
Further Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

Please send your submission to be received by 4:00 pm Wednesday, 28 June 2017 

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

FAX: 0800 884 881 

EMAIL: waterquantity@boprc.govt.nz 

Name:  Ngati Pikiao Environmental Society 
[Full name of the person or organisation making the submission]: 

This is a further submission in support of or opposition to a submission on proposed plan change 9. 

1. I do or do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission.
[Delete as required]

2. If others make a similar submission I would or would not be prepared to consider presenting a joint case with them at any hearing.
[Delete as required]

3. I am:-
[Please tick one]

 a person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. (Specify upon what grounds you come within this category.)
 a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. (Specify upon what grounds you come within this category.)

On the following grounds:
            Ngati Pikiao made a submission in the first round of submissions on behalf of Ngati Pikiao Iwi. 

Signature [of person making submission or person authorised to sign on behalf of person 
or organisation making submission. 
A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means] 

Address for Service [Provide full postal details]:  27 Otimi St., Maketu, TE PUKE 3189 
Telephone:  Daytime:07 5332 373 After Hours: 
Email:  raewynbennett@actrix.co.nz Fax: 
Contact person [Name & Designation if applicable]:  Raewyn Bennett, 

Further Submission Number 
Office use only 
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FURTHER SUBMISSION POINTS: 

Ngati Pikiao have real concerns about the lack of recognition in the proposed plan, of the life-giving value of water and the duty of humanity to ensure its sustainability.  
Ngati Pikiao seeks that the BOPRC considers withdrawing from the market driven approach which has brought us to this Freshwater crisis. Polluted and over-allocated waterways have been a 
result of this market approach. There needs to be a new philosophical approach to protecting water otherwise quite simply keep on doing the same and you will keep on getting the same 
results. The present approach needs to be usurped by a process which starts with respect for water and long-term planning as opposed to viewing it as a commodity from which to make 
profits in the short term without any responsibility to future generations. Water use consents are a privilege, not a right. 

We recognise that the freshwater arena is complex and that this is a time of uncertainty as Aotearoa, and indeed the world, moves towards a sustainable freshwater management system. 
Ngati Pikiao are also uncertain about the process going forward and note the changes to the RMA since submissions were called for.  

Ngati Pikiao oppose any water allocation arrangement which disrespects the mauri of water and will not deviate from that position. We also believe there are some waterways which should 
not be used to allocate water for any profits. Attached are further submissions by Ngati Pikiao on some of the submissions. Ngati Pikiao do not have the capacity to submit on every 
submission. However, we support any and all submitters with similar values to Ngati Pikiao regarding Water sustainability. We reserve the right to participate in any process in support. 

Balance Submitter 04 
mailto:kevin.wood@ballance.co.nz 
mailto:d.greaves@ryderconsulting.co.nz 

Oil Companies Submitter No 18 
mailto:mlaurenson@burtonconsultants.co.nz 

Hort NZ Submitter 27 
mailto:angela.halliday@hortnz.co.nz 

Dairy NZ Submitter 38 
mailto:justine.young@dairynz.co.nz 

Trustpower Submitter 49 
mailto:laura.marra@trustpower.co.nz 

Fed Farmers – Submitter 50 
nedwards@fedfarm.org.nz 

FONTERRA Submitter No 73 
gerard.willis@enfocus.co.nz  

Ngati Rangiwewehi Submitter No 79 
mailto:gina@rangiwewehi.com 
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Balance Submitter 04 
   
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 
WQ 08 Oppose NP has sought clarity on this objective. We do not accept that industry needs a special mention as the 

submitter proposes. The objective is inclusive.  
WQ 09 Neutral See this to be a more appropriate place to highlight any primary and industrial benefits consideration 
WQ P1 Support Consistent with NP values 
WQ P7 Oppose Inconsistent with NP values. The submitter has, as have many submitters, promoted a profits, 

“free=markets” based approach expecting all others to support their private investments.  NP,  do not 
support a private enterprise approach to water management. As evidenced by the state of waterways 
today, a profits based, private enterprise approach has failed miserably to achieve environmental 
sustainability 

WQ P12 Oppose Ngati Pikiao cannot support an automatic turn-over of water consents. Ngati Pikiao will assert their 
Treaty rights. The issue of Inefficiency and or unsustainability should not be automatically approved 
as this policy directs. Ngati Pikiao has a right to ensure its kaitiakitanga can be expressed through on 
any water allocation arrangements. Presently consented takes have not taken NP cultural values into 
consideration. We remain opposed to market driven approaches which have proven to be 
unsustainable.  

WQ P 15 Oppose As evidenced by the state of waterways a profits based approach has failed to achieve environmental 
sustainability. Notwithstanding, we recognise that a sustainable water allocation regime needs to set 
some rules for allocation. The starting point in making provision for water allocation should be based 
on the extent of a person’s/groups land-holdings in a particular catchment. 

WQ P31 Oppose Retain as notified. Rules need to be set for priority of uses. Prioritising every user defeats the purpose. 
There should be no or minimal risk posed to the environment through giving priority to essential uses. 
Identifying priorities sends a clear message that other users need to make provision themselves for 
emergency situations in the interests of environmental sustainability. 
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Oil Companies Submitter No 18 
   
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 
WQ P 16 Support in part NP seeks clarification of this policy. However, we agree that a slight amendment in the opening 

paragraph contributes to clarification.  
WQ P 24 Oppose NP holds that all takes need to be consented and accounted for to achieve sustainability 
WQ 07 Oppose NP values hold that there be no exemptions to setting or compliance with appropriate limits. 
WQ P2 Oppose NP values include equity, and hold that there be no exemptions  
WQ P10 Oppose NP values hold that there be no exemptions to avoiding any water takes which will exceed WQ limits 

that are set. Whilst we understand the temporary nature of construction activities, we would expect 
that there be strict guidelines or rules on these temporary takes. E.g. developers or utility providers 
take responsibility for water harvesting to provide for their temporary watering requirements. 

WQ R 10 Oppose NP values hold that there be no exemptions to exceeding appropriate limits. 
WQ P17 (c) Oppose NP values include equity, and hold that there be no exemptions 
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Hort NZ Submitter 27 
   
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 
WQ I 7 Support Consistent with NP submission. Adds clarity. 
WQ 1 8 Oppose Challenge the statement that this reflects the community when there is an obvious sector slant. The 

agriculture sector is included with reference to economic needs. Mahi mara is covered by reference to social 
needs. There is no need for identifying particular sectors at this point in the plan. 

WQ O 8 Oppose.  This statement is challengeable. Has the community placed a particular value as claimed? See issue 8. This is 
an attempt to raise this sector above others. Rural production activities will be most affected by water 
changes because they draw on water, not because it has consents which uphold the submitters claim that 
they provide benefits. The Hort consents maybe contributing to an unsustainable water regime and the 
consent holders will need to play their part in contributing to sustainability. If they don’t they risk ending up 
with no water or polluted waters. Simple. 

WQ O 11 Oppose Ngati Pikiao support the notified version for its simplicity of format and wording. A plan that seeks to 
manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be understood by all the community.  NP seek 
brevity and consistency in wording, layout and format.  

 

 
WQ P3 Oppose in part. NP prefers an earlier date to phase out over allocation. It is our understanding that a date is required to be 

signaled by Regional Councils under the NPSFW. We have no objection to proposed (d), provided it is 
consistent with WMA and FMU and sub-planning. We have sought clarification from BOPRC on this process. 

WQ P5 Oppose NP prefers the use of the word “limits”. We believe that the community needs to be catered for in this plan 
and the word correctly reflects the intent.  

WQ P12 Oppose Provided NP values have been considered, we support the retention of (c) 
WQ P21 Support NP agrees with the rationale from HortNZ 
WQ P 23 Oppose  NP oppose any notion of providing for transfer of water rights. This implies water ownership rights. 

However, given a system which allocates rights based on extent (acreage) of land-holdings in a catchment, 
we can see a place for transfers and rental charges with incomes sustaining costs of water monitoring etc. 
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WQ P31 Support NP agrees with the rationale from HortNZ. The amendment adds clarity that enables a better understanding 
by the general community. 

WQ M5 Support NP agrees with the rationale from HortNZ 
WQ M9 Oppose 

amendment 
NP accepts that there may be concerns over cultural impacts on a consent by consent basis and that there 
may be better and more efficient ways for determining cultural impacts. E.g. Iwi management plans. 
However, without details of specific cases we are not able to make an informed opinion and 
recommendation. HortNZ maybe reflecting a single disgruntled member. 
 
As an Iwi group that has had to deal with these types of applications, we are hindered by a lack of capacity. 
Further in many cases we have had to explain the RMA or the consent applicant’s responsibilities under 
other various legislations, to the point of holding their hands, which clearly it is not our responsibility to 
have to do. This is extremely time-consuming. Notwithstanding, some applicants are reluctant to properly 
engage with Maori because of their own racist outlook..  
 
Further, in our experience, conflict issues have been caused by Treaty settlements where the Crown has 
accepted Iwi cross claims and some of those Iwi have then taken an AOI that to mean that they have rights 
equal to mana whenua across various rohe. This is also a concern for Ngati Pikiao. This is not helped by 
Council treating cross claimants as equal to mana whenua. Councils and industries affected need to take this 
issue to the Minister of Treaty settlements to advise him of these issues. They have not been caused by 
Maori. The protests in Tauranga Moana in recent times have arisen from this same situation. 
 
With respect to the change sought at (d), NP oppose. As explained above, the problem has not been caused 
by us and your proposal of an impact assessment process is not accepted. There needs to be a better 
understanding of the issues based on reliable evidence and research before there is any tinkering of NP 
rights under the RMA.  
 
 We would support a workshop on the issue with HortNZ and Council as an attempt to see if the issue can be 
resolved, however the problem has been caused by the Crown and that is where the solution needs to come 
from. 

WQ R1 Oppose NP oppose exceptions 
WQ R2 Partial support NP see merit in water allocation based on the size of a property within a catchment, but do not support 

anyone having any automatic rights. All takes need to be accounted for. NP wish to explore a water-
allocation regime where water allocation is based on size an individual land holding (acreage). We see that 
as a solution to the proposed and present litigious system.  
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WQ R3 Partial support NP see merit in water allocation based on the size of a property within a catchment 
WQ R4 Oppose NP oppose any exceptions to consenting without having our concerns taken into account. NP concerns have 

not been taken into account as required by the NPFW and RMA and Treaty.  
WQ R5 Oppose NP oppose any exceptions. NP concerns have not been taken into account as required by the NPFW and 

RMA and Treaty. Unsustainable is unsustainable.  
WQ R6 Support This is consistent with NP concerns about equity. 
Schedule 7 
Reasonable 
and 
efficient 
use criteria 

Support Provides clarity. Consistent with NP approach. 

Schedule 7 
Municipal 
Water 
supplies 
criteria 

Support Provides clarity. Consistent with NP approach. 
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Dairy NZ Submitter 38 
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 

Background, 
first 
paragraph  

 

Support  The submitters suggestions add clarity to the plan, which is especially important at the beginning of any 
plan. 

WQ I 11 Support Adds clarity to the plan. 
WQ O8 Oppose in part Proposed amendments diminish clarity. NP do not support the tinkering to ensure sector interests get 

priority. Reference to benefits is subjective, and Ngati Pikiao for one would challenge that claim. In 
interests of clarity the amendments are not necessary because the wording of the objective is inclusive. 

WQ P2 Support NP have also expressed concerns about the narrowing of foci in the early sections of the plan and 
possible consequences of that approach.  

WQ P3 Oppose in part. NP prefer the notified version. We do not support WMA groups making any final decisions on limits and 
values. We do not see that as their role. Support wording as notified.  
 
However we support the clarification provided by submitters amendments to (a) . 

WQ P10 and P 
15 

Support Adds clarity. 

WQ P 10 Oppose NP holds that there should be no new takes permitted in over-allocated waterways under any 
circumstances 

WQ P 14 Support NP expect all water takes to be consented in order to ensure accurate assessments of water quantities 
can be made in the interests of water sustainability. 

WQ P 23 Oppose NP is opposed to privatization of water. 
WQ P24 Support in part NP expect all water takes to be consented in order to ensure accurate assessments of water quantities 

can be made in the interests of water sustainability. This includes water taken for stock drinking water. 
However, we also support the concerns Dairy NZ and others have about expense of separate meters. 
We would support a less costly metering system for recording total takes – if one exists . 

WQ P 26 Support Adds clarity.  
 

WQ R 3 Support in part NP expect all water takes to be consented in order to ensure accurate assessments of water quantities 
can be made in the interests of water sustainability. This includes water taken for stock drinking water. 

FS10



However, we also support the concerns Dairy NZ and others have about expense of separate meters. 
We would support a less costly metering system for recording total takes – if one exists . 

WQ R 4 Support in part NP supports the use of advice notes (and their accuracy) as a useful process to support clarity in the 
main plan while catering for specific sector interests in advice notes. The submitter says this advice is 
not accurate, NP would expect that the advice note is amended to provide accuracy. 
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Trustpower Submitter 49 
Ngati Pikiao reserves the right to further submit on parts of the Trustpower submission regarding dams and diversions in anticipation of 
contributing to Plan change 9 on aspects which may be needed to protect NP water-ways. Ngati Pikiao kaitiaki are unfamiliar with some of the 
issues raised by Trustpower, therefore NP do not want to make any definitive decisions until we are better informed. Unfortunately, we 
believe that means we have to oppose or support in part certain of Trustpower’s proposed changes.  
 
Viz: WQ O2, WQ O3, WQ P3A(d), WQ O6, WQ P6, WQ O8, WQ P6, WQ P8, WQ P10, WQ P11, WQ P12, WQ P15, WQ P16, WQ P19,WQ P 19X, 
WQ P 20, WQ P22,  WQ P 30, WQ P31, WQ P32, WQ M8, WQ R 4, WQ R5, WQ R8, WQ RX, WQ R 9, WQ R11, WQ RX,  
 
However, NP is open to adopting a more conciliatory approach once we are better informed and we will attempt to become better informed 
before the hearings. 
   
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 
PART II : 
Water 
Quantity  

Take and Use 
of Surface 
Water and 
Groundwater 

Support in part.  Noting our response above and elsewhere seeking clarification on WMA and FMUs, and reserving a 
definitive response on the first para changes, Ngati Pikiao supports the remaining changes being proposed 
here by Trustpower. 

WQ I 1 Support.  Consistent with NP rationale viz NP Lakes and cumulative effects. With regard to Lake Rotoiti however, it is 
the ongoing interference with the natural Lakes levels which have cause problems ad infinitum for Ngati 
Pikiao. NP seek resolution of those issues through water quantity change planning. 

WQ I 2 Support Consistent with NP rationale viz NP Lakes and cumulative effects 
WQ I 3 Support Adds clarity 
WQ I 6 Support Adds clarity 
WQ I 8 Oppose Statement becomes ineffective with changes implying that all social and economic well-being is 

dependent on water. Obviously, there are well-beings which do not need water. Retain as notified. 
WQ I 9 Support in part We agree unauthorized takes can make managing water difficult, however our opposition is based on the 

risks to the resource, NOT other users. Prefer that the reference of risks to the sustainability of the water-
way is included. 

WQ I 11 Support Adds clarity 
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WQ O2 
 

Oppose WQ O2 is inconsistent with NP values. There should be no exceptions to the requirement to ensure water 
sustainability. However, power generators may be assessed using a mauri monitoring model as an 
indicator to assess effects on the mauri of the waterway affected by power generation and therefore any 
net, if any, benefits to the community. 

WQ O 3 Support Adds clarity.  
WQ O 4 Support Adds clarity 
WQ O 5 Support Consistent with NP values set out in NP’s submission  
WQ O 6 Support in part Consistent with NP values set out in NP’s submission (Note grammatical correction – past tense for safe-

guarded)  
WQ O 7A Support in part To the extent that this objective is consistent with NP values. With respect to WMAs, NP do not support 

that these groups be given the mandate to set water limits in Ngati Pikiao water-ways. NP have sought 
clarification from BOPRC. 

WQ O 7 Support in part The proposed amendments are consistent with NP values. Support the inclusion of “the word “Interim”, it 
adds clarity. 

WQ O 8 Oppose Oppose to the extent that this amended objective is inconsistent with NP values as per our original 
submission which seeks clarification. NP have concerns about any diversion being able to meet 
environmental sustainability standards. Eg Maketu estuary and the diversion of the Kaituna river has had 
huge cultural and social impacts. However as per WQ O2, above, by applying a mauri assessment model as 
an indicator to assessing effects on the mauri of the waterway affected, net benefits, if any, to the 
community maybe identified. This is not to absolve the need for cultural impacts assessment which may 
also be required or which may identify the usefulness of a mauri assessment. 

WQ O 9 Support in part NP agree with the rationale provided for the amendments, however we are not convinced that there 
needs to be a reference to ‘’physical’’ resources 

WQ O 10 Support NP agree with the rationale provided for the amendments 

WQ O 11 Support NP support the clarity provided by the amendments 

WQ P 2 Support in part NP support the clarity provided by the suggested amendments. However, we have questions in our 
original submission which need to be resolved before we can support these amendments unequivocally 
regarding WMA and FMUs 

WQ P 3 Support NP support the clarity provided by the suggested amendments 

WQ P 3 a Neutral NP are not convinced that water quality should be provided for to this extent in a Water Quantity plan.  

WQ P 4 Support NP support the clarity provided by the suggested amendments 
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WQ P 5 Support NP support the clarity provided by the suggested amendments 

WQ P 6 Support NP support the clarity provided by the suggested amendments 

WQ P 8 Support in part NP are not convinced that there might be an occasion when a secondary allocation can be justified. In 
respect of the recent rain deluges and high and changing water levels, our kai gatherers reported huge 
numbers of whitebait, such that they have been able to put whitebait on the tables at tangihanga. On that 
basis we argue that more research is needed on the benefits of natural high flows of the kind that follow a 
storm and rain deluges before this Policy (and sequential amendments) can be fully supported.  

WQ P 9 Support NP support the clarity provided by the suggested amendments 

WQ P16 Support in part.  NP agrees with the rationale provided by the submitter 
 
“It is not appropriate for Policy WQ P15 to provide a decision-maker with the option to potentially grant resource 
consent applications without suitable conditions limiting the taking of water during low flows. Such conditions should 
be a requirement for all water permits – “ 
 
However, we cannot think of any situation where a diversion of a waterway would be acceptable to NP. 
 

WQ P22  
REF Policy 71 

Oppose. Contrary to NP values of equity. 

WQ P27 Support Consistent with NP values 

WQ M2 Support Consistent with NP values 

Take and use 
of water 
Advice note 

Support Adds clarity 

WQ R1 Support in part Adds clarity, notwithstanding NP do not support any water allocation decisions being made without our 
input in regard to any NP water-ways.  

WQ R2 Support  Support changes to (a) and (d) notwithstanding NP do not support any water allocation decisions being 
made without our input in regard to any NP water-ways. 

WQ R3 Support in Part Support changes to (e) notwithstanding NP do not support any water allocation decisions being made 
without our input in regard to any NP water-ways. 
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Federated Farmers – Submitter 50 

Ref NP 
position/Recommendation 

Rationale 

WQ I1 
 

Oppose changes as put 
forward by FF 

As notified, this section correctly identifies issues raised by the community. Ngati Pikiao do not think 
it is appropriate to deny an issue and in this case to deny that over-abstraction is an issue for many in 
the community.  
 
Neither do we see it as the job of WMA groups to set a flow and water allocation regime. 

WQ I2 Oppose  
Retain as notified. 

This section correctly identifies issues raised by the community. It is not appropriate to deny an issue 
in a public planning process. The fact is, that there is an increasing demand for water abstraction and 
it is an issue when dealing with population growth. 

  Inefficient use and inefficient allocation is an issue for Ngati Pikiao and others. This is an issue we 
want to retain as notified to ensure that the issue is identified and appropriately resolved in this plan. 
 
With reference to FF comments on “There are a significant number of resource consents, particularly those 
rolled over from the Water and Soil Conservation Act 1967, that provide Council with limited ability to review 
the amount of water that is allocated or whether the quantity taken is used efficiently.”  
 
Ngati Pikiao would like to see a legal opinion on this claim by BOPRC. This will enable us to identify 
whether this is an issue needing a resolution through this plan. 

WQ I5 Oppose 
Retain as notified. 

This section correctly identifies issues raised by Ngati Pikiao and others.  It is not appropriate to deny 
or manipulate issues which specify a Maori value e.g. mauri, especially in the context of sustainability 
of water, neither is it wise. The submitter is attempting, to assimilate a specific Maori value into a 
western commodific narrow world-view on the basis the western one is more inclusive. The western, 
monocultural, colonial approach as per this example, is a screen to maintaining the abusive and 
unsustainable majority power while excluding a Maori view. This is in contravention of the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights and the Treaty of Waitangi as well as the RMA and the National Policy 
Statement on Freshwater. Further it is this narrow western colonial view which has brought about the 
demise of water quantity and quality in Aotearoa for which all taxpayers and ratepayers are now 
picking up the financial costs of remedying.  
 
This is an example of the majority attempting to deny Maori rights and speak for Maori.  
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A Maori centric approach has the ability to make better provision for long-term sustainability of water 
and thus for future generations. All of Aotearoa will benefit from that. 

WQ I6 Oppose 
Maintain as notified. 

There is no need to amend issues which have been correctly identified as issues. The submitter will be 
able to challenge the issue during the resolution stage. Altering the issue wording may change the 
meaning as put forward by the community. Ngati Pikiao want to retain this issue as worded in order 
that the subsequent resolutions for sustainability are not compromised. Our issue is not restricted to 
“excessive”. 

 

WQ I7 Oppose 
Retain as notified. 
BOPRC needs to clarify the 
purpose of WMA groups 

There is no need to amend issues which have been correctly identified as issues. The submitter will 
be able to challenge the issue during the resolution stage. Altering the issue wording may change 
the meaning as put forward by the community. Ngati Pikiao want to retain this issue as worded in 
order that the subsequent resolutions for sustainability are not compromised. 
 
Ngati Pikiao understands that WMA are established to ascertain the values of water held by various 
parties as a prelude to FMA units and sub-planning. The submitter seems to have a different 
understanding of purpose of WMA groups. NP will seek clarification from BOPRC. 
 
 

  In addition to the above: With ref to the submitters last para on this issue, ” In addition, we are 
concerned to ensure that the information or science requirements are neutral and do not give weight to one value 
or member of the community over others. The WMA community group needs robust science and it needs to 
assess the values, objectives, flow and allocation regime etc for each particular freshwater management unit. 
 
Ngati Pikiao support this statement. Indigenous peoples around the world have had their values 
supressed, ignored or legislated against. In recent times, that there has been a recognition that 
indigenous concepts and discoveries may offer solutions to many of the worlds sustainability issues, 
something Western science has been unable to achieve despite having been in the driver’s 
seat for centuries. Ngati Pikiao recognise the potential of matauranga Maori to contribute to 
sustainability solutions for water. Ngati Pikiao also are aware of the political slant that can 
often accompany Western Science, particularly in how information is reported and the need of 
researchers to not bite the hand that feeds them. 
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So Ngati Pikiao indeed support the need to ensure that not one value or member of 
the community has more weight than any other as has been the case, unfortunately, in Aotearoa 
for last 160 years or so.  

WQ I9 Oppose 
Retain as notified. 
 

This section correctly identifies issues raised by Ngati Pikiao and others. 

WQ I10 Oppose 
Retain as notified  

This section correctly identifies issues raised by Ngati Pikiao and others. Ngati Pikiao regard the 
submitters request for changes as being inappropriate in this section. Despite the suppression of 
Maori values in Aotearoa for over 166 years, continued attempts at suppression are not acceptable 
in humanitarian, civilised societies in 2017.  
 
If the submitter wishes to keep trying to deny the recognition of Maori values, Ngati Pikiao suggests 
that the submitters issue be entered as an additional, standalone WQ issue. It is obviously an issue 
for them.  
 
This section correctly identifies issues raised by Ngati Pikiao and others.  

WQ I11 Oppose 
Retain as notified. 

This section correctly identifies issues raised by Ngati Pikiao and others 

WQ O1 Oppose 
Retain as notified. 

Ngati Pikiao prefers the wording of Objectives is kept simple to ensure that the ensuing policies and 
methods are not constrained from seeking solutions. Narrowing the intent of the objective poses 
risks for missing potential solutions or addressing community issues. i.e. objectives are reduced to 
the point (by recognition of single sector groups) of only meeting the values of a single community 
sector. 

WQ 03 a. Oppose  
Retain as notified. 

(a) Ngati Pikiao for reasons given previously, oppose any changes to Maori values by parties 
who are not experts on Maori values. Our approach is consistent with the NPFW and the 
RPS and kaitiakitanga.  

 b, c, d, e, f 
Oppose 

See Ngati Pikiao submission. Ngati Pikiao will not compromise its submission on these points.  

 

WQ O4 Oppose in part Retain (a) 
– (d) and intro as notified 

Support (a ) – (d) as notified.  No changes. 

FS10



 Add (e)  as per submitters 
suggestion. 

Support submitters addition of new paragraph (e) 

WQ O6 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

NP seek to maintain the clarity of wording in the notified version. 

WQ O7 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

Ngati Pikiao prefers the wording of Objectives is kept simple to ensure that the ensuing policies and 
methods are not constrained from seeking solutions. Narrowing the intent of the objective poses 
risks for finding solutions or addressing community issues. i.e. objectives are reduced to the point of 
only meeting the values of a single community sector. 

WQ O8 Oppose 
 

NP have expressed concerns with this Objective in NPs original submission. However, they are 
different to this submitter’s.  
 
We prefer that the wording of (a) stays as notified. Social needs are correctly identified are 
essentials that need to be in a stand-alone statement, not aligned with stock. 
 
With respect to submitters rationale for changes to (b), we do not support that rural based activities 
need to be separately identified. Narrowing the intent of the objective poses risks for finding 
solutions or addressing community issues. i.e. objectives are reduced to the point of only meeting 
the values of a single community sector 
 

WQ O9 Support in part 
 
 
 
 
Prefer that the word 
reflects is used as notified 

NP have also expressed similar concerns about WMAs and their role. We have also, in light of 
kaitiakitanga, supported the importance to NP of the FMU over and above WMAs. Support FF 
changes to the introductory paragraph. NP seek clarification of the differences between WMA and 
FMU 
 
The repositioning of the word “Reflects” is unnecessary in our opinion and signals unnecessary 
tinkering and adds to verbosity. NP seek consistency in layout. 
 

WQ 09 Cont’d 
 
Retain (d) as notified with 
the qualification of 
matauranga Maori as per 
our original submission. 

Oppose the deletion of (d) NP believe it is inappropriate as the submitter is attempting, to assimilate 
a specific Maori value into a western commodific narrow world-view on the basis that the western 
one is more inclusive or that a Maori world-view may gain some ascendancy. The western, 
monocultural, colonial approach as per this example, is a screen to maintaining the abusive and 
unsustainable majority power while excluding a Maori view that protects the life-supporting 
capacity of the most precious resource in the world.  Here is an example of the attempts to subvert 
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Retain (e) as notified. 
 
Oppose new (f) 
 
Oppose new (g) 
 

Maori values and to maintain a hundred and sixty years of colonisation. This misuse of power, 
upheld by successive Governments, has caused the pollution problems we all now pay for which 
were not of our making. 
 
(e) NP regard this statement as essential to integrated management. We prefer a different approach 
to integrated management, but prefer to maintain this para rather than obliterate it. 
 
(f) Oppose. The submitter seeks suppression of Maori values because of the risk they maybe taken 
seriously and then seeks to elevate a sector above all others.  
 
(g) Oppose. This is an example again of reducing the breadth of the objective to provide only for one 
sector and therefore running the risk of narrowing resolutions of the issues and problems. This is 
not a sustainable approach to water management. 
 

WQ 10 Oppose 
Retain as notified. 

This objective as notified encapsulates a bottom line for effective water management. It would be a 
waste of time paying for expensive scientific research if the system does not know what amount of 
water is being taken and for what purpose.  

WQ 11 Support in part We think that some of the changes being suggested have merit and NP would be open to further 
discussion in the context of achieving a sustainable water management regime. Ngati Pikiao’s 
original submission asked for more specific actions.  
 
 
The repositioning of the verbs is unnecessary in our opinion and signals unnecessary tinkering and 
adds to verbosity. NP seek consistency in layout. 
 
 

 

WQ P1 Support in part 
 
 

The submitters views on WMA and FMU are similar to Ngati Pikiao’s. There is the potential to 
support all of the submitter’s proposed changes however NP have sought clarification from BOPRC 
on the WMA and FMU from BOPRC so we feel we must reserve total support until we have 
clarification. 

WQ P2  See our response to WQ P1.  
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We oppose those parts of the submitters application which suppress Maori water rights and 
decision-making capabilities and therefore the appropriate kaitiakitanga of our water-ways. These 
are set out in our original submission.  
 
We will not condone any WMA group setting and prioritising values for any Ngati Pikiao waterway.  
 
 

 
Ngati Pikiao are unable to provide a definitive response at this time on WMA and FMU.  
 
We maintain our position as set out in our original submission. However, we anticipate that this part of the proposed plan may prove litigious and NP 
would be willing to attend a pre-mediation hui with Fed Farmers and others with similar views to hear an explanation from BOPRC on FMU, WMA 
and this particular Policy. That is, an information sharing occasion where we all hear the same information. In any case, Ngati Pikiao would be 
interested in such an exercise for making informed decisions. 
 
WQ P3 Oppose 

 
Retain as notified. 

Ngati Pikiao support the simplicity of format and wording. In our opinion, a more verbose approach 
should be avoided. A plan that seeks to manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be 
understood by all the community, not just technical experts.  NP seek consistency in wording, layout 
and format.  
 
With reference to phasing out, NP prefers an earlier date than 2027. We have experienced the 
damage to the Maketu estuary where flora and fauna species have disappeared, including fauna 
that was unique to the estuary, through an ecologically unsustainable water-flow. There may be 
similar potential outcomes within Ngati Pikiao water-ways which can be avoided with an earlier 
over-allocation phase out timetable. We note that FMU and WMA as set out in the NPFW say: Ref 
FMU Councils will need to fully implement the policies of the NPS-FM by 2025 (or 2030 in certain 
circumstances) (Policy E1). 
 
Oppose the submitters challenge to establish a policy on water-allocation which may impact 
resource consents. The issue of over-allocation needs to be a priority and the NPFW has determined 
a deadline for achieving outcomes.  
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NP oppose this being a WMA task. Over-allocation requiring resource consent tinkering needs to be 
dealt with at FMU level. 
 

WQ P4 Oppose 
Support as notified. 

Support as originally notified. Flow variation in NP’s understanding is an indicator of water-volume 
and therefore the health and mauri of the water-way. The flow needs to be considered in any water 
allocation scenario. 

WQ P5 Oppose 
 
Retain original 
notification wording 

We think that the regime promoted by FF is unnecessarily complicated and unscientific. We cannot 
support any policy which seeks to continue to enable an unsustainable water regime as is the 
present situation in many Ngati Pikiao waterways. Further we cannot support a programme which 
has not taken Ngati Pikiao values into account. 
 
With respect to the Waitahanui, NP have an AIO which includes the Waitahanui. The submitter has 
shown a lack of knowledge about this particular river, including recent Environmental Court 
decisions which favour Ngati Makino’s case for the BOPRC to take into account, Ngati Makino 
cultural values. 
 
Ngati Pikiao members have a land title to a sand dune at the mouth of the Waitahanui river which 
we have the option of fencing to prevent trespass.  
 
Such an action would prevent the willy nilly use of bulldozers by land-owners in the area, from 
opening the mouth of the Waitahanui on the many occasions that the river flow is insufficient (due 
to bad water management concerning water takes) to stop the sand formation which blocks the 
river mouth causing flooding to properties as the water banks up.  
 
Ngati Pikiao support Ngati Makino, the ahi kaa, in the interests of water sustainability, including the 
need to maintain an appropriate flow in the Waitahanui. 

WQ P6 Support in part 
 
 

We support the submitters reference to hydro electricity generators not being given priority. All 
users need to consider their unsustainable use.  
 
In all other parts we wish to see the original wording retained. Ngati Pikiao support the simplicity of 
format and wording. In our opinion, a more verbose approach should be avoided. A plan that seeks 
to manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be understood by all the community.  NP 
seek brevity, succinctness and consistency in wording, layout and format.  
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Policy CC2  
By every regional council taking reasonable steps to ensure that information gathered in accordance with 
Policy CC1 is available to the public, regularly and in a suitable form, for the freshwater management 
units where they are setting or reviewing, and where they have set or reviewed, freshwater objectives 
and limits in accordance with Policy A1, Policy B1, and Policies 

WQ P7 Oppose  
 
Retain as notified. 

We do not support the proposed replacement wording. There is no attempt to address over-
allocation nor allocations which have been allocated on a first-come, first served basis where such 
consents are for activities which are less efficient than proposed new activities. NP see this as one of 
the difficulties which arises when decision-makers are focussed on maintaining a profits-driven, or 
commodific regime. We would not be opposed to a total review of water management planning 
which starts with a new philosophical approach. 

 

WQ P8 Support in part 
 
. 

We agree with the submitter that this Policy should be deleted. However, we think that a secondary 
allocation is better addressed in WP P7. Our reasons are the same is the rationale in P7. We oppose 
secondary allocations. 

WQ P 9 Oppose 
 
Retain as notified. 

NP have a fundamental philosophical approach which regards water as a taonga and any activity 
must maintain its mauri. This approach is needed to ensure environmental sustainability of the most 
precious resource in the world. The submitter, like most submitters, and Councils, sees water as a 
commodity to enable profits i.e. a market driven approach to exploit. Such an approach has resulted 
in huge biodiversity losses and long-term water pollution. For the purposes of water sustainability, 
we believe P9 is correctly articulated. 

WQ P10 Oppose 
 
Oppose. Uphold NP’s 
original submission. 
However NP are willing to 
explore other options 

Ngati Pikiao submitted in opposition to this Policy. We oppose consideration of allocating water 
from over-allocated waterways. However simultaneously we do not support a first in, first served 
approach to water allocation believing that that approach has the potential to uphold inefficient 
water users and exclude more efficient users. We believe that there needs to be a different 
approach to water rights.  
 
Lately we have learned about a water right takes regime based on land holdings in a catchment and 
we think that this is an approach that could be considered as a better approach to water 
management. Based on the information we have to date, Ngati Pikiao supports acreage of land 
holders in catchments as an appropriate basis for developing a new water allocation regime. 
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WQ P11 Support in part While NP generally does not oppose the rationale and additional wording that FF are proposing, we 
do have concerns about the market approach that this Policy reflects. Our view has developed to 
the stage where Ngati Pikiao would prefer to see a water right tied to the acreage (size) of the land 
holdings held by owners in a catchment. In granting of water rights from a Ngati Pikiao waterway, 
Ngati Pikiao will assert their Treaty rights.  

WQ P12 Oppose 
We uphold our original 
submission points on this 
Policy. 

Ngati Pikiao cannot support an automatic turn-over of water consents. Ngati Pikiao will assert their 
Treaty rights. The issue of Inefficiency and or unsustainability should not be automatically approved 
as this policy directs. Ngati Pikiao has a right to ensure its kaitiakitanga can be expressed through 
water allocation arrangements. We remain opposed to market driven approaches which have 
proven to be unsustainable.  

WQ P 13 Oppose 
We uphold our original 
submission points on this 
Policy 
 

 

WQ P 14 Support in part. Ngati Pikiao do not oppose the attempt by FF to integrate some fairness into water allocations. 
However, Ngati Pikiao would like to, as referred to in WQ P 10, see an approach to water allocation 
based on quantity of land owned in a catchment. This possibility has arisen in the last month 
reflecting the ongoing search for a sustainable approach to water management. This approach need 
not absolve directions on water use efficiency. In all water allocations, Ngati Pikiao wish to ensure 
their kaitiakitanga can be expressed which has not happened in the past. 

   
 

WQ P 15 Oppose 
 
 

Oppose all changes put forward by submitter. Ngati Pikiao’s submission sets out our concerns. The 
submitter has, as have most submitters, upheld a profits, “free=markets” based approach with a 
considerable top up of bias with respect to policies needing to take into account, “investment in 
water infrastructure”. NP do not support a private enterprise approach. As evidenced by the state of 
waterways, a profits based approach has failed to achieve environmental sustainability. 
Notwithstanding, we recognise that a sustainable approach still needs to set some rules for 
allocation. The starting point in making provision for water allocation should be based on the extent 
of a person’s/groups land-holdings in a particular catchment.  
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We oppose any reference to the value of investment. We cannot see how that can assist 
sustainability. Prefer that (e) was replaced with “(e) the extent of the applicant’s land holdings and 
subsequent water allocation entitlements within the catchment”. 
 
As highlighted earlier, when the Issues and objectives get narrowed, the ability to resolve issues also 
become narrowed and we believe that has happened here. 
 
 

WQ P16 Oppose Ngati Pikiao sought clarification of this policy. We are unable to add support to any rewording until 
we understand the intent of this policy. 

  

WQ P17 Support in part. Agree with deletion of regionally significant infrastructure. (C) (i) 
WQ P18 Oppose 

Provide for Maori values 
to be taken into account 
in both (b)s with the 
addition of “and effects 
on mauri”. 
 

This policy was established without taking into account any Maori values.  

WQ P 19 Support in part. Agree that that it is contrary to achieving sustainability of water by permitting hydro activity or to 
make any exceptions. 

WQ P 20 Support. 
Delete Policy WQ P20 

Agree that that it is contrary to achieving sustainability of water by permitting hydro activity or to 
make any exceptions. 

WQ P 21 Oppose  
Retain as notified. 

Oppose the notion that stock are as important as people. 

WQ P 22 Support 
Support FF requested 
changes 

Provided that the rationale is correct ref. penetrating the aquifer, NP support.  

WQ P 23 Oppose 
Oppose this policy. 

NP oppose any notion of providing for transfer of water rights. This implies water ownership rights. 
However, with a system which allocates rights based on extent (acreage) of land-holdings in a 
catchment, we can see a place for transfers and also rental charges with incomes sustaining costs of 
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water monitoring etc. to ratepayers. However, we oppose any water transfers under the present 
system.  

WQ P 24 Oppose. 
 

NP submitted that all takes need to be metred. 

                              

 

WQ P 25 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

NP support the need for the water takes and takers to be accountable to the community and Maori. 
We note it is a requirement of the NPSFW. 

WQ P 26 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

NP support the need for the water takes and takers to be accountable to the community and Maori 

WQ P 28 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

NP regard this policy as being a responsible action in a sustainable management of water regime. 

WQ P 29 Oppose 
Maintain NP submission 
points 

NP regard this policy as being a responsible action in a sustainable management of water regime. 

WQ P 30 Oppose NP submission sought additional actions which we see no reason to modify. 
WQ P 31 Support 

Support FF   
changes. 

Changes sought add clarity to the policy 

WQ M2 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

With respect of (d) we have concerns that aggregated information may hide inefficient users in 
comparison with efficient users.  

WQ M3 Support 
Retain as notified 

 

WQ M4 Support 
Retain as notified 

 

WQ M6 Oppose 
Retain as notified 

NP believe that there should be no exceptions. Method is consistent with NP values 

WQ M7 Support 
Retain as notified 

Method is consistent with NP values 
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WQ M8 Support in part 
Retain as notified, 
notwithstanding NP 
position as per our 
submission. 

NP seeks to be included in all and any water groups making decisions on water allocation over NP 
water-ways. The method has the potential to contribute to a process which allocates all water in a 
catchment by land acreage. 

WQ M9 Oppose 
Retain as notified, 
notwithstanding NP 
position as per our 
submission 

NP object to the amendments proposed by FF. Ngati Pikiao support the simplicity of format and 
wording. In our opinion, a more verbose approach should be avoided. There is no need for extra 
wording. 

 

 

WQ R1 Oppose 
Retain as notified, 
notwithstanding NP 
position as per our 
submission. 

NP oppose exceptions. Water for animals should not be at the expense of a threat to loss of 
biodiversity (affecting Mauri). There is a responsibility on the animal owners to ensure certainty of 
water for their animals and not rely on taking water when the water flow is below an established 
limit. 

WQ R2 Support in part, 
notwithstanding NP 
position as per our 
submission 
 

NP see merit in water allocation based on the size of a property within a catchment. 

WQ R 3 Support in part, 
notwithstanding NP 
position as per our 
submission 

NP see merit in water allocation based on the size of a property within a catchment 

New rule Oppose NP expect all water extraction to be accounted for. 
WQ R 4 Oppose in part, 

notwithstanding NP 
position as per our 
submission 

NP support the request for a longer time frame i.e. 2 years given the water changes that have been 
legislated in the meantime (outside shed wash) that may need to be taken into account by FF 
members. 
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WQ R 5 Oppose NP expect all water extraction to be accounted for. 
WQ R 6 Support  

Retain as notified, 
notwithstanding NPs 
position as per our 
submission 

NP expect all water extraction to be accounted for. We believe that the rationale put forward by FF 
makes sense. 

WQ R7 Support in part, , 
notwithstanding NPs 
position as per our 
submission 

We believe that the rationale put forward by FF makes sense in the context of a regime where water 
rights are allocated on a property acreage basis, which NP understands maybe a better basis for a 
freshwater management regime. However, record keeping needs to be monitored by BOPRC. NP are 
aware of the many loop holes in water monitoring and reporting and believe that use of water 
needs strict monitoring and accountability.  

WQ R 8 Oppose As per our original submission, this is consistent with water privatization which NP will challenge 
 

WQ R9 Oppose As per our original submission, this is consistent with water privatization which NP will challenge 
WQ R 10 Oppose Inconsistent with NP values 
WQ R11 Oppose Inconsistent with NP values. Doubts about flows being determined by the WMA group have been 

expressed earlier. NP seek clarification from BOPRC. 
P 51  
Crop and 
rootstock 
survival 
water 

Support in part. 
Support changes to the 
definition 

NP feel that some of the rationale provided by FF is consistent with NP values, especially equity. We 
also see merit in requiring clarity on the amount of water. We are not opposed to changes to the 
definition 

Municipal 
water supply 

Support 
Support changes to the 
definition 

NP see merit in the rationale for the minor amendment requirement. 

P 53-55 Support in part 
Support inclusion of an 
introductory paragraph.  

NP see merit in the rationale for the inclusion of an Introductory paragraph. We see merit in 
providing further guidance on “reasonable” and efficient.” Support some further amendments (not 
necessarily FF proposed amendments) to assist with defining reasonable and efficient 
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FONTERRA Submitter No 73 
   
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 
WQ O8 Oppose We do not accept that any particular industry needs a special mention as the submitter proposes. NP do not 

accept the claim made by the submitter of “”the major social and economic benefits associated with what 
they term regionally significant industries””. NP history disputes this claim. The wording as notified is 
sufficiently inclusive.  
 
Ngati Pikiaos experience is that the constant tinkering of plans ends up with wording only lawyers or 
particular sector groups can understand. Ngati Pikiao seek to avoid that situation. NP seek brevity, 
succinctness and consistency in wording, layout and format. A more verbose approach should be avoided. A 
plan that seeks to manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be understood by all the 
community, not just technical experts or lawyers.   
 
 

WQ P2 Oppose in part Ngati Pikiao do not have an issue with the addition of “”water users””. 

We note Fonterras concerns with WQ P2 (e). Policy B1 of the NPSFM and refer to  Objective D1 of the 
NPSFWM  
 
To provide for the involvement of iwi and hapū, and to ensure that tāngata whenua values and interests are 
identified and reflected in the management of fresh water including associated ecosystems, and decision-
making regarding freshwater planning, including on how all other objectives of this national policy statement 
are given effect to. 
 
We support the wording as notified be retained with the addition of “water users”. NP will challenge any 
attempt to exclude tangata whenua at any level of planning for water sustainability. 
 

WQ P3 Oppose NP prefers an earlier date to phase out over allocation. It is our understanding that a date is required to be 
signaled by Regional Councils under the NPSFW.  
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Ngati Pikiaos experience is that the constant tinkering of plans ends up with wording only lawyers or 
particular sector groups can understand. Ngati Pikiao seek to avoid that situation. NP seek brevity, 
succinctness and consistency in wording, layout and format. A more verbose approach should be avoided. A 
plan that seeks to manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be understood by all the 
community, not just technical experts or lawyers.   
Retain as notified. 

WQ P 5 Oppose in part We do not see the level of detail being suggested by the submitter as being necessary for this policy. We 
question whether this detail is needed in a policy with the exception of the need to use consistent 
terminology viz river or stream?  
 
Ngati Pikiao’s experience is that the constant tinkering of plans ends up with wording only lawyers or 
particular sector groups can understand. Ngati Pikiao seek to avoid that situation. NP seek brevity, 
succinctness and consistency in wording, layout and format. A more verbose approach should be avoided. A 
plan that seeks to manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be understood by all the 
community, not just technical experts or lawyers or particular sectors of the community.   
Retain as notified 

WQ P7 Oppose NP are opposed to the alterations being suggested. If they can be substantiated, then maybe they are better 
placed as advice notes rather than complicating this policy. 
 
Ngati Pikiao’s experience is that the constant tinkering of plans ends up with wording only lawyers or 
particular sector groups can understand. Ngati Pikiao seek to avoid that situation. NP seek brevity, 
succinctness and consistency in wording, layout and format. A more verbose approach should be avoided. A 
plan that seeks to manage the most precious resource we have, needs to be understood by all the 
community, not just technical experts or lawyers or particular sectors of the community.   
Retain as notified 
 

WQ P10 Oppose Retain as notified. The submitter is suggesting that an applicant avoid an assessment of environmental 
effects. This is an indication perhaps that they do not understand the taonga that water is nor the 
requirements of the RMA. Ngati Pikiao do not support a profits based approach to water sustainability. The 
NZPSFW is an attempt to resolve the very real impacts that a market driven approach has had on the 
sustainability of water in Aotearoa and indeed around the world.  

WQ P 12 Support in part NP support clarity being provided 
WQ P 16 Oppose NP also have concerns over the ref to “must include any” and have sought clarification. We reserve the right 

to change our position on WQ P16. 
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WQ P 17 Oppose NP have opposed (c) (i) of the notified version. We have made concessions by not challenging the remaining 
sub-policies i.e. (ii) and (iii). With the exception of (c) (i) , Ngati Pikiao oppose changes to remaining wording. 

WQ P24 Oppose NP hold that all takes need to be consented and accounted for to achieve sustainability 
WQ P 31 Oppose Retain as notified. Signals the importance of water, consistent with NP values. 
WQ R3 Oppose  NP hold that all takes need to be consented and accounted for to achieve sustainability 
WQ R5 Support NP support amendments which clarify the plan for the community. 
WQ R 10 Support in part NP support amendments which clarify the plan, however the changes suggested are confusing. We support 

a simpler explanation and consideration of whether or not the Fonterra suggestions are better placed in an 
advice note 
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Ngati Rangiwewehi Submitter No 79 
Ref Support/Oppose Rationale 
Page 1 & 2 
Of Ngati 
Rangiwewehi 
submission 

Support making 
provision for 
kaitiaki flows 

This is consistent with NP values and Ngati Pikiao would expect to see provision for kaitiaki flows in its 
waterways. NP see this as being consistent with WQ O3 in particular parts (a) and (b). WQ O7, (a) WQ 
O8 (b) WQ 09 (a).  
WQ P2, (e) and others.  
 
NP recommend that the words “ including making provision for kaitiaki flows” be appended to WQ 
P2(e) so that the sentence reads thus: 
 
(ii) That reflect tāngata whenua values and interests, including making provision for kaitiaki flows. 
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