) water other than open coastal water; or 

(b) heat or energy from water other than open coastal water; or 

(c) heat or energy from the material surrounding geothermal water. 

(3) A person is not prohibited by subsection (2) from taking, using, damming, or diverting any water, 

heat, or energy if— 

(a) the taking, using, damming, or diverting is expressly allowed by a national environmental 

standard, a rule in a regional plan as well as a rule in a proposed regional plan for the same region (if 

there is one), or a resource consent; or 

(b) in the case of fresh water, the water, heat, or energy is required to be taken or used for— 

(i) an individual’s reasonable domestic needs; or 

(ii) the reasonable needs of a person’s animals for drinking water,— 

and the taking or use does not, or is not likely to, have an adverse effect on the environment; or 

(c) in the case of geothermal water, the water, heat, or energy is taken or used in accordance with 

tikanga Maori for the communal benefit of the tangata whenua of the area and does not have an 

adverse effect on the environment; or 

(d) in the case of coastal water (other than open coastal water), the water, heat, or energy is 

required for an individual’s reasonable domestic or recreational needs and the taking, use, or 

diversion does not, or is not likely to, have an adverse effect on the environment; or 

(e) the water is required to be taken or used for emergency or training purposes in accordance with 

section 48 of the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017. 

  

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?search=sw_096be8ed8169b70e_14_25_se&p=1&id=DLM232526#DLM232526
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?search=sw_096be8ed8169b70e_14_25_se&p=1&id=DLM6678677#DLM6678677
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Attachment 2: DairyNZ suggested amendments to Bay of Plenty Regional 
Plan Change 9 
 
Sent with accompanying note to council staff on 20 Feb 2018. 
 
Amendments to Schedule 7 as notified are identified by itallics text. 
 
Schedule 7 – Reasonable and Efficient Use Criteria  
 
Other Uses  
The amount calculated in accordance with good management practices for efficient use of water in 

relation to that use or by demonstrating that water is not being wasted, such as by means of a water 

use audit by an independent party to identify any wastage and any opportunities for re-use or 

conservation. 

 

Dairy Farming 

In addition to the general criteria for irrigation in this schedule, the following summary of good 

management practices are relevant to water use efficiency on dairy farm milking platforms. These 

guidelines cover water used in the shed for milk cooling, milking equipment cleaning and shed wash-

down and animal drinking.  

 

Resources to support the criteria below are available on DairyNZ www.dairynz.co.nz and IrrigationNZ 

websites.  

 

Water use on the farm 

Know the total amount of water used on the farm. 

 

Ensure the water reticulation network is mapped and understood by farm workers.  

 

Maps should show water take sources, reticulation, storage tanks, what the water is used for, and 

whether it is recycled for more than one use.   

 

Where farmers are required to show the amount of water taken for use at the milking shed, and 

irrigation, water meters are necessary.   

 

Water meters may be manual or automated recording. Where new water meters are installed, 

automated recording will enable users to obtain a more complete pattern of water use on the farm. 

 

Maintain water supply infrastructure to prevent leakages. 

 

http://www.dairynz.co.nz/
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Agree procedures, roles, and responsibility on the farm to fix water leaks and losses in the 

reticulation system. 

 

Water use in the milking shed 

 

Minimise the amount of freshwater used in yard washing while maintaining animal safety and food 

quality standards.  

 

Ensure farm workers are trained in best technique to minimise shed wash-down water.  

 

Within relevant food safety regulations, use stored green water and rainwater for yard wash down. 

 

Match milk flow with flow of cooling water to minimise cooling water used. 

 

  



 

 

 

 

Attachment 3 : Summary of matters agreed and not agreed by DairyNZ as of 5 13th March 2018 

Note: strikethrough shows changes from 5 March version received by panel members to 13 March version tabled at the hearing (which was done to 

clarify which matters were outstanding) 

Topic Plan 
Change 
provisions 
and 
Submission 
point 
reference 

Submission points accepted - Support for s42A 
staff recommendation 

Submission points not accepted and where DairyNZ 
will focus in evidence 

 
PC9 as part 
of a staged 
approach to 
NPS-FM 
 

 
Background 
Issue 11 
Policy 2 
Policy 3 
 

The changes requested to Issue 11 have been 
covered by s42A recommended changes to  
other issues  (issue 3, Issue 5 and 7 now 
reference values of water and impacts on these 
and water users). 
Policy 2 and 3 have been amended, making it 
clearer what steps the council will take to 
achieve NPS-FM phasing out over-allocation 

Issue 11 is not a resource management cause and effect 
statement. Instead it is written as a course of action and 
would be better added to the policies.  
No further changes requested. Note that issue 11, the 
re-wording of this in s42A report is an improvement, 
but the issue is till phrased like a course of action not a 
cause and effect statement that precedes objectives, 
policies and methods. 
 

PC 9 full 
range of 
values 
specified 

Objective 8  The changes to Objective 8 have specifically named 
electricity generation and municipal supply. If the 
objective is to be made more specific then it should 
contain reference to essential small takes for animal 
health and food quality. Assume that recommendation 
from officer in s42A is to reject this submission. Do not 
agree with s42A report. The changes recommended to 
Objective 8 mean that it is now a mix of specific and 
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general clauses.  
 
Objective 8 new clauses inserted, cover outcomes 
related to renewable electricity generation and 
municipal supply. Objective 1 covers the former, so it is 
redundant to also include in this objective. Clause a) 
covers similar ground to new clause f).  
 
Acknowledge that the text suggested in DairyNZ to spell 
submission is very specific. In my opinion the objective 
should either be specific, and cover all bases, or 
general. If it is to be general, then reference to If the 
objective is to be made more specific then new e) and f) 
are unnecessary, as is the suggestion from DairyNZ to 
contain specific reference to essential small takes for 
animal health and food quality. 
 
PC9 has 31 very specific policies. Therefore, recognition 
of this topic at the policy level would fit at this level 
rather than in Objective 8. I prefer the wording 
suggested by Fonterra to WQ P21, which adds 
recognition to the essential nature of stock drinking 
requirements.  

Overarching 
course of 
action on 
water 
allocation 

Policy 2 Agree that changes to the policy make it more 
comprehensive and helpful to plan users.  

 

Alignment 
with Policy 
E1 of NPS-
FM over-
allocation 

Policy 3 The additions to Policy 3 and linking to Policy 2 
improve the clarity for plan users. Agree that the 
2027 date is relevant because of the amount of 
pre-RMA water take consents. 
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Guidance to 
applicants 

Policy 10 Agree with s42A in that there is more clarity 
about how the NPS-FM limits will be set due to 
recommended changes to WQ P2 and WQ P3. 
Agree that once limits are set that it is 
appropriate to have policy guidance that 
applications for consents will generally be 
declined unless they can demonstrate the take is 
reasonable and efficient (and other matters in 
WQ P 10 1)a) ).   
 
DairyNZ submission requested a new clause 
added to policy 10 for new water for farmers 
who had increased herd size. DairyNZ intends to 
work with council, milk companies and dairy 
farmers to ensure they get the required consents 
for all small takes of water, including any farmers 
that may have increased herd size since PC9 was 
notified. 

Do not agree with s42Ain that request that the hearing 
panel inserts a clause that would guide the consenting 
process in the period before limits are established for 
each water body. The clause should exclude 
circumstances from the presumption of being ‘generally 
declined’. The circumstance is new dairy shed use (for 
instance if herd size has increased since PC 
(notification), if that water can be demonstrated to be 
used efficiently. Note that this agreement with WQ P10 
is reliant on WQ R4 remaining as a controlled activity. 
Therefore, WQ P10 does not apply to dairy farmers 
applying under the controlled activity rule.  
 
 

Water 
transfers 

WQ Policy 
23 

Agree with S42A  

Metering WQ Policy 
14  

Agree with s42A Option 1 
The amount of water taken for milk cooling and 
wash-down is a known quantity (based on Mr 
Higham’s evidence for DairyNZ) relative to an 
unauthorised take for irrigation. 

 

 WQ Policy 
24  

Agree in part with s42A – that requirement to 
separately meter s14(3)b) is removed. Therefore 
agree with the change to the table in WQ P24.  
 
Note that this policy change should be reflected 
in associated changes to permitted activity rules 
for small takes of water in addition to s143)b) 
takes (WQ R1, 2 and 3). 

Do not agree that data logger must be attached in every 
instance (some meters are not suitable), and have 
provided a work-around where council can get 
electronic information in a document format that it 
specifies.  
(a) For permitted takes, where in combination with a 
take of water for stock drinking water under section 
14(3)(b) of the Act, the total volume of water taken for 
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the property exceeds the permitted activity volumes, 
require the total daily volumes (in cubic metres) of all 
water taken on the property abstracted water to be 
separately recorded on a daily basis by a data logger or 
telemetry, or, if a data logger cannot be installed to an 
existing meter, the data is supplied to the council in an 
approved council document format; and all data is 
electronically reported to Council on a monthly basis no 
later than 1 month after the end of the previous months 
record.  

 WQ policy 
26 

No change in s42A. No change in s42A. Not pursued further. The key point 
is that stock drinking water is modelled using best 
available information and that this amount is included 
as part of freshwater accounting. 

 WQ Rule 1-
3 new 
wording in 
clause b) 

Agree with s42A  

 WQ Rule 2 
and 3 
Advice note 

 Agree with rationale in S42A, and the addition of clause 
b) Metering data is provided to Council in accordance 
with WQ P24 if required. 
 
Do not agree with s42A in that that the advice note in 
WQ Rules 1, 2 and 3, still refers to metering stock 
drinking water. This should be removed from the advice 
note to align with other recommended changes to WQ 
Policy 24. The advice note should read (additional 
strikethrough shown in green wash): 
Advice note: This rule requires the metering and 
reporting of stock drinking water where the volume 
used, in combination with any permitted uses on the 
property, exceeds the permitted activity limit quantity. 
The purpose of metering and reporting is to assist with 
water accounts, to encourage efficiency by providing 
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information about water use and to ensure the volume 
is reasonable, as required by the Act. 
 

Dairy Shed 
water use 

WQ Rule 4 
and 
Schedule 7 

Agree with s42A rationale for WQ R4 option 1 so 
that activity remains a controlled activity. 

Do not agree with S42A clause c). It is sufficient to have 
a matter of control that allows the council to achieve 
both metering for water accounting and metering for 
shed use if desired. Clause c) should read: 
c) Metering and reporting requirements, including 
separate metering of any water taken under provisions 
of section 14(3)(b) of the Act. 
 
Agree with addition to clause d) with the caveat that 
Schedule 7 is a guide for these measures. Currently the 
wording of this clause and Schedule 7 implies that the 
quantitative numbers are absolutes. The difficulty is 
mainly with use of the word ‘standards’ in Appendix 7 
part 18. In practice, the average and weekly per cow 
volumes should provide a useful starting point for plan 
users and consent officers. The schedule is headed 
“Schedule 7 - Reasonable and efficient use criteria”. 

Priority 
order 

WQ P 31 Agree a priority order is not established in the 
policy. 

 



 

 

 


