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SUBMISSION TO THE CHBDC ANNUAL PLAN 2019/20 
Grenville Christie 
341 Racecourse Rd RD2 Waipukurau 4282. Ph 068586587. E: 
grenchristie@gmail.com 
I wish to speak to my Submission. 
 
Let me state that I understand the importance of reliability of water for growers 
and the difficult position some surface water irrigators find themselves in 
following the 2013 BOI ruling on minimum flows and the excessive water takes 
in the hands of others. 
However the Council’s statement that some form of water storage I think is 
necessary is premature. 
  
Q1 – Opposed to Proposal to advance a suspensory to Water Holdings CHB.[ 
$250,000] 
 
1 This is best seen as a gift to a private company. 
 
2  This money will come out of someone’s rates if that money is required for 
some other purpose in the future.  Eg road washout due to extreme weather. 
 
3  Millions have already been spent on investigating water storage in CHB. 
 All that needs to be known is known. 
 
4  At most all the ratepayers will get is the Intellectual Property rights to the 
RWSS which they could have got from the Regional Council without much cost 
had not Water Holdings CHB stepped in first. 
WHCHB  if they are gifted this money will simply get their IP money back plus 
much more to the cost  of the ratepayer. 
 
THE NEED FOR WATER STORAGE 
 
1  CHB towns have infrastructure problems, not water shortage problems. 
 
2  On the Ruataniwha plains there is enough water for all if used in the right 
fashion. 
 The current situation is that a few use the bulk of available water to irrigate 
stony ground, without shelter belts to grow grass for too many cows who then 
create pollution problems. 
 
That situation could change for the better with farm nutrient runoff coming 
under the spotlight in 2020. 
Many farms in the Tukituki catchment will then need a resource consent to farm.  
Restrictions on excessive farm pollution will drive land use change and in turn 
possibly reduce water demand on those farms, freeing it up for better purposes. 
 
A Central Government water tax would do the same thing. 
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At present there is about 7000ha under intensive farming. The water needed for 
this, if otherwise used, could possibly irrigate 70,000ha of orchards. 
 
3 The alternative to letting this play out is to go back to the idea of water storage. 
With Dams there are problems. 
MONEY 
Small dams =  lower capital cost, high cost per cubic metre for water. 
Big dams      =  very high capital cost, lower cost per cubic metre plus the need of 
big water users to take the extra water.   
The large Ruataniwha dam was advertising a cost of 25 cent a cubic metre. 
However this was to be subsidised by ratepayers at the cost of around $4m a yr 
for up to the next 20yrs. 
The real cost at the time was put at between 40 to 50 cents. 
Given that the cost of that project continued to rise steeply today’s price would 
be much higher.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL  
Nationally environmental laws are only going to get tougher making it more 
difficult to mess with rivers and limit certain farming practise. 
Also flushing flows are now believed not to work as some hoped. 
 
PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS  
Dams only drought proof if you only use the stored water in a drought, otherwise 
there is no extra water when the drought happens. 
The build up of rock and shingle behind a dam has to be removed at great 
expense for the life of the dam. Who’s going to do that for 70 to 100yrs, where is 
the rock and shingle going to go and who’s going to pay for it and what will 
mitigate the shortfall of the shingle at the coast?  
A dam will have to be decommissioned one day and whose shoulders should that 
fall on ? 
Building a large dam say of 45 to 90m cubic metres is taking a sledge hammer to 
smash a walnut when the short fall of irrigation water is only 2.3 m. 
 
IN CONCLUSION 
We need bigger bangs for the drop than we are getting now. 
If our current water take was used in an environmentally and sustainable way, 
if we had a sensible water budget, then and only then should we be looking at 
expensive water storage, and only then if the need could be  justified in every 
way. 
As little of the above is currently happening, I suggest there is no justification for 
community money to be spent on advancing water storage. 
I believe that this present Council’s suggestion is driven more by ideology than 
practical reasoning. 
There will be many who think the opposite. 
I say to them put your money where your mouth is, not mine. 
I would also say here that the very loud message from the rural community in 
the last round of submissions was “user pays”. 
Let that be applied here.  
Grant them their wish. 
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I would also suggest that the Council as an alternative to giving away $250,000 to 
investigate water storage they instead survey the potential irrigators (at little 
cost) and ask how much would they be prepared to pay for water. 
If it’s below 50cents a cubic metre go to plan B 
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