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Environmental Policy 

Status of Plan Changes 
(Report Prepared by Mark Caldwell) W045-15-00 & M135-15-00 

The tables below list the plan changes currently being processed by Council in accordance with the First 
Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 and their current status. 

Since the last status report the following has occurred: 

· Plan Change 59 reached operative status on the 5 March 2015.

· Plan Change 47 is ready for approval and for the operative date to be notified.

· Plan Change 72 is ready for approval and for the operative date to be notified.

Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan 

Plan 
Change 

No. 
Description Status 

PC21 Waikawa Bay Mooring Management 
Areas and Marina Zone Extension 
(Private Plan Change) 

Has been referred to the Minister of Conservation 
for approval. 

Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan 

Plan 
Change 

No. 
Description Status 

PC59 Colonial Vineyard Limited 
(Private Plan Change) 

Operative date 5 March 2015 

PC47 Tremorne Ave – Rezoning The appeal period has closed with no appeals 
being received.  The Plan Change is now ready to 
be approved and have the operative date notified. 

PC72 Marlborough Ridge Rezoning The appeal period has closed with no appeals 
being received.  The Plan Change is now ready to 
be approved and have the operative date notified. 

EPlan Usage 
(Report prepared by Mark Caldwell) Reference W045-15-00 & M135-15-00 

The EPlan is a digital version of the Council’s resource management framework.  It is spatially based 
utilising GIS.  This provides the significant advantage over the current electronic versions of allowing 
users to search for specific properties or areas.  The resource management plan content is then provided 
for the property or area selected.  This includes zoning information, zone rules and other relevant 
provisions, such as heritage sites, designations and hazard overlays.  
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A specific property based search function is provided to make this process user friendly.  It also includes 
links through to other property based information via Smart Maps.  

It is considered that the digital version will make the current content of the Council’s planning documents 
not only more accessible but also more relevant as a result.  A user no longer has to wade through a 
significant volume of material to find relevant plan content.  

Eplan was officially launched on Council’s website on the 11 August 2014 although testing by selected 
parties outside of Council took place from July 2014. 

The graph below shows the number of visits to EPlan from July 2014 to the end of March 2015. 

Statistics are also collected on where the website visits originate from.  For the month of March the 
leading sources for visits are as follows: 

(a) Blenheim 137 

(b) Auckland 128 

(c) Wellington  125 

(d) Lower Hutt 79 

(e) Christchurch 59 

(f) Nelson 27 

(g) Hamilton 12 

(h) Napier  9 

Regional Planning & Development Information Package - 23 April 2015 - Page 2 

1200 

^ /"V lf k 

Monthly Eplan Visits 

iUUU 

ofWy 
 f 

ni*} 

(1A A# i#trt»e U 1 
k 

r#o Or visits OIJIJ 

—^  • No of Sewtons 4U(J 

'l#V\ AUU 

n 
['/ 

u 

# >>y /// // / 

July 2014 to M^rch 2015 



Water Allocation Working Group Notes 
(Report prepared by Rachel Anderson) R425-02-18-08 

The notes of the Water Allocation working group meeting held on 16 February 2015 and 4 March 2015 
are below for the members’ information. Due to the size of the appendices attached to the meeting notes 
they have not been included in the information pack, however they are available on request. 
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 16 February 2015 

Notes of a Meeting of the WATER ALLOCATION WORKING GROUP 
held in the Kenepuru Room, District Administration Building, 
Seymour Street, Blenheim at 9.00am on Monday 16 February 2015  
Present 
Clr G Evans, Dr R Balasubramaniam (Bala), John Hickman, Guy Lissaman, John Bright, Dr John 
Small, Francis Maher and John Patterson  

In Attendance 
Pere Hawes, Rachel Anderson, Val Wadsworth and Peter Davidson 

Apologies 
Steve Wilkes, Mike Insley, Alan Johnson, Peter Hamill and Sue Bulfield-Johnston 
Dr John Small (for lateness, John arrived at 10.30am) 

Absent 
Dominic Pecchenino 

The following documents were circulated prior to the meeting: 

· Notes of WAWG Meeting 16 January 2015.  Trim ref 1519449 – copy attached – Appendix 1.

· Briefing 1 from WAWG to the RP&D Committee.  Copy attached – Appendix 2.

· Chapter 5 – Allocation of Public Resources – Draft Regional Policy Statement Provisions.
Copy attached – Appendix 3.

· Draft stream depletion provisions. Copy attached – Appendix 4.

1. Matters Arising

· Notes of WAWG Meeting 16 January 2015 – refer Appendix 1.

Policy 5.7.8 - John Hickman queried the practical application of this policy which sets a maximum rate 
of use for frost fighting purposes at 352 cubic metres per day and a maximum rate of use of 44 cubic 
metres per hour.  The policy enabled frost fighting to occur over a period of eight hours at the defined 
hourly rate.  John said he needed to fight frosts on his property over eleven hours on some days in 
September. 

Pere said the policy was intended to define efficient use of water for frost fighting purposes, which 
Council is obliged to do under the NPS.   

Guy suggested the volume of water taken to replenish storage after 11 hours frost fighting should be 
less than the volume of water actually applied.  This would incentivise storage and provide guidance 
on storage capacity requirements.  Frost fighting water  should be drawn from both the allocation and 
on-site storage.    

Rachel clarified the policy is about efficient water use. The group had previously discussed this policy 
and determined the rate of 44 cubic metres per hour was a sufficient application rate.  Property 
owners who needed to use water for frost fighting over a period longer than 8 hours could do so by 
applying water at a lesser rate. 

Bala added that any efficiencies gained would be dependent on the irrigation system used. 

John Hickman suggested a map be drawn categorising the region according to the severity of frost 
events.  The policy could then reflect rates of water use for each frost category. 
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 16 February 2015 

Rachel said that Stu Powell previously drew a map at the time the group was considering specifying 
areas where water could be used for frost fighting purposes.  The map differentiated between the 
different types of frosts and the areas they occurred, but did not identify appropriate rates of 
application.  There were only three or four locations where the use of alternatives to water for frost 
fighting was not available.  The policy stance is for alternative means to be utilised in the first 
instance.  

John suggested the maximum rate of 352 cubic metres was not necessary because water users 
would only apply the water actually required and no more (any more would result in water pooling on 
site).  He suggested the efficient frost fighting practices employed by property owners meant it was 
enough for the policy to only stipulate the maximum hourly rate of 44 cubic metres. 

Pere said he was comfortable stipulating the maximum rate of use per hour only on the basis there 
are other provisions designed to manage the effects of the take.  The group endorsed this approach. 

Castle River - Guy requested an update following the group’s discussion regarding the Castle River at 
the previous meeting.  Rachel and Pere confirmed the Castle River had been removed from the list of 
waterways for which the damming of water was a prohibited activity.  The provision of community 
storage has been listed as a value for this site.  Peter Hamill is scheduled to investigate the river for 
its instream aquatic values, i.e. Galaxids.  His findings may influence this approach.   

Policy 5.8.1 – Val raised the possibility of providing for the artificial recharge of water bodies for 
augmentation purposes.  It was suggested that this be added to the list examples of water storage.  
The group agreed to amend the applicable policy accordingly. 

· Stock water demand – Pere/Val

Pere responded to a request from Neil at the previous meeting, to quantify what a “worst case 
scenario” situation would be in terms of the effect of stock water demand on water resources.  

He investigated the potential effect in the Rai Pelorus catchment because this catchment has the 
highest concentration of dairy farms.  28 dairy farms operate within the catchment with an 
approximate combined total of 8000 cows over the 2013/2014 season.  Based on an accepted 
average drinking water demand estimate of 40 litres per cow per day the total estimated daily demand 
is 3.7 litres per second.  This gave Council staff assurance that the daily dairy stockwater demand 
amounted to a small percentage of the river flow and would not have an impact on the SFR for the 
affected rivers in this catchment.  This estimate does not include other related water uses, e.g. dairy 
wash down.  Some water permits include water for dairy wash down purposes, whereas others do not 
and any water taken for wash down would be unlawful. The most recent consents are applying for 
shed wash down water because of increased awareness of the need to gain consent for this particular 
activity.   

Waikato Regional Council undertook a similar quantifying exercise and concluded the high number of 
dairy farms meant the allocation for stock and shed wash down purposes effectively over-allocated 
the water resource.  As a result water taken for this purpose now triggers Controlled Activity consent 
in Waikato.   

The proposed permitted activity rules include the take and use of water fro stockwater, this is likely to 
have minimal impact on water resources.  The group endorsed this approach. 

2. Reworked RPS Provisions – Pere

· Changes from last meeting – refer Appendix 3

Pere provided an overview of the amendments to the draft provisions resulting from discussions at the 
previous meeting.  
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 16 February 2015 

Policy 5.2.6 – Val described the positives and negatives of the rolling daily average and daily average 
methods.   

He spoke of the influence the TrustPower Hydroelectric scheme has on Wairau River flows.  In 
instances where TrustPower is undertaking maintenance it could hold back the daily flows for a 
number of days and release the accumulated volume of water in a single release.   

There were benefits derived from the 24 daily average techniques, i.e. posting the data on Council’s 
website the same time each day enabled water users and Council staff to structure their daily 
schedules around it.  However, the daily 24 hour average method could fail to recognise the extreme 
peaks and troughs that would result from the type of event described above.   

The rolling daily average method however does not provide certainty as to when the 
restrictions/shutoffs could occur.  Water users and Council staff would have to continually monitor the 
website in order to respond to restrictions/shut offs.   

The provision of a daily average at the same time each day means that water users and Council staff 
will know early in the day if the water will be restricted/shut off and be able to respond accordingly. 

On balance Val advocated for the use of the daily average method.  The policy remained as 
presented in the draft provisions. 

Policy 5.3.9 – Following discussions with Pere regarding how this policy is expressed, John Bright 
suggested alternative wording for the method of determination for surface and ground water takes: 

Application for new take: the daily irrigation requirement that fully meets irrigation demand 90% of the 
time as modelled using Irricalc.   

He explained the 90 percent was the 90 percentile rather than 90 percent of maximum. It will be 
helpful to note that the rate of take does fully meet irrigation requirements 90 percent of the time. 
During those periods when it doesn’t fully meet irrigation requirements, people will have needs 
partially met but at a rate not enough to keep up with demand.  The rate of transpiration will be 
marginally greater than the rate of irrigation. The difference will be offset in the short term by the 
moisture retained in the soil.   

John provided an explanation of how Irricalc models reasonable use and achieves the 90 percentile; 
and how it compares to the current allocation guideline.  The group requested John provide a 
summary explanation they can refer to when discussing this tool with other water users.  They 
recognised the importance of having a clearly articulated and accurate message to convey in regard 
to Irricalc. 

Pere said Council is proposing to contract John to attend the public meetings for the purpose of 
providing an explanation of Irricalc.  The group endorsed this approach also. 

Policy 5.3.14 – this policy was discussed under the next bullet point below 

Policy 5.5.5 and Issue 5.6 – this policy was discussed under Item 3 below. 

Policy 5.7.8 – this item was discussed under matters arising above. 

· Afforestation effects on water yield

Policy 5.3.14. – In accordance with the group’s instruction at the previous meeting, this policy has 
been amended to become a requirement for resource consent for commercial forestry south of the 
Wairau River.  Pere suggested the policy also needed to provide decision making guidance and the 
group discussed what this should be.  It was agreed the policy could direct decision makers to have 
regard to the cumulative effects of new forestry on water yield, and therefore on existing water 
permits.  

Clr Evans reiterated the necessity of consultation with the forestry sector, Federated Farmers and 
representatives of all land uses.  His view was this should occur prior to the development of any policy 
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 16 February 2015 

in the Plan.  Further there should be an investigation of all land uses within catchments, an evaluation 
of the effect on the associated water resources and ways to mitigate effects, e.g. storage and who 
should provide it.  

Guy cautioned that not including a policy in the new Plan meant that the opportunity to address this 
issue may not arise until the next review phase in another ten years.  In the meantime the 
consequences will have increased in extent.  He proposed a policy be included in the Plan with a 
comment regarding the need for investigation/consultation.  

Bala suggested equity could be achieved by charging water users a levy to put towards the future 
construction of community storage facilities.   

· Groundwater abstraction effects on surface water flows

This item relates to proposed issue and objective 5.6 and policies 5.6.1, 5.6.2 and 5.6.3 – Appendix 4. 

Pere explained these policies have been drafted following a white board exercise undertaken at the 
previous workshop. He provided a brief overview of the provisions. 

Peter Davidson provided a more detailed explanation of policies 5.6.2 and 5.6.3.  He tabled a diagram 
of the water management areas in Marlborough and described the characteristics of the Springs 
Sector Aquifers and how these two policies applied to them.  Copy of diagram attached – Appendix 5. 

Pere and Rachel explained the purpose of policy 5.6.2 included protecting the natural character and 
amenity values of the spring fed streams identified in this policy.  These values are highly valued by 
the community.  Peter suggested that the urban streams (Murphys Creek and Fulton’s Creek) could 
also be protected in the same way. 

Peter clarified how application of policy 5.6.3(c) could occur.  Surface water could be induced into the 
aquifer when abstracting from a well in proximity to the surface water resource or water abstracted 
from a well could intercept flows that would otherwise flow into a river. 

Pere reminded the group of a previous discussion regarding the difficulties in setting thresholds for 
every individual resource because of the variation in the nature of the connection between the water 
resources.  

Rachel suggested a comprehensive presentation be provided to the group on the catchments, 
including boundaries and monitoring sites, prior to the public meetings.  

Bala asked what is the flow regime that must be maintained in the Wairau River in order maintain 
consistency of supply in the aquifer and how much storage will be required.  Peter replied that a drop 
in river flow by half a metre could potentially isolate the most permeable flow points of the river bed. 

3. Southern Valley Aquifers and Riverlands Aquifer claw back - Rachel

At a previous meeting (September 2013) the group agreed with the recommendations of Peter 
Davidson that the Southern Valley Aquifers daily allocation for the reviewed plan would be as follows: 

 Benmorven Aquifer – from current allocation of 1700m3/day to 1000m3/day; 

 Brancott Aquifer – from current allocation of 3000m3/day to 2000m3/day; 

 Omaka Aquifer – from current allocation of 1900m3/day to 2000m3/day. 

On this basis calculations were done to demonstrate the effect of clawing back allocations on water 
permits in these aquifers.  However, at the meeting Peter advised that his recommendation was now 
that water would be allocated only on an annual basis, i.e. not on a daily basis.  Peter advised 
recommended annual allocations for these resources are: 

 Benmorven Aquifer – 100,000m3/year; 
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 16 February 2015 

 Brancott Aquifer – 200,000m3/year; 

 Omaka Aquifer – 200,000m3/year. 

As a result of this change in approach the calculations quantifying the applicable clawbacks required 
for each aquifer on a consent-by-consent basis will have to be reworked.  This reworking will also take 
into consideration other associated matters discussed, such as applying the clawback to non-irrgation 
water users. 

In the course of its discussion on clawbacks the group covered the following matters: 

 The extent of the claw back on the Benmorvern catchment and how it may affect water 
permits and permitted water uses. 

 SVIS in the first instance with the ability to use GW takes when SVIS not available. 

 The need for storage is paramount. 

 The ability of subscribers to SVIS to treat their water for potabilty. This was raised in the 
context of the ability for non-irrigation water users, e.g. wineries, to use SVIS if they treat it. 

 Clawback of domestic water users where there consented rates exceed the new permitted 
activity proposed rate of 5m3/site/day. 

 The appropriateness of wineries in water short areas. 

 Water takes will be expressed as an annual allocation. Fuel gauge display for each water take 
showing volume of allocation used/remaining. 

4. Draft rules for surface water allocation limits and environmental flows – Val

Val provided an update on his progress on the development of the draft allocations and environmental 
limits table.  He provided a detailed explanation for various aspects of the regime developed thus far  
and the implications of it. Copy of the latest version attached – Appendix 6. 

5. Draft presentation to the Regional Planning and Development Committee – Pere

Pere showed the group the presentation (1 of 2) he had prepared for the Regional Planning and 
Development Committee based on the notes compiled from the WAWG meetings over time.  Copy 
attached – Appendix 2.   

The intent is to split the briefing to the Committee into two presentations.  The first presentation will be 
pitched at the higher level touching on the substantive issues and outcomes.  Val will also provide an 
overview of the nature and current status of water resources in Marlborough.  The second 
presentation will set out in detail the proposed changes. 

The group suggested some modifications to the presentation. 

Attendance of WAWG at the Committee workshop was discussed, any support from group members 
would be much appreciated.  Francis, Steve and Bala all indicated that they are likely to attend all or 
part of the workshop, John B and John P will also attend.  

Bala asked if the subscribers to SVIS would eventually reduce the reliability of the scheme.  Pere said 
that was an issue for the operators of the scheme to manage and not a matter to be addressed in the 
Plan. 

6. Confirmation of community meetings/consultation approach – Pere

Pere said he had canvassed the subject of timeframes for the community meetings/consultation 
phase with members of the group and Council staff in light of the current extended period of drought. 
Some thought the meetings should proceed as the dry period will highlight the issues.  Others thought 
the meetings should be deferred to the end of the irrigation season.  Val suggested the growers would 
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 16 February 2015 

also prefer deferring the meetings until end of harvest.   Pere said the biggest risk of holding the 
meetings in the short term would be that water users would focus on the environmental limits rather 
than the bigger picture issue, i.e. full and over allocation.  

The group saw value in deferring the meetings/consultation until after harvest. 

Pere said he would circulate an email to all WAWG members seeking feedback on when to engage. 

John H suggested the WAWG do a field trip ahead of the community meetings so that Pete D, Val 
and Pete H can show the group where particular features, such as aquifer boundaries, monitoring 
sites, high value waterways, are on the ground. 

7. Other Matters

· Update on status of water resources

Val provided an update on the current season.  He showed a graph of water levels in 1973, 2001 and 
the current season to date.  1973 and 2001 were very significant drought years.  The current season 
is on track to being the most significant thus far, or at least comparable to the 1973 which is the worst 
of the two previous examples.  The Waihopai River is showing the greatest impact from the current 
dry season.  Wairau River takes are still operating although the river levels have recently receded.   
Class B Awatere takes have also been shut off. 

· Conductivity

Pere said that the setting of conductivity limits still needed to be inserted in the proposed plan to 
formalise the existing management methodologies.  The conductivity limits relate to the coastal 
margins of the Wairau Aquifer.  This work will be done prior to the next meeting.  

· Admin Charges

Pere said that all administration relating to water management is paid for by ratepayers.  This may be 
an appropriate time to discuss whether this is fair and reasonable or if there should be a water user 
contribution.  The majority of regional councils charge an administrative fee under section 36 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991 to cover the cost of administration.  

Pere said it will be worthwhile to provide a breakdown of the costs of the current environmental 
management work undertaken by Council and the costs of future levels of service.  

· Statutory Acknowledgements

Bala queried what the implications would be of the statutory acknowledgements in terms of  riverbed 
activity or the taking of water.  Pere replied Council has to determine if iwi are an affected party for 
any consent that is on crown land covered by the statutory acknowledgements, or could be affected 
by activity on adjacent property.   The consenting team must make a determination as to how it will 
proceed in this regard.   

Rachel said anyone can look up the Office of Treaty Settlement website which provides the full 
settlement details for each iwi.  She said not to rely on the area diagram provided but to also read the 
statements of association in the settlement documents.   Pere said applicants could take the initiative 
early and engage with iwi to determine affected parties in that regard. 

Pere also queried the extent an iwi could be affected in terms of a water permit when the Plan sets 
out environmental limits.  

· The next meeting is scheduled for 4 March 2015.

TRIM record number: 1539181 
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Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 4 March 2015 

Notes of a Meeting of the WATER ALLOCATION WORKING GROUP 
held in the Committee Room, District Administration Building, 
Seymour Street, Blenheim at 10.00am on Wednesday 4 March 2015 
Present 
Clr G Evans, Dr R Balasubramaniam (Bala), John Hickman, Guy Lissaman, John Bright and Steve 
Wilkes  

In Attendance 
Pere Hawes, Rachel Anderson, Alan Johnson, Val Wadsworth, Peter Davidson, Alan Johnson, Peter 
Hamill and Sue Bulfield-Johnston  

Apologies 
Mike Insley and John Patterson 

Absent 
Dominic Pecchenino, Francis Maher, Dr John Small 

The following documents were circulated prior to the meeting: 

· Notes of WAWG Meeting 16 February 2015.  Trim ref 1539181 – copy attached – Appendix 1.

1. Matters Arising

· Notes of WAWG Meeting 16 February 2015 – refer Appendix 1.

Page 2 - Bala requested an update on the Castle River survey of instream aquatic values.  Peter 
Hamill said he was scheduled to go to the site within the next couple of weeks.  Pere reminded Bala 
of the changes to the values table in respect of the Castle River, made at the previous meeting. 

Page 3 – Policy 5.3.14 – Clr Evans reiterated the necessity of consultation with the forestry sector and 
asked when this matter will be decided.  Pere confirmed it was on the agenda for the RP&D 
Committee workshop scheduled for 5 March 2015 although given the volume of material to be 
covered it may not arise until the following workshop.  Clr Evans suggested that policy analysts 
employed by the forestry sector be included the consultation process, e.g. Vern Harris, Heather 
Arnold, Peter Weir, Ron Sutherland. 

He reiterated the need to commence consultation with representatives of the forestry sector as soon 
as possible.  Pere asked him to raise this matter at the RP&D Committee workshop. 

· Presentation to the Regional Planning and Development Committee (Part 1)

Pere reported back on the first briefing to the RP&D Committee workshop.  He extended thanks to 
John Bright, Steve Wilkes, Frances Maher and Bala for their attendance. 

In the main there was a realisation amongst the Councillors, who until now have not been involved in 
water management, of the significance of the water resource in Marlborough and the importance of 
using it wisely.  There had been a lack of awareness of the state of full and over allocation, the 
implications of that under the NPS and the limited options for resolving this issue.   

1 
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The Councillors discussed water trading at the workshop.  Pere emphasised to them the extent of the 
efforts of the Environmental Policy Team and the WAWG to develop an enhanced transfer framework 
that ensured equitable outcomes for all participants. 

Clr Evans offered a presentation to the Water Allocation Working Group by his brother, Professor Lew 
Evans, who is a lecturer at the School of Economics and Finance at Victoria University.  Professor 
Evans has previously worked on the issue of pricing and management of water.    

Pere reported one Councillor at the workshop questioned the inclusion of the ballot system in the draft 
RPS on the basis this mechanism is unlikely to be utilised.  There was an acknowledgement of this 
view amongst the working group members.  They agreed that although it was unlikely there would be 
water available for distribution after the claw back process, it would be unwise not to have a provision 
to guide Council on the distribution should the need arise.   The group discussed options for 
reallocation of clawed back water; at this stage it still preferred the ballot system on the basis of 
equitableness for water users. 

Alan Johnson suggested an explanation be drafted on how a proposed Plan becomes effective over 
the course of notification through to determination.  This could be available to the Councillors and 
members of the public alike. 

Pere said another substantive matter discussed at the workshop was the importance of storage in the 
Marlborough context.  He said he also set out for the Councillors the difference between the ability of 
Council to recover administrative costs and the levy on resource use.    

Alan said some analysis was warranted on resource user charging for environmental monitoring and 
resource related administrative processes.  He suggested it will not be sustainable to continue in the 
current framework though which these environmental related processes are wholly covered under the 
general rates.  The group discussed his matter in detail and agreed it was worthwhile taking it out to 
the community, although it will be important to clearly articulate the purpose of the charges and the 
benefits derived from them, and to avoid interpretation of the charges as a resource rental.  Alan said 
he will approach John Patterson to do a private and public value analysis.   The group requested John 
also do an analysis on Bala’s suggestion of a levy applied to water users to be put towards future 
community water schemes.  

RPS Provisions (amended) – Pere 

Pere tabled the latest version of the proposed Regional Policy Statement provisions and provided an 
overview of the changes made following the previous WAWG meeting.  Copy attached – Appendix 2. 

The working group discussed and suggested the following amendments: 

Policy 5.2.10 – This policy was further amended to “Set and enforce maximum conductivity limits for 
aquifers adjoining the coast to manage the potential for saltwater contamination of the aquifer.”. 

Policy 5.2.23 – This policy was amended to include reference to Policy 5.2.10. 

Policy 5.3.3 – Include in the explanatory text a reference to allocation Class C and the policies relating 
to storage.  

Policy 5.3.15 – The explanatory text was amended to “ The catchments most at risk are along the 
southern margin of the Wairau River…” 

Policy 5.3.16 – Pere said prior to writing this policy, he had discussed with ECan how they determine 
consent applications for proposed commercial forestry.  ECan do not take into account any pre-
existing effects of commercial forestry as at the time the Plan was notified.   Rather, it looks at the 
effect of new plantings post Plan notification in conjunction with all other plantings post notification 
and the effects on stream flow in terms of mean flow and mean annual low flow.  The threshold 
applied by ECan is a 5% reduction in the seven day mean annual low flow.  
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Clr Evans said there needed to be further consideration of carbon farming, wilding pines, and the 
impact of re-vegetation on river flows.   He reiterated the need for commercial forestry sector 
representatives to review the proposed provisions and provide feedback.   The group considered the 
policy as proposed did not require new applications to account for the effects of re-vegetation.  
Further the WAWG was not the correct forum in which discussions with the forestry sector should 
occur.   The issues of wilding pines will be dealt with through the Regional Pest Plan review and the 
forestry provisions discussed with the Forestry Working Group.   

Bala suggested the explanatory note include reference to the opportunity for applicants to put forward 
mitigation to offset effects on water yield. 

Policy 5.5.5 – Pere and Rachel said that while this policy gives an indication of its intent, it will likely 
be fundamentally altered as a result of the work required in respect of it. The re-worked policy will be 
brought back to the group at a future meeting.  All aquifer resources are likely to be only a back-up 
water supply to be used when SVIS is not available, as the water permit allocations will not be 
sufficient alone to meet crop irrigation needs. Initial figures in terms of the Brancott and Omaka 
Aquifers indicate the reduced allocations will not be dissimilar to the current actual use volumes.  

Bala suggested that SVIS could be utilised over the winter period to supply water for storage.  Val 
confirmed that currently SVIS shuts down over winter.  Any demand for water would have to be 
sufficient and coordinated to warrant the running of the pumps for a shortened period of time to meet 
this need.  

Issue 5.6 – The first sentence of the explanatory text was amended to “… there is exchange of water 
between rivers and underlying groundwater. …”  

Policy 5.6.2 – John Bright suggested applicants be required to consider both the cumulative and 
individual effect when assessing the application for stream depletion effect. 

Policy 5.3.9 – John Bright provided an explanation of the expressions of allocation set out in the table 
under this policy.   Pere said this policy will be expanded to incorporate any allocation of water for 
irrigation and other incidental purposes.  Only the component for irrigation will be expressed as set 
out in the table. 

John Hickman asked how specific the climate data used for determining the maximum daily rate of 
surface water take is.  He noted, for example, that there is a large climatic variation between the 
upper and lower Awatere and Flaxbourne catchments.   John Bright advised that applicants should 
use measurements made on or as close to the subject property, if they are available.  If such data is 
not available the fall back is to utilise Marlborough District Council, Met Service or NIWA Climate data 
to get a better interpretation of climate more suited to the subject property.  Pere confirmed the default 
system is Irricalc, which takes into account climate, evapotranspiration, rainfall, soil, irrigation 
requirements.   An applicant still has the ability to use either different data or a different model when 
compiling a consent application.   

It was noted that the 90 percentile is expressed in a variety of ways through the provisions, e.g., one 
in ten years, nine years in ten, 90% of the time, etc.  Pere and Rachel agreed to standardise the 
expression and opted to use “90 percentile” throughout. 

Alan asked if the allocation limit in the Wairau Plains will be an issue in terms of the need for storage 
to meet the one in ten year demand on the plains.  Peter Davidson said there seemed to be a variety 
of farm management practices with some property owners on the Wairau Plains not typically irrigating 
over the summer seasons.  Irricalc will quantify the irrigation need for the Plains.  

The attendees discussed an article that had appeared in the media on 2 March regarding a request 
from some farmers to Canterbury Regional Council to allow them to exceed groundwater limits in 
response to the dry irrigation season.  Copy of article attached – Appendix 3.  The related water 
permits allocated water on the basis of a nine in ten year reliability and farmers were now facing what 
was in effect the one in ten year season when there was less water available.   The basis for their 
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solution was to take up unused portions of their annual allocation from previous years and use it to 
supplement their allocation over this drier season.   John Bright said when the Regional Plan was in 
development the proposal was made for annual allocations to be averaged over a rolling two year 
period, providing the annual average volume was less than the 90 percentile or whichever threshold 
they elected to implement.  Although this concept was not taken up, he thought the idea had merit in 
the Canterbury context, providing the groundwater system has a response time of two years or more.  
However, if water use was averaged out over a two year period then the water resource would need 
to be allocated on a variable basis depending on the state of the aquifer.  Pere queried whether this 
was feasible under the terms of the Freshwater NPS.  John also did not think this mechanism was 
applicable to Marlborough given the state and response of the aquifers. 

The attendees discussed options for managing the irrigation needs for water permit holders that 
prematurely reach their full allocation in a one in ten year season.  It was agreed that the proposed 
enhanced transfer mechanism would useful in this scenario.  It was recognised the practice of 
“loaning” water from future seasons to supplement a current dry season was not feasible for the 
following reasons: 

- There was no guarantee the borrowed water would not be required the following season; 

- Taking in excess of the allocation cannot be done where environmental limits have been 
reached; 

- Taking in excess of the allocation where environmental limits had not been reached will bring 
forward the limit thereby impacting the reliability of supply for other water users;   

· SV Claw backs – Permits for Domestic Water - Rachel

This item followed a previous discussion by the group regarding the claw back of the Southern 
Valleys, specifically the principle of applying the claw back to non-irrigation and domestic uses. 

While the Southern Valleys Scheme does not provide potable water, it may be that water can be 
rendered potable by water users if required.   On that basis commercial users could utilise the 
Southern Valley Scheme and be subject to the same claw back as irrigators.  For example, the same 
percentage of claw back applied to vineyards could be applied to wineries in the Southern Valleys.  
The group was of the view that it would be equitable to apply the claw back to all consented users, not 
just irrigators.    

In terms of the consented takes for domestic water supply purposes on properties in the Southern 
Valleys, the group had previously discussed reducing the allocations to 5 cubic metres per day to 
reflect the proposed permitted activity standard rate for domestic purposes.  Rachel said she had 
reviewed the related consents and found this could be achieved.  However, she suggested that if the 
consents are not being clawed back for reasonable use purposes, and instead are clawed back to 
align with the permitted activity standard, then there is no reason not to apply the claw back to the rest 
of Marlborough. 

Steve suggested if a catchment is over allocated then all takes should be subject to claw back.  The 
state of the aquifer should be the trigger and the domestic takes be included in a section 128 review 
for this purpose.   

Pere said Policy 5.5.4 could be utilised to reassess the stock and domestic water takes in over-
allocated resources with a view to reducing the allocation from 10 to 5 cubic metres per day, including 
those consented for stock and domestic water supply purposes. 

Rachel asked why this approach should only be applied to over allocated resources when aligning the 
allocations with reasonable use would be the purpose of the reduction (assisting with reducing over-
allocation being the secondary purpose). 
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Pere and Rachel to consider use/amendment of existing policies with regards to claw back of 
consented domestic water allocations. 

· Update on status of water resources

Val provided an update of the irrigation status of water resources.  He displayed the new irrigation 
status page from Councils website which showed the flow levels and availability status for each 
surface water resource.  

2. Environmental Flow/Level and Allocation Limits Table - Val – Pere

This item was removed from the agenda. 

3. Daily Average and Irrigation Day - Val

This item relates to policy 5.2.6.  With the current dry conditions and the need of water users to utilise 
all available river flows, Val said he was still contemplating how to implement the environmental flow.   

One of the things that has arisen from managing this current dry event is the timing of the delivery of 
flow data.  In general it has been decided for most water resources the period on which water is made 
available is the previous 24 hour day’s average.  Val highlighted the fluctuations in the Tuamarina and 
Wairau Rivers that observant water users may wish to utilise on a more immediate basis.   

The group discussed the pros and cons of a daily average system (with river status notification at the 
same time each day) versus an instantaneous rate system on those rivers.  It concluded on balance 
that water users will have access to water for longer periods of time under the daily average system 
and more frequent access to water but for shorter periods of time under the fluctuating instantaneous 
rate system. It was acknowledged the daily average system would provide certainty, however water 
users would not be able to respond immediately to an increase in flows.   The group preferred the 
daily average system concluding the extended period of access to water would off-set any delays that 
may occur.   

The group also discussed when Council should make the irrigation status available given the variable 
irrigation practices amongst water users.   It was agreed to proceed on a midnight to midnight daily 
average and reconsider this in response to feedback received through consultation. 

In the meantime Val said he would calculate how many hours the Waihopai, Wairau, Awatere Rivers 
were and were not available under both the instantaneous and daily average systems using the river 
flow data of the current season.  

4. Damming of Ephemeral Waterways  – Val/Rachel

Pere reminded the group that at a previous meeting Rachel had presented the permitted activity rules.  
One of the rules set out dam construction as a permitted activity on the proviso that the dams shall not 
be constructed on a perennially flowing river, among other standards.  At the time the group 
requested this rule be amended to include ephemeral and intermittent water bodies.  In retrospect this 
approach requires more consideration.   

Rachel explained that in this format the rule is likely to trigger a resource consent requirement for the 
construction of most dams thus making the permitted activity rule largely ineffective.  The intention of 
the permitted activity rules was to allow for the lawful construction of a dam up to 5000 cubic metres.  
Lawfully established stock water dams constructed on ephemeral rivers could then be filled with run-
off as a permitted activity.  The damming and subsequent use of this water would also be a Permitted 
Activity.  The two rules work in conjunction with each other.   
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The inclusion of ephemeral rivers in the rule, therefore not allowing dams to be constructed on 
ephemeral rivers, negates the intent of the permitted activity provisions in this regard.  The group 
agreed to remove ephemeral rivers from this rule. 

5. Draft presentation to the Regional Planning and Development Committee (Part 2)
– Pere

The next RP&D Committee Workshop is scheduled for 5 March 2015, at which Pere will provide part 
2 of the presentation.  Part 2 is an overview of the draft Regional Policy Statement general provisions 
dealing with full and over allocation and water storage.  Pere invited the WAWG members to attend 
the workshop. 

A further workshop will be scheduled for the environmental protection component of the presentation 
and will include an explanation from Val and Peter highlighting resource specific changes.  

6. Community meetings/consultation approach – Pere

Pere and Rachel circulated a list of proposed community meetings and suggested venues.   The 
meetings would be attended by water permit by invitation. The intention is to customise the 
presentation for each meeting to include general information on the proposed framework and then to 
discuss location/catchment specific issues. 

With regards to the Waihopai River catchment meeting, the group were concerned that holding a 
meeting in Geisen Sports and Events Centre could attract attendance by Renwick residents and/or 
redirect the attendee’s attention onto Renwick water issues.   Steve Wilkes offered to investigate other 
venue operations and approach the relevant property owners.  

Steve Wilkes and John Bright will be contracted to attend the meetings to respond to any issues that 
may arise.   It was suggested Francis Maher be approached to act a the facilitator for each meeting. 

7. Other Matters

· The group discussed and confirmed the consultation phase should be deferred to May.  To
commence consultation at the present time will risk the water users focussing only on the state
of the resources rather than the matter of full and over allocation.  A delay will also allow the
Environmental Policy Team to engage with iwi in this regard.

· The next meeting is scheduled for 28 April 2015.

TRIM record number: 1547447 
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Follow-ME Website Analystics 
(Report Prepared by Susie Witehira) E100-002-001-01 

The table and graphs below display the website analytics from the Follow-ME website from 
August 2014 to March 2015. Please note the November data is missing eight days of statistics due to 
the rebranding of Destination Marlborough’s website and change of URL.   

Sessions, Page Views and User Type

User Type 

Month Sessions Page views Returning New 

August 893 2665 642 251 

September 1239 3501 841 398 

October 1367 4052 984 383 

November 904 1925 486 418 

December 1319 2217 725 594 

January 2045 3632 949 1096 

February 1725 3261 918 807 

March 1713 3004 896 817 

Sessions: Sessions represent the number of individual sessions initiated by all the users to 
your site. If a user is inactive on your site for 30 minutes or more, any future activity 
is attributed to a new session. Users that leave your site and return within 
30 minutes are counted as part of the original session. 

Page Views: A view of a page on your site that is being tracked by the Analytics tracking code. If 
a user clicks reload after reaching the page, this is counted as an additional page 
view. If a user navigates to a different page and then returns to the original page, a 
second page view is recorded as well. 

User Type 
New Users: The number of first-time users during the selected date range. 

Returning Users: The number of users who have previously accessed the website and return during 
the selected date range. 

Good numbers of returning users indicates that your website is useful to those using it. New users 
indicates growth and return on promotions. 

Regional Planning & Development Information Package - 23 April 2015 - Page 16 



 

Av Session: To calculate average session duration, Analytics sums the duration of each session 
during the date range you specify and divides that sum by the total number of 
sessions. For example: Total Session Duration: 1000 minutes (60,000 seconds) 
Total Sessions: 100 Average Session Duration: 1000/100 = 10 minutes (600 
seconds). 

 

Sessions by Country 

 

The data provided displays specific countries where sessions originated. New Zealand, Australia, USA 
and the UK are the top four ranking countries. 
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Sessions by City 

 

The data provided displays specific towns / cities where sessions originated.   

Sessions by Source 

 

The data displays how users landed on the Follow-ME website. Google / Organic suggested they 
searched for either Marlborough Events or Follow-ME. Direct indicates they went directly to Follow-
ME. Other websites listed provided links to Follow-ME. 
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Environmental Policy

Status of Plan Changes

(Report Prepared by Mark Caldwell)	W045-15-00 & M135-15-00

The tables below list the plan changes currently being processed by Council in accordance with the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 and their current status.

Since the last status report the following has occurred:

· Plan Change 59 reached operative status on the 5 March 2015.

· Plan Change 47 is ready for approval and for the operative date to be notified.

· Plan Change 72 is ready for approval and for the operative date to be notified.

		Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan 



		Plan Change No.

		Description

		Status



		PC21

		Waikawa Bay Mooring Management Areas and Marina Zone Extension (Private Plan Change)

		Has been referred to the Minister of Conservation for approval.







		Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan



		Plan Change No.

		Description

		Status



		PC59

		Colonial Vineyard Limited (Private Plan Change)

		Operative date 5 March 2015



		PC47

		Tremorne Ave – Rezoning 

		The appeal period has closed with no appeals being received.  The Plan Change is now ready to be approved and have the operative date notified.



		PC72

		Marlborough Ridge Rezoning 

		The appeal period has closed with no appeals being received.  The Plan Change is now ready to be approved and have the operative date notified.





EPlan Usage

(Report prepared by Mark Caldwell) 	Reference W045-15-00 & M135-15-00

The EPlan is a digital version of the Council’s resource management framework.  It is spatially based utilising GIS.  This provides the significant advantage over the current electronic versions of allowing users to search for specific properties or areas.  The resource management plan content is then provided for the property or area selected.  This includes zoning information, zone rules and other relevant provisions, such as heritage sites, designations and hazard overlays. 

A specific property based search function is provided to make this process user friendly.  It also includes links through to other property based information via Smart Maps. 

It is considered that the digital version will make the current content of the Council’s planning documents not only more accessible but also more relevant as a result.  A user no longer has to wade through a significant volume of material to find relevant plan content. 

Eplan was officially launched on Council’s website on the 11 August 2014 although testing by selected parties outside of Council took place from July 2014.

The graph below shows the number of visits to EPlan from July 2014 to the end of March 2015.





Statistics are also collected on where the website visits originate from.  For the month of March the leading sources for visits are as follows:

(a) Blenheim 	137

(b) Auckland 	128

(c) Wellington 	125

(d) Lower Hutt	79

(e) Christchurch	59

(f) Nelson 	27

(g) Hamilton 	12

(h) Napier 	9
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Water Allocation Working Group Notes

(Report prepared by Rachel Anderson)	R425-02-18-08

The notes of the Water Allocation working group meeting held on 16 February 2015 and 4 march 2015 are below for the members’ information. Due to the size of the appendices attached to the meeting notes they have not been included in the information pack, however they are available on request.







Strategic Planning & Economic Development

Follow-ME Website Analystics

(Report Prepared by Susie Witehira)	E100-002-001-01

The table and graphs below display the website analytics from the Follow-ME website from August 2014 to March 2015. Please note the November data is missing eight days of statistics due to the rebranding of Destination Marlborough’s website and change of URL.  

Sessions, Page Views and User Type

		

		

		

		

		User Type



		Month

		Sessions

		Page views

		

		Returning

		New



		August

		893

		2665

		

		642

		251



		September

		1239

		3501

		

		841

		398



		October

		1367

		4052

		

		984

		383



		November

		904

		1925

		

		486

		418



		December

		1319

		2217

		

		725

		594



		January

		2045

		3632

		

		949

		1096



		February

		1725

		3261

		

		918

		807



		March

		1713

		3004

		

		896

		817







Sessions: 	Sessions represent the number of individual sessions initiated by all the users to your site. If a user is inactive on your site for 30 minutes or more, any future activity is attributed to a new session. Users that leave your site and return within 30 minutes are counted as part of the original session.

Page Views:	A view of a page on your site that is being tracked by the Analytics tracking code. If a user clicks reload after reaching the page, this is counted as an additional page view. If a user navigates to a different page and then returns to the original page, a second page view is recorded as well.

User Type

New Users:	The number of first-time users during the selected date range.

Returning Users:	The number of users who have previously accessed the website and return during the selected date range.

Good numbers of returning users indicates that your website is useful to those using it. New users indicates growth and return on promotions.





Av Session:	To calculate average session duration, Analytics sums the duration of each session during the date range you specify and divides that sum by the total number of sessions. For example: Total Session Duration: 1000 minutes (60,000 seconds) Total Sessions: 100 Average Session Duration: 1000/100 = 10 minutes (600 seconds).



Sessions by Country



The data provided displays specific countries where sessions originated. New Zealand, Australia, USA and the UK are the top four ranking countries.





Sessions by City



The data provided displays specific towns / cities where sessions originated.  

Sessions by Source



The data displays how users landed on the Follow-ME website. Google / Organic suggested they searched for either Marlborough Events or Follow-ME. Direct indicates they went directly to Follow-ME. Other websites listed provided links to Follow-ME.
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