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1. Introduction 

1.1  Report purpose 

This report: 
• provides a summary of verbal and written feedback following consultation with 

Māori on the Draft Region-wide Water Quantity Plan Change (Draft Plan Change) 
in 2015  

• includes an assessment of the key implications of the Draft Plan Change for Māori 
• incorporates feedback from RDD Committee meetings, Komiti Māori meeting and 

workshops held in February,  May and June 2016 
• incorporates responses to feedback including changes to policies, methods, and 

rules, where applicable. 
 

The feedback summarised in this report has helped to inform the policy process and 
has contributed to the Section 32 evaluation. 

1.2  Plan Change overview  

The Draft Plan Change was released on 21 August 2015. It aims to improve the way 
water is allocated and used across the region, through changes to policies and rules 
in the Regional Water and Land Plan (RWLP). It will precede the more detailed 
community discussions within Water Management Areas (WMA), which will result in 
further changes to the RWLP.  
 

 
Figure 1. Freshwater Futures Programme Overview  

 
  

Stage 1. Region-wide Water Quantity
Plan Change (2015-2017)
• Region-wide policies and rules
• Water Quantity focus
• Establish WMA framework
• Effect change now to address immediate 

region-wide problems
• Does not address catchment specific issues

Stage 2. Water Management Areas
(2015-2025)
• Community-based discussions
• Water quantity and quality
• Limits developed with tangata whenua and 

community
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2. Engagement with Maori 

2.1  Overview  

Engagement  
period  

21 August 2015 – 1 December 2015 
 
In response to requests from Iwi, the public and Komiti Māori  
for additional time, the deadline for feedback was extended from  
2 October to 1 December 2015. 
 

Purpose of 
engagement  

To: 
• gain feedback on the Draft Plan Change, particularly new provisions1 

before anything is formalised in a Proposed Plan Change.  
• Understand the potential implications of the Plan Change 

 
 
Methods of 
engagement 

 
Community meetings and targeted engagement (individual / clustered 
meetings / hui). 
 
 
 
 

 
Challenges 
with 
engagement 

Ensuring: 
• clear messaging about the issues/concerns raised and the reasons for 

the plan change. 
• clear information about the Draft Plan Change distributed effectively. 
• people feel they have had an appropriate opportunity to discuss the 

potential implications of the Draft Plan Change and provide feedback. 
• clarity between the two stages – Draft Plan Change and WMAs. 
• clarity around this process and other Council events and processes 

happening at the same time e.g. Lake Rotorua nutrient rules, Rena 
consent hearing.  

2.2  Target audience for M āori engagement 

 This was guided by the following:  
• Resource Management Act, which requires consultation with tāngata whenua – 

through Iwi Authorities – in the development of a Proposed Plan Change.  
• National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, which requires Council to 

take reasonable steps to involve iwi and hapū to ensure that tāngata whenua 
values and interests are identified and reflected in the management of freshwater.  

• The Draft Plan Change itself, comprising changes that may have implications for 
Māori, particularly Māori Land Trusts (i.e. farmers, horticulturists). 

 
For this reason, Māori engagement on the Draft Plan Change primarily targeted Iwi 
and Hapū, Post-Settlement Governance Entities, Co-Governance Forums and Māori 
Land Trusts.  

2.3  Communications  

All Iwi and hapū authorities on Council’s database were provided with a copy of the 
public notice, the draft plan change and fact sheets. The public notice was included in 
all major Bay of Plenty newspapers, in the August Komiti E-Panui (circulated 20 

                                            
1 Provisions – policies and methods including rules 



 

 3 

August) and on a dedicated webpage2. The public notice included the dates of all 
community meetings, which were open to the public, including Iwi authorities and 
Māori Land Trusts. 
 
Fact sheets were prepared, which were available online and at public meetings: 
• Factsheet 1 – Overview  
• Factsheet 2 – What is in the Draft Plan Change 
• Factsheet 3 – Implications for Maori 

 
The Implications for Māori Factsheet was prepared specifically to summarise some of 
the ways the changes may affect Māori, as kaitiaki and land managers (i.e. farmers, 
kiwifruit growers). Refer to Appendix 1 for a copy of this factsheet. 

2.4  Schedule of meetings and presentations 

Five community meetings were held, some of which were attended by Iwi authorities 
and Māori Land Trust representatives. The following is a schedule of all meetings 
specifically arranged with Māori over the engagement period or in the period prior to 
notification of the Proposed Plan Change.  
 
Date of 
meeting  Type and location of meeting 

28 August Hui with iwi authority, marae and land trust representatives, Rotorua 
9 September Hui with Māori Land block and Ngāi Te Rangi representatives, Mount 

Maunganui 
10 
September 

Presentation to Māori Growers Forum, Mount Maunganui 

15 
September 

Hui with Tuhoe Executives and Staff, Taneatua 

16 
September 

Hui with CNI Iwi Land Management Ltd, Whakatāne  

21 
September 

Hui hosted by Manaaki Te Awanui Trust, Tauranga 

22 
September 

Coast Community Board, Tōrere 

1 October Komiti Māori Hui, Rotorua 
1 October Hui with Ngāti Rangiwewehi / Te Tahuhu o Tawakeheimoa Trust, Rotorua  
7 October Te Maru o Kaituna River Authority Meeting, Tauranga   
9 October Hui with iwi authority, marae and land trust representatives, Rotorua 
15 October  Workshop Te Maru o Kaituna, Tauranga 
19 October   Hui with Māori Investments Ltd, Pūtauaki Trust, Ngāti Tūwharetoa 

Holdings Ltd and Ngāti Tūwharetoa (BOP) Settlement Trust, Kawerau 
3 November Hui with Ngāti Whakahemo representatives, Mount Maunganui 
5 November Hui with Tapuika Iwi Authority representatives, Te Puke 
9 November Hui with Ngāti Pikiao representatives, Maketu  
20 November Te Arawa partnership meeting – Western Bay of Plenty District Council 
17 Mar 2016 Rangitāiki River Forum – update report 
8 April 2016 Te Maru o Kaituna – update report 
12 April 2016 Komiti Māori – update report 

                                            
2 http://www.boprc.govt.nz/environment/water/freshwater-futures/water-quantity-plan-change  
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2.5  Change in deadline for feedback  

The original deadline for feedback was 2 October. Concerns were raised that the 
consultation timeframe was inadequate for Māori to appropriately consider and 
provide feedback on the draft plan change. A timeframe extension was requested.  

 
In response to requests from Iwi, the public and Komiti Māori for additional time, the 
deadline for feedback was extended from 2 October to 1 December 2015. 

2.6  How feedback was provided 

Feedback was provided via different channels including by telephone, in person / at a 
meeting, post or email. A feedback form was also developed, comprising 11 specific 
questions relating to the Draft Plan Change. 
 
22 pieces of written feedback was received from: 
• Water Users (e.g. consent holders) and Māori Land Trusts3  
• Iwi Authorities and Post-Settlement Governance Entities e.g. Tuhoe Te Uru 

Taumatua, CNI Land Management 
• A Co-Governance Forum e.g. Te Maru o Kaituna (Iwi Representatives) 
• A Council Forum e.g. Western Bay of Plenty District Council Partnership Forums 

(Te Arawa Ki Takutai and Tauranga Moana) 

2.7  Key feedback themes from M āori engagement 

Feedback was invaluable in relation to the potential impacts of the Draft Plan Change 
for Māori. While there was support for the general intention of the Draft Plan Change, 
a lot of feedback was received were raised in relation to: 

                                            
3 Two of which were provided on farmer/grower-based pro-forma feedback forms 
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Raw feedback is provided in Appendix 2.   

The fairness of Special Rules

•Municipal Takes
•Existing Dairy Shed Use
•Unauthorised Irrigators

Special Rule for Municipal Takes

•Where also used for commerical, farming and horticulture
• Implications for Municipal Takes on Maori Land / from significant waterways

•Water banking

Special Rule for Existing Dairy Shed Use

•Process within Overallocated status
•Non-notification status

Special Rule for Unauthorised Irrigators

•Rewarding bad behaviour
•Unfairness given challenges for future Māori Land and Treaty Settlement Land development

Reduction in permitted groundwater take volume (from 35m3/day to 15m3/day).

•Supportive by some
•Some concerned about lack of justification

Reassurance that water takes for marae and urupā will not require water meters

How the new conditions for permitted takes (e.g. registration) will be monitored and enforced

Enabling water transfers will encourage water trading

Cost implications for Māori Land Trusts

•requiring resource consents
•compliance and administration costs

•metering

Involvement in long term limit setting via Water Management Areas

Consultation on Draft Plan Change

•Lack of prior engagement or communication
•Feedback period too short

Adequacy of Draft Plan Change to meet requirements:

•NPS for Freshwater Management
•Treaty Settlements - Statutory Acknowledgement Areas

• Iwi Management Plan considerations
•Mataatua Declaration for Water
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3. Implications of the Plan Change on M āori  

The following provides an evaluation of the implications of key components of the 
Draft Plan Change on Māori, both as kaitiaki, lessors and land managers (e.g. dairy 
farmers, horticulturalists). This includes consideration for the development of Māori 
Land and flexibility for recently returned Treaty Settlement Lands with potential for 
diversification of land use activities, subject to the availability of water.  
 
Changes made as a result of feedback from both Māori and the general community 
and workshops with Councillors is briefly summarised below under the headings 
Response and Comments. 
 

3.1 Use of Special Rules (municipal supplies and un authorised 
takes) 

Overview  
The Draft Plan Change introduces a number of special rules for territorial local 
authorities and individual sectors (dairy farming and horticulture).  
 
Feedback 
There was some support of the intent to provide for existing municipal takes and 
account for unconsented takes. However, there was also a lot of opposition to the use 
of special rules to benefit select groups. Key reasons: 
• Fairness and equity were the key reasons, particularly given the challenges of 

developing Māori Land and Treaty Settlement Land which relies on access to 
water.  

• Most felt that all water users should be treated equally. It is important not to create 
solutions that benefit a few at the expense of everyone else.  

• One hui attendee raised the point that there are major contradictions within the 
Draft Plan Change e.g. the use of interim limits that are conservative and take a 
cautious approach to allocation while guaranteeing water for certain groups.  

 
Refer to Appendix 2H for raw feedback relating to the introduction of special rules 
within this Draft Plan Change. 
 
Implications of Special Rules 
 
Implications on Māori,  
as kaitiaki  

• Inequity and fairness of certain sectors and groups benefitting from 
special rules 

• Enables a better understanding of the extent and cumulative 
impact of unconsented takes 

 
Implications on M āori, 
as land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Will benefit those who meet the criteria for the special rules for 

dairy shed use and unauthorised irrigation 
 
For Māori Land Trusts with underutilised land and settled Iwi with 
commercial redress land 
Inequity and fairness of certain sectors and groups benefitting from 
special rules 
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Response: 
• deleted special rule for horticultural irrigation 
 

Comment: 
• see comments under 3.2 and 3.3 

3.2  Special rule for existing municipal supplies  

 
 
Overview  
The Draft Plan Change introduces a new ‘controlled activity’ rule for municipal water 
supply takes to acknowledge the special role they have for communities. This would 
mean that all applications to renew consents for existing municipal takes must be 
granted. All other processes remain the same e.g. affected party assessment, 
notification determination, subject to a hearing and potentially an appeal.  
 
All new municipal takes or existing takes for a larger volume and/or rate of take would 
continue to be processed as a discretionary activity.4 This means that the application 
may be granted, subject to conditions, or declined.  
 
A review of existing resource consents revealed that 28 are due to expire within the 
next 10 years. Only some of these would be likely to take advantage of the draft rule 
because in many cases the territorial authority will seek to increase the volume of 
water taken.  
 
Feedback  
Some feedback providers conditionally supported this rule given the importance for 
communities. Most feedback was in opposition to this rule, particularly for takes within 
over allocated catchments. Key reasons include fairness and equity; water banking 
and inefficient water use.  
 
Some feedback raised concern about aspects that have not been changed – such as 
the piping of water to other areas, use of municipal water for industrial and irrigation 
purposes.  
 
Refer to Appendix 2A for raw feedback about this draft rule. 
 
Implications of this special rule for existing municipal supplies 
 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki  

• Recognises role of such takes for communities and provides certainty 
of outcome to local authorities and ratepayers 

• Inequity and unfairness relating to: 
o local authorities benefitting from special rules 
o other users connected to municipal supplies (e.g industry, irrigation) 

having the same benefits as domestic use 
• Concerns about inefficient water use. While the new rule would require 

                                            
4 This is currently the case for existing municipal take renewals 

Current situation: 
No special rule

Draft Plan Change: 
Renewals of existing municipal 

consents must be granted (if criteria 
is met)

Controlled Activity Rule 41C
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a comprehensive Water Management Plan to be developed, it doesn’t 
address current concerns about efficiency.  

• Concerns about existing water banking as well as piping water to other 
areas (e.g. Waiari Water Supply example).  

• Discourages Council from engaging authentically with Iwi (i.e. joint 
venture opportunities with tāngata whenua) 

• May cause issues with the Taniwha Springs take i.e. potentially 
removes incentive for Council to find an alternative water source. 
 

Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Will only benefit those who are connected to a municipal supply 

scheme 
 
For Māori Land owners with land capable of diversified land use and settled 
Iwi with recently returned commercial redress land 
• Same as that outlined within the ‘Implications for Māori, as kaitiaki’ 
• Concerns about existing water banking and water being piped outside 

of the catchment. Within fully allocated catchments, this constrains land 
use change or intensification and potentially locks out new water users 
 

 
Response: 
 
In consideration of these implications the following Advisory Note (underlined) was added to 
Draft Rule 41C and recommended to the RDD Workshop of 28 June 2016. The Advice Note 
adds clarification to controlled activity reserve (g): 
 
(g) The extent to which the applicant has consulted with and taken into account Māori values. 
 

Advisory Note: Māori values include those of the owners of Māori owned land, if the 
water source is on such land. 

 
Comments: 

• The advice note provides for owners (their trustees or other agents) of Māori 
land upon which a municipal water source is located, to be parties to 
consultation with the applicant of new or renewed consents. 

• The consultative process provides opportunities to discuss matters including 
concerns raised in feedback to the Draft Plan Change document.  

• The advice note confirms that Māori values include those of the Māori land 
owners in addition to iwi authorities 

3.3  Special rule for existing dairy shed use 

Overview  

 
This section relates to new Rule 41A. The draft Plan change introduces a new 
controlled activity rule to encourage existing dairy shed activities (milk-cooling, wash 
down) over 15m3/day to be authorised via a time-limited consent process (12 months 
from Proposed Plan notification).  The rule, as currently drafted, does not require 
notification.  
  

Current situation: 
No special rule

Draft Plan Change: 
Applications for existing dairy shed 

use - wash-down, milk-cooling - must 
be granted (if criteria is met)
Controlled Activity Rule 41A
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Feedback  
Some feedback providers supported the intent of this rule as a mechanism to account 
for unconsented takes. A lot of concern about fairness and equity associated with 
special rules for specific groups and the non-notification status of the draft rule. Refer 
to Appendix 2E and 2F for raw feedback about this draft rule. 
 
Implications of special rule for existing dairy shed use 
 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki  

• Enables all unconsented use within a catchment to be accounted for. 
• Inequity and unfairness relating to special rules – advantage of specific 

sectors having preferential access to water.  
• Non-notification status which means that consultation will not be 

required. This raises concerns about the ability of Māori to participate in 
the consent process, particularly in areas recognised as being culturally 
significant waterways (e.g. Statutory Acknowledgement Areas). 
 

Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers: 
• Will benefit those who meet the criteria for the draft rule. 
 
For Māori Land owners with land capable of  diversified land use and 
settled Iwi with recently returned commercial redress land 
• Inequity and unfairness of certain sectors and groups benefitting from 

special rules, particularly when the development of some Māori and 
Treaty Settlement land is constrained by the lack of available water.  

 
 

 
Response: 

• Rule 41A Controlled – Take and use of water for existing dairy shed wash 
down and milk cooling purposes retained 

Comments: 
• These are relatively small scale takes on large properties 
• New requirements for metering and reporting water use on properties where 

total water use exceeds Permitted activity volume (but does not require 
resource consent due to part of the water being used for stock drinking water) 
will ensure Council has more information about these takes 

3.4  Special rule for unauthorised irrigators 

Overview  

 
This section relates to new Rule 41E. The draft Plan change introduces a new 
restricted discretionary rule to encourage unauthorised irrigators5 to gain a resource 
consent.  The new rule would only apply for 12 months from the date the Proposed 
Plan Change is operative after which any new applications would not have any 
special consideration.  

                                            
5 Includes irrigation of pasture, crops and orchards 

Current situation: 
No special rule

Draft Plan Change: 
Applications for unauthorised 

irrigation
Restricted Discretionary Activity 

Rule 41E



 

 10 

 
 
Feedback  
A few feedback providers supported the intent of this rule as a mechanism to account 
for unconsented takes. A shorter timeframe (6 months) for the rule to apply was 
suggested. Most feedback expressed significant concern about this rule, in particular 
that Council is rewarding bad behaviour through the introduction of a special rule, 
rather than utilising other tools such as compliance, enforcement and water efficiency 
requirements. Refer to Appendix 2G for raw feedback about this draft rule. 
 
Implications of special rule for unauthorised irrigators 
 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki  

• Enables all unconsented use within a catchment to be accounted for. 
• Inequity and unfairness relating to special rules – advantage of specific 

sectors having preferential access to water.  
• Rewards bad behaviour 
 

 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Will benefit those unauthorised irrigators who meet the criteria for the 

draft rule. 
 
For Māori Land owners  with land capable of  diversified land use and 
settled Iwi with recently returned commercial redress land: 
• Inequity and unfairness of certain sectors and groups benefitting from 

special rules, particularly when the development of some Māori and 
Treaty Settlement land is constrained by the lack of available water.  
 

 
Response: 

• Draft Rule 41E has been deleted.  
 
Comments: 

• Council has worked with the industry to develop an operational solution and 
unauthorised irrigators are currently in the process of seeking resource consent for 
their water use. 

• This addresses some concerns about unfairness and inequity of certain sectors and 
groups benefitting from special rules. 

3.5 Water metering and reporting 

Overview 
The RWLP currently requires the installation of a meter in special circumstances e.g. 
within a fully allocated catchment. The Water Regulations6, introduced in 2010, 
require a water meter for all consented takes over 5 litres per second.  
 

 
 

                                            
6 Resource Management (Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes) Regulations 2010 

Current situation:
• Method 167 – water meter 
required in specific 
circumstances

• Water Regulations - All 
consents takes >5L/s require 
a meter

Draft Plan Change (Policy 73B): 
• Metering – All consented takes 
(including those <5L/s)

• Recording – Daily recording of use
• Reporting – In a suitable format for 
electronic storage and reported annually 
(< 5L/s) or daily (> 5Ls)
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The draft provisions introduce new metering and reporting requirements for all 
consented takes to improve knowledge and efficiency of water use. Specifically: 
• All consented water takes, regardless of rate of take, would have a water meter 

that records daily use. The cost of installing and maintaining a meter will be met 
by the water user. 

• All takes larger than 5L/s will require electronic reporting of use e.g. telemetry, 
except where there are practical difficulties such as a lack of cell phone coverage. 

 
Feedback  
There was a lot of support for the new metering and reporting requirements, provided 
that the associated costs were reasonable. Suggestions were included such as when 
electronic reporting should occur (e.g. for larger takes) and ensuring that marae and 
urupa water use is exempt from metering. Refer to Appendix 2B for raw feedback 
about this draft rule. 
 
Implications of water metering and reporting  
The Water Regulations already require water meters for consented takes over 5L/s. 
Therefore, this section only considers the implications of water meter requirements 
for consented takes less 5L/s and electronic reporting requirements for consented 
takes over 5L/s.   
 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki 
 
 

• Enables all consented use within a catchment to be accounted for and 
encourages greater efficiency of water use. 
 

Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Greater understanding of actual water use  
• Cost of water meters for those consented takes less than 5L/s 
• Cost of setting up electronic reporting for those consented takes greater 

than 5L/s 
• Benefit of electronic reporting – greater convenience as manual 

recording or reporting is required 
 

For Māori Land owners  with land capable of  diversified land use and 
settled Iwi with recently returned commercial redress land 
• Future costs associated with metering and reporting requirements once 

resource consents are obtained 
 
 
 

Response: 

• revised metering requirements have been drafted 
• surface water takes requiring resource consent with a rate of take exceeding 2.5 

l/s must report water use daily 
• groundwater takes with a rate of take exceeding 5 l/s must report daily 
• all other takes requiring resource consent must meter and report monthly 
• properties where the total water use exceeds the permitted activity volume, but do 

not require resource consent due to the take being allowed for the purpose of 
stock drinking water, must meter and report monthly 

 
Comments: 
• better information supports better water management 
• increased costs associated with daily reporting 
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• marae, urupa and papakainga will not require metering unless in the case of 
papakainga there are more than 30 households.7  

3.6 Changes to Permitted Activity takes 

Overview 
The RWLP currently permits the taking of water without the need for resource 
consent, up to the following limits: 
• groundwater - up to 35m3 property per day (Rule 38) 
• surface water -  up to 15m3 property per day (Rule 41) 

 
Note: This amount excludes water taken for an individual’s domestic use or stock 
water requirements, which is already permitted by right via s14(3)(b) of the RMA.  

 

 
 
The Draft Plan Change: 
• amends existing Rule 38 by reducing the permitted groundwater volume from 

35m3 to 15m3 per property per day. No change is proposed to the permitted 
surface water limit of 15m3 per property per day.  

• introduces new requirements for all permitted takes e.g. the need to be registered 
with the Council. Some of these takes may be metered, on request.  

 
Feedback 
Some feedback providers supported the reduction in permitted groundwater limit 
while others questioned the reasoning and justification for a blanket reduction in 
permitted limit. There was support for the registration of permitted takes and 
reassurances sought that marae and urupa water use would not be subject to 
metering. Specific comments were received about how permitted takes would be 
monitored and the need for Council to look at permitted limits based on property size 
or stock units. Refer to Appendix 2C and 2D for raw feedback about this draft rule. 
 
Implications of Permitted Activity takes  
 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki  

• Enables all water use within a catchment to be accounted for and 
ensures compliance with permitted limits. 

• Implications for marae and papakainga that are not connected to a 
municipal supply – will need to register permitted take 

• If marae and urupa water use required meters – financial cost of water 
meters  
 

Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Those who take small volumes of water8 (e.g. less than 15m3/day) – will 

need to register permitted take  
• Those who take groundwater for small scale use (e.g. more than 

15m3/day and less than 35m3/day) will need to obtain a resource 
consent. This has financial cost implications e.g. consent processing, 
administration and monitoring fees. It would also trigger the water meter 
requirements for consented takes.  

                                            
7 30 households relates to the quantity of water required, which is based on average household water 
use as per Tauranga City Council website. 
8 Other than for an individual’s domestic use or stock water requirements 

Current Situation:
• Take up to 35 m3/day/property of 
groundwater - consent not needed

• No need to register or meter

Draft Plan Change:
• Permitted groundwater limit reduced
• Permitted groundwater and 
surfacewater takes would need to be 
registered, and, metered on request
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For Māori Land owners  with land capable of  diversified land use and 
settled Iwi with recently returned commercial redress land 
• same as existing dairy farmers and horticulturists  

 
 
Response: 

•  A new rule has been added that allows properties of 5 hectares or greater to 
continue to take up to 35m3/property/day as a permitted activity. 

• Properties where the total water use exceeds the permitted activity volume, but do 
not require resource consent due to the take being allowed for the purpose of stock 
drinking water must meter and report monthly. 
  

Comments 
• Addresses concerns about the inequity of large properties having the same limit as 

small properties. 
• Some dairy farms that would have required resource consent under draft rules will 

now fit under permitted activity rules. 

3.7 Transfers 

Overview 
The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FW) directs 
Council to “state criteria by which applications for approval of transfers of water take 
permits are to be decided, including to improve and maximise the efficient allocation 
of water”.  
 
Accordingly, the Draft Plan Change introduces new provisions to provide further 
guidance on the transfer of water permits, in particular:  
• Amended Policy 73(e) – To promote efficient use of freshwater by enabling the 

transfer of water permits 
• New Policy 73A (e)(iii) – Criteria within which transfers can occur. This includes 

ensuring the transfer does not result in unacceptable adverse effects on tangata 
whenua values and interests.  

• New Rule 41D – Controlled activity, provided that certain conditions are met. 
• New Rule 41D (f) – Controlled activity, provides for ‘The potential effect of the 

transfer on existing users; on springs or surface water bodies and their values 
(including water quality); and on tāngata whenua values. 

 
Overview of feedback 
Feedback providers stated that the criteria for transfers is too enabling and should be 
tightened e.g. transfers can't occur unless strict criteria are met. There were a lot of 
concerns that enabling water permit transfers will lead to water banking, water trading 
and corporatisation of water. There is concern that if a water permit is in a lessees 
name it may be transferred away from the land when the lease expires. This may be 
addressed in a lease document, which does not fall within the jurisdiction of Council 
and is beyond the scope of the new rule. Refer to Appendix 2 for raw feedback. Staff 
are currently gathering information about the extent of this risk. 
 
Implications of transfers  
Water permit transfers are already provided for by s136 of the RMA. These are 
currently processed on a case by case basis, using s136 to guide such processes.   
 
Therefore, this section only considers the implications of having new provisions within 
the RWLP to provide greater guidance and control for transfer applications.  
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Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki  

• Transfers meeting the requirements of the rule  cannot be declined 
under the controlled activity status 

• It is unclear who would assess New Rule 41D(f)  
 

Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessors and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Same as for other land owners that manage their land and do not lease 

it to another users 
 

For Māori Land owners that lease their land: 
• Where a water permit is in a lessee’s name, it may be transferred away 

from the land, or sold to a transferee when the lease expires. While this 
issue may be addressed in a lease document, resolution of the issue 
does not fall within the scope of the new rule as it is beyond the 
jurisdiction of Council  

 
Response: 
• Policy 73A(e)(iii) ‘does not result in unacceptable adverse effects on tāngata 

whenua values and interests’ has been deleted – now dealt with in rules 41D and 
41F 

• Rules 41D and 41F include “the potential effect of the transfer on …. tāngata 
whenua values” 

• New Draft Rule 41E Permitted Activity – Temporary Transfer of Water Permits to 
Take and Use Water does not require consultation, but both the transferor and 
transferee must have resource consent.  

Comments: 
• potential for water banking addressed by efficiency of allocation provisions 
• Council does not have a role in determining any financial transaction between 

parties regarding the transfer of water 
• risk of transfer of water away from Māori owned land unknown, but currently 

unsure if there are any resource consents for irrigation held by lessees on Māori-
owned land 

3.8  Interim limits and over-allocation 

Overview 
The RWLP currently includes interim limits for rivers and streams. There are no 
numeric limits for groundwater allocation.  
 

 
 
The Draft Plan Change includes interim limits for rivers, streams and groundwater. 
These will be a ‘line in the sand’ until permanent limits are set within WMAs. It also 
provides guidance for WMAs and greater guidance for consent processed, 
particularly within ‘over allocated consented’ catchments where a greater level of 
information will need to be provided by new and existing consent applicants.  
 
While over allocation will primarily be addressed at the WMA-level, this Draft Plan 
Change seeks to ensure that further over allocation of consented volumes is avoided.  

Current situation: 
• Interim limits for rivers and 
streams only

Draft Plan Change:
• Interim limits for rivers, streams and groundwater
• Guidance for WMA processes
• Guidance for consent processes (e.g. amount of 
information to provide)

• Different activity status depending on allocation limit
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Feedback 
No specific feedback was provided with regards to interim limits, WMA guidance or 
guidance for consent processes, other than a suggestion for an applicant to explore 
alternative water sources within fully consent-allocated catchments. General 
comments were received about over allocation and WMA’s, mostly in relation to the 
composition and operation of community groups and why certain WMA’s were 
prioritised over others.  
 
Implications of interim limits and over-allocation 
 
Implications 
on Māori, as 
kaitiaki  

• Assists Māori as kaitiaki by reinforcing existing limits and helping 
avoid future over allocation. 
 

Note: The next step in the Freshwater Futures project (localised 
work in the Water Management Areas) will cover the identification of 
supportable water allocation and water quality limits which will 
require significant effort, research and engagement by kaitiaki.  This 
plan change effectively reinforces existing limits. 

Implications 
on Māori, as 
land owners, 
lessees and 
developers 
 

For existing dairy farmers and horticulturists: 
• Future intensification in areas where the water is already 

allocated at or above limits likely to be more difficult if it requires 
water 
 

For Māori Land owners  with land capable of  diversified land use 
and settled Iwi with recently returned commercial redress land 
• For new allocation within an over allocated catchment, more 

information (especially technical evidence) to support a consent 
application. This has cost implications for the new applicant and 
may prevent intensification. 

• Alternative sources of water may need to be explored where 
water is in short supply. This includes: 
o transferring water from one user to another  
o restricting water takes at times of low stream flow  
o establishing a water user group to manage allocated water 

collectively 
 
Response: 

• Policies relating to the status of applications to take water have been revised for 
clarity but reinforce the principle that new applications in over-allocated 
resources will generally be declined. 

3.9  Recognition of role of Maori in freshwater man agement  

Overview 
This Draft Plan Change seeks to recognise the role that tāngata whenua have to play 
in fresh water management and decision making, not only as kaitiaki but also land 
owners, lessors and developers. It introduces specific provisions that: 
• recognise the social benefits from the use of water for marae and urupa 
• recognises the social, cultural and economic benefits of existing and new water 

takes 
• ensure that fresh water planning, management and decision making - through 

WMAs - incorporate tāngata whenua values, interests and aspirations as well as 
matauranga and tikanga Māori 
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• ensure that resource consent applications to take water (including transfers) 
provide information about any adverse effects on Maori cultural values and 
interests 

• recognise the value of Iwi and Hapu Management Plans 
• recognise the value of consultation with tāngata whenua 
• recognise the role of specialists in kaitiakitanga and matauranga Māori such as 

kaumatua and Pūkenga 
 

Māori Land tenure 
Māori Land is subject to the Māori Land Act 1993. It is taonga tuku iho held in 
perpetuity and multiply owned by the Māori Land owners, as tenants in common that 
are subject to preferred classes of alienee, and while very difficult to alienate by way 
of sale is often leased and used by persons other than the Māori Land owners. 
 
These tenure circumstances are yet to be considered in the context of the Region-
wide Water Quantity Plan Change. 
  
Provision for Māori relationships  
Provision for the relationships of Māori as kaitiaki, and for Māori interests as Māori 
land owners, lessors, developer’s and as settled iwi with recently returned 
commercial redress land is yet to be considered in the context of the Region Wide 
Water Quantity Plan Change. 
 
Feedback 
A lot of feedback sought greater recognition of Māori values and interests. Refer to 
Appendix 2 for raw feedback. 
 
Response: 

• advice note added to  Rule 41C (municipal water takes) to confirm Māori 
values include those of the owners of Māori land if the take is on such land or 
from springs owned by Māori  

• Method 172 updated to strengthen recognition of the value of involving iwi and 
hapū to identify the extent of cultural impacts associated with resource 
consent applications 

• revision to paragraph 3 section 5.1 “The NPSFM recognises that tāngata 
whenua have particular values and interests in fresh water. Therefore it is 
important that fresh water decision making reflects these values and interests. 
It is anticipated that the Water Management Area processes will be the key 
mechanism by6 which this recognition is given. A key element of the WMA 
process will be working with tāngata whenua to determine how this can best 
be achieved.” 

• replacement of the term “tāngata whenua values and interests” with “tāngata 
whenua values” throughout the document, except where it relates to actions in 
water management areas 

 
Comments: 

• Tāngata whenua interests are currently undefined and subject to further 
direction from central government and discussion with Māori as part of the 
Water Management Area limit setting process. It is premature to require 
resource consent applications to take account of interests at this stage. The 
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term has been retained in Policy 64A (b) – which directs work in Water 
Management Areas.  

• Tāngata whenua are assessors of cultural impacts. Their assessments will be 
part of the process for consenting water takes. 

• Tāngata whenua are landowners and managers. They will be applicants for 
resource consents and subject to assessments of cultural impacts and all 
other matters required in an assessment of environmental effects. 

• Settled iwi are tāngata whenua that hold treaty settlement legislation, are 
partners in co-governance fora, holders of statutory acknowledgements of 
their relationships with places and resources (including water resources). 
They have a status greater than the public generally.  

• Regional policy recognises that only tāngata whenua can identify and 
evidentially substantiate their relationships and that of their culture and 
traditions with their ancestral lands, waters sites waahi tapu and other taonga. 
Regional policy also adopts an integrated approach that includes using 
consultation in the identification and resolution of resource management 
issues. The role of Māori in this context is to be involved in processes of 
assessment of cultural impacts of applications for resource consent relating to 
water, as a means of contributing to council decisions, including in freshwater 
management. 

• The Plan Change underpins the necessity for the role of Māori (as outlined 
above) to be clearly identified so their advice can be taken into account in the 
implementation of instruments in the regional water and land plan, including 
those arriving via the plan change and the WMA process.  

 

4. Summary 

The feedback provided by Maori on the Draft Plan Change was analysed to determine the 
implications of the draft provisions on Maori. The implications were assessed and considered 
in relation to draft provisions. In some cases changes were made in the provisions in the 
Proposed Plan Change to reflect feedback. These changes are outlined in this report, plus 
comments regarding feedback.    

 
The information in this report contributed to the development of the evaluation report required 
by Section 32 of the RMA. 

 
In addition to specific consideration of implications for Māori, all feedback received during the 
consultation period was reviewed and informed the preparation of the Proposed Plan 
Change. The Feedback Summary Report is available on Council’s website.  
 
 
 
 

“Whatever we do with our water resources, has to be fair, transparent, and 
sustainable to future requirements” 

- Feedback provider 
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Appendix 1: Factsheet for Maori 
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Appendix 2: Raw feedback from M āori (verbal and written) 

Disclaimer: Appendix 2 includes collated feedback from most (not all) written feedback and meeting notes.  

A Special rule for existing municial water takes  

Feedback question: “Should existing consents for municipal water supply takes have guaranteed right of renewal?” 
 
Conditional Support  
Yes 

Yes and changes are needed to reflect the new regime so the conditions can be changed at renewal. 

Taheke 8C acknowledges the role of municipal supply takes for communities and while accepting a controlled resource consent status for municipal water takes, 
we submit that in addition to what the municipal water take is to be used for, the water management plan must also prohibit municipal supplies from being: 
• Used for irrigation or industrial uses; 
• Piped to areas outside of the applicable catchment;  
• Water drawn from rivers, steams and aquifers that may be owned by Maori or are culturally significant to Maori such as Taniwha Springs shall be metered and 

paid for by council who have the capability to introduce measures to recoup such costs. 
Local government must not be able to benefit from special rules that may facilitate an abuse of such rules as those bullet pointed above. There is no such thing as 
unfettered discretion. 
Onuku agree to supply of water for communities and a controlled resource consent status for municipal water takes. We further submit that the water management 
plan must also prohibit municipal supplies from being used for irrigation or industrial uses; piped to areas outside of the applicable catchment; and that water 
drawn from rivers, streams and aquifers that may be owned by Maori or are culturally significant to Māori such as Taniwha Springs shall be metered and paid for 
by council who have the capability to introduce measures to recoup such costs. Local government must not be able to benefit from the rules and make commercial 
gain from abuse of its discretion. 
At another level, NPS FW is supporting controlled activity consent status for municipal water supply.   If so, then Iwi need to proposed appropriate assessment 
criteria to be in the draft plan that ensures tangata whenua are involved in the development of any water take application from Councils in a meaningful way. 
Oppose  
No support for a special rule for municipal takes, particularly within over allocated catchment 

Very little support for a controlled activity - concerns about water banking and the use of water for other purposes (e.g. irrigation, industrial) 
No, municipal water supply takes should NOT have a guaranteed right of renewal. Municipal water needs to be broken down into its different users and different 
rights given different users. Industrial, amenity and recreational users should not have the same rights as domestic users. In addition, there need to be 
requirements for storage, re-use and efficient use. 

Concerns – confirming the aquifer has enough water for use. Not a lot of support for this rule - Council should go through the same process as everyone else 
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No if a significant change to the current consent is sought – volume of water, municipal supply or farm supply for example.  
What is the definition of municipal supply – this could be similar to what marae supply technically is. 
Municipal Supply: - It needs to be confirmed that the relevant aquifer and waterways contain sufficient water for ongoing use. 
- Councils should go through the same process as other large scale users to obtain rights for ongoing use, and to account for that. 
- In the absence of good monitoring of these uses, how will the Regional Council know how much water is being used? 
- These provisions are not supported. 
No 
No municipal water supply take should have a guaranteed right of renewal on existing consents and they should be subject to the same requirements as 
commercial / industrial users. More so if water rights or the resource is on sold. Water should not be a tradeable commodity by a municipal body. 

Do not support existing consents for municipal water supply takes having guaranteed right of renewal. 
• There is a real concern that this type of action is heading towards special rule / privilege for the greater good, and is viewed as another or replacement 

legislation for the ‘Public Works Act’. 
• Water banking, and the use of water for other purposes i.e. irrigation, industrial.   The Environment Court Appeal decision between Ngati Rangiwewehi, 

RDC and BOPRC sought to specify / define ‘emergency’ take, this was a first for the Ngongotaha Water Supply Resource Consent. 
• Ngati Rangiwewehi have for the past nine years been involved with resolution around Taniwha Springs / Ngongotaha Water Supply – at Environment 

Court Level, Treaty of Waitangi Level, and at direct negotiations with the Crown.    True resolution of Claim 218, although ‘settled’ with the Crown in 2012 
and Final Reading April 2014, is required at the RLC and BOPRC level.   These negotiations are well under way with much good will on both sides.  There 
must be a document created that identifies issues for Maori / tangata whenua. 

No municipal water supply takes should NOT have a guaranteed right of renewal. Municipal water needs to be broken down into its different users and different 
rights given different users. Industrial, amenity and recreational users should not have the same rights as domestic users. In addition, there need to be 
requirements for storage, re-use and efficient use. 

TMoNR acknowledges the vital role municipal water supply takes holds within our community, however we do not accept or encourage special considerations be 
conferred to existing municipal water supplies based on the following: 

• Municipal supplies used for irrigation or industrial purposes is common.  Accurate information on the water usage by these particular users by Regional 
Council would be difficult to assess. 

• Transportation of municipal water supply outside of the catchment can and does occur. Water allocation within the source catchment should be a 
Regional Council priority. 

• Some municipal supplies are drawn from rivers, streams, springs and aquifers on land that is either Maori owned or of cultural significance to Tangata 
Whenua. 

• The mixing of water between different aquifers could occur in spite of cultural objections from Tangata whenua 
• Inefficient water use by municipal system users due to the lack of residential water meters, poorly maintained infrastructure and leak detection systems; 

and weak water conservation strategies  
• Consented water takes volumes and flow rates based on predicted population growth assessments exceed actual demand over time 
• Immunity from future water accounting and resultant allocation limits  
• Discourages Council from engaging authentically with Iwi (i.e. joint venture opportunities with Tangata Whenua) 

The retention of “Discretionary Activity’ Status for ALL resource consent applications to take water for municipal supply is strongly supported by TMoNR  
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The above point includes local government who should not benefit from special rules.  Whilst we acknowledge the need for municipal takes for community use, we 
are opposed to special rules that may be able to be used for commercial gain (i.e. industrial/commercial use), or removed from the catchment and used as a water 
supply for another community out of the catchment. 

The Kaituna River Iwi Collective acknowledges the vital role municipal water supply takes holds within our community, however we do not accept or encourage 
special considerations be conferred to existing municipal water supplies based on the following: 

• Municipal supplies used for irrigation or industrial purposes is common within the Kaituna/Maketu Estuary catchment. Accurate information on the water 
usage by these particular users by Regional Council would be difficult to assess. 

• Transportation of municipal water supply outside of the catchment can and does occur. Water allocation within the source catchment should be a 
Regional Council priority. 

• Some municipal supplies are drawn from rivers, streams, springs and aquifers on land that is either Maori owned or of cultural significance to Tangata 
Whenua 

• The mixing of water between different aquifers could occur in spite of cultural objections from Tangata whenua 
• Inefficient water use by municipal system users due to the lack of residential water meters, poorly maintained infrastructure and leak detection systems; 

and weak water conservation strategies 
• Consented water takes volumes and flow rates based on predicted population growth assessments exceed actual demand over time 
• Immunity from future water accounting and resultant allocation limits 
• Discourages Council from engaging authentically with Iwi (i.e. joint venture opportunities with Tangata Whenua) 

The retention of “Discretionary Activity’ Status for ALL resource consent applications to take water for municipal supply is strongly supported by The Kaituna River 
Iwi Collective 
While supportive of water supply for communities TRoNA is concerned with the ability for municipal supplies to be accessed for commercial benefits, specifically 
pastoral farming within rural water supply schemes. Given such water use may be either rated or metered it effectively commodifies water.  
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B Water metering and reporting 

Feedback question: “How reasonable is it for all consented takes to have a water meter installed and for all takes larger than five litres to 
report water use electronically (e.g. telemetry)?” 
 

Support  
Reasonable measuring and reporting for consented takes is supported provided the frequency is reasonable and cost is not excessive - daily reporting is not 
practical under ten litres per second. Stepped recording and reporting requirements depending on use are recommended. Takes less than ten litres should not 
have expensive requirements placed on them such as electronic reporting. 

Managing water is about all or nothing.  If there is no monitoring, then how can we manage the water so that those who need it receive it and those who move in 
to an area can access it? Efficiency is about use and we need to change the way we use water and change our thinking and decisions too. People are reluctant to 
change if there is no compelling reason to do so.  We are all in this, not just some of us. Water is so important to life, we have to do a good job and do it well – 
even if it means we have to do things we haven’t had to do before. 
Taheke 8C supports the proposal to increase metering and reporting requirements. 
Very reasonable for accountability purposes and maintaining supply sustainability/measurement and availability limits. 

I suggest that commercial / industrial consented water takes should have a water meter installed to monitor water take. Also water takes over the allocation should 
not be penalised if the % overall is minor (<5%). Those water takes over 10% of the allocation should be discouraged.  
5 litres is small (drinking water for 2 people per day), 10 litres is more significant and should be the minimum.    

Ngati Rangiwewehi via various and several submissions both written and verbal including at the RLC level have been promoting water efficiencies via water meter 
installations.   Tarimano Marae, the turangawaewae of Ngati Rangiwewehi is classed as a Rural Marae.  Ngongotaha, who is the recipient of the Ngongotaha 
Water Supply are not individually metered.  This creates a unique and painful situation for the residents in and around the Awahou Village and wider Awahou to 
Hamurana area, including Tarimano Marae. The promotion of grey water as a re cycled option for other non-drinking purposes has also been on the Ngati 
Rangiwewehi radar. 
Reasonable measuring and reporting for consented takes is supported provided the frequency is reasonable and cost is not excessive - daily reporting is not 
practical under ten litres per second. Stepped recording and reporting requirements depending on use are recommended. For example, the WBOPDC take from 
its bore on Maniatutu road, how do they provide adequate data to prove that they are using the water efficiently? Are all their users monitored and efficient? 

The Partnership Forum are generally supportive of metering for residential, farms, orchards and businesses activities to reduce wastage and encourage efficient 
use.  The Partnership Forum suggest the marae should be exempt from any water metering, based on the infrequent use of marae. 

Onuku supports that all consented takes have a water meter installed and that all takes larger than fifteen cubic metres are required to have electronic reporting. 
We agree to the proposal to increase metering and reporting requirements.  

That all water takes are required to be metered and reported. This information shall be made available to Ngati Rangiwewehi on request.  The introduction of 
water meters and reporting is strongly supported by TMoNR as a method of improving water use efficiency, and encouraging the enhancement of management 
and operation of water supply systems. Metering water use recognises the finite nature of our freshwater resources, and reinforces the importance and inherent 
value of water to users and the community at large.   
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It is unclear what the cost of metering would be and there could be difficulties due to power outages and the distance to power. supply. There is also an unreliable 
(if at all) – cell phone coverage in most of our rohe. While in principle agree with the need for metering, an important issue for our community is the cost of 
metering where we consider it appropriate that this cost be borne by the council for an initial period of 10 years until our proposed land developments are 
sufficiently established and can bear this cost. 
Ngati Kea Ngati Tuara also support the use of more accurate assessment tools regarding water take as different catchments/aquifers have different properties 
that need to be taken into account in order to generate sustainable water use. 
Importance of gathering accurate information on the surface water and ground water systems for each Water Management Area so that an effective freshwater 
accounting system can be established. Without this information, freshwater systems face the risk of over allocation and adverse effects from water usage, or 
alternatively some landowners’ water usage may be unnecessarily restricted. The point is that the actual status of these systems is currently unknown. 

NO 
-  
UNCLEAR 
What would be the purpose? What would be the outcome of being able to measure the take? 
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C Permitted groundwater limit reduction 

Feedback question: “Do you support the reduction in the permitted groundwater limit from 35 m3/day to 15 m3/day?” 
 
Yes, Conditional  
Taheke 8C supports the proposed reduction of the amount of surface water permitted from groundwater aquifers from 35m3 to 15m3 per property per day.  

Yes. Support collection from atmosphere storage 
In principle yes.   

• What is the science behind this reduction?  
•  What will 15 m3/day do and how much will it alter what we already do?  
• If we have to make a change I would prefer that the change is more now and ease up later rather than have to face further reductions down the line.  
• How will this change the current lack of water available in the Rangitaiki catchment? 

There should also be a water storage plan for everyone to store roof water – the reduction then becomes a logical next step. 
The Partnership Forum supports a reduced permitted water take limit.  The Partnership Forum support the reduction of the water limited from 35m3/day to 
15m3/day.  We are also mindful that the limits need to be supported by robust evidence. 
Onuku supports the grand-parenting of existing operations so that current operations that are dependent upon the use of greater than 15m3 are not penalised. 
Any new applications however should be subject to the new rules and we agree to the proposed reduction of the amount of surface water permitted from 
groundwater aquifers from 35m3 to 15m3 per day 

Regarding permitted activity rules we support the reduction of surface water groundwater aquifer take from 35m3 to 15m3 along with the proposal to meter water 
use, but reasonable notice, installation timeframes and costs need to be put in place. 
We support the limit being reduced from 35m3/day to 15m3/day. 
No 
Before imposing limits, the Council needs to have a greater understanding of the groundwater resource. 
There is concern about the reduction in permitted groundwater take, which requires accuracy of science behind permitted take limits. Concerns around a general 
limit being imposed, without understanding the wider catchment and aquifers. 

• Concern about reduction in permitted groundwater take 
• Accuracy of science behind permitted take limits 
• Reassurance needed that marae and urupa will not be metered 
• What about marae who are supplied water from an adjacent farm? 

NO! Access to groundwater will be fundamental to our proposed land development for many blocks that because of distance and topography will not be able to be 
cost – effectively irrigated. 

Unclear  
What is this for Dairying Horticulture or private use? 
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What is this limit 15 m3 / day based on? For example, on Dairy Farms, are there any formulas for water take based on herd sizes, farm sizes and combinations of 
dairy and dry stock. Also the seasonal take on when dairy stock dry off for a short period to be considered. But we do not have a clear understanding of what 15 
m3/day really means and seems to be a best guess blanket covering in this area. 

TMoNR encourages Council to investigate options and opportunities to develop efficient procedures and processes to offset costs where practical to both Council 
and existing water users who will be impacted by the proposed rule. 

 
 
  



 

 29 

D Permitted activities  

Feedback question: “Should permitted activities be registered and, if requested, metered” 
 

Yes 

Yes. 

The requirement to register permitted water takes will improve Council’s understanding of water availability within the catchment and supports the need to identify 
opportunities to increase water availability and enhance public awareness of the cumulative water use and allocation within the catchment.  It is recognised that 
the proposed change to register permitted water takes will require additional financial and administrative support and capacity from Council. 
To be able to understand the water volume we have and the volume we use assists us to understand the tension between what humans need to live and what our 
natural water bodies need to sustain the ecology in the water body. We must make decisions that will utilise the gap between what water we have, and what water 
is needed to sustain the water bodies. We need to be able to gather reliable data so that decisions to enable a reasonable adaptation to changes can be made 
without compromising the natural water bodies. Yes, how will we know what volume of water is used if we don’t meter?  Water is important – we must pay 
attention. If a new regime is needed, then across the board changes even if phased in is required. 
Rangiwewehi – Awahou Village operates on a metered system already.   This is a catch 22 situation for Rangiwewehi Iwi members resident throughout the 
Rotorua area.  There are those within the rural environment who are metered, including Tarimano Marae and Urupa; then there are whanau resident in 
Ngongotaha and through to Kawaha Point / Koutu. This specific situation concerns the Ngongotaha and Hamurana Water Supplies. The general Rangiwewehi 
feeling based on feedback within various Iwi hui is that permitted activities should be registered, and metered.  Awahou Village including Marae is fully metered. 
Yes, to ensure that there is adequate water supply from the source but noting our point above about costing sharing for metering on the coast. 

It is recognised that the proposed change to register permitted water takes will require additional financial and administrative support and capacity from Council. 
The Kaituna River Iwi Collective encourages Council to investigate options and opportunities to develop efficient procedures and processes to offset costs where 
practical to both Council and existing water users who will be impacted by the proposed rule. 
CNIILML supports the requirement to register permitted water takes in Rule 38 so that accurate information can be gathered and maintained about the volume of 
water taken from Water Management Areas as a permitted activity, it is difficult to provide useful feedback on the introduction of the 15 cubic metre permitted 
water take proposed in Rule 41 without knowing the specific characteristics of the Water Management Areas and the potential effect that cumulative permitted 
water takes may have within these areas. 
Taheke 8C submits that in regard to Points (b) and (c) in Rules 38 and 41 Regional Council must provide reasonable notice prior to installing meters and requiring 
meter readings. 
Onuku submits that in regard to Points (b) and (c) in Rules 38 and 41 Regional Council must provide reasonable notice prior to installing meters and requiring 
meter readings. 
The introduction of water meters and reporting is supported in principal by The Kaituna River Iwi Collective as a method of improving water use efficiency, and 
encouraging the enhancement of management and operation of water supply systems. Metering water use recognises the finite nature of our freshwater 
resources, and reinforces the importance and inherent value of water to users and the community at large. The requirement to register permitted water takes will 
improve Council’s understanding of water availability within the catchment and supports the need to identify opportunities to increase water availability and 
enhance public awareness of the cumulative water use and allocation within the catchment. 
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Marae Exemption  

Hosting tangi and hui on the marae takes a lot of resources including water. No one individual is responsible for the water take when the marae is in use as we are 
a collective people and our customs are about whanau and hapu.  Tangata whenua should be able to carry out their cultural practices on their marae without fear 
of incurring costs.  We support marae not being subjected to water metering, however suggest an allocated an amount of water such as 15m3/day which will help  
in the data collection process. 
The Partnership Forum are generally supportive of metering for residential, farms, orchards and businesses activities.  The premise is to reduce wastage and 
encourage efficient use.  The Partnership Forum suggest the marae should be exempt from any water metering, based on the infrequent use of marae. 
The exclusion of Marae and Urupa from the proposed water metering requirements is strongly supported by TMoNR. 
Rangiwewehi would support Marae and Urupa not being metered. 
However, in recognition of Article 2 of the Treaty of Waitangi the exemption of Marae and associated Urupa from the proposed water metering requirements is 
strongly supported by The Kaituna River Iwi Collective. 

No 

Municipal, Commercial and Industrial permitted activities should all be registered. But not necessarily metered. Metering would be for monitoring only but not as a 
measure of sale. 

Monitoring Permitted Takes  

How will permitted takes (i.e. registration and metering) be monitored? May not even be enforceable 
it is not clear how permitted takes will be monitored i.e. registration and metering. The approach proposed may not be enforceable. If takes are not monitored now, 
how will those using more than they are consented for be able to be detected? 

Permitted Takes ‘Per Property ‘  
It should be dependent upon the property size (or stock units) – not per property. 
TMoNR recommends that two rules are amended and the words ‘per property’ deleted as it bears little relevance purpose of the take (i.e. the ‘activity’).  It is very 
common for an activity to occur across more than one property title. (E.g. livestock grazing or dairy farming activities across multiple individual property titles via 
lease agreements).  Section 5 of the RMA (1991) includes the requirement to avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects of activities on the environment.  The 
proposed rule as it is currently worded could potentially compromise the ability of the consenting authority to fully assess the scale of the activity and any 
associated adverse effects 
The Kaituna River Iwi Collective recommends that two rules are amended and the words ‘per property’ deleted as it bears little relevance purpose of the take (i.e. 
the ‘activity’). 
It is very common for an activity to occur across more than one property title. (E.g. livestock grazing or dairy farming activities across multiple individual property 
titles via lease agreements). Section 5 of the RMA (1991) includes the requirement to avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects of activities on the 
environment. The proposed rule as it is currently worded could potentially compromise the ability of the consenting Iwi to fully assess the scale of the activity and 
any associated adverse effects 
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E Special rule for existing dairy shed use 

Feedback question: “Do you agree with the approach of special one-off provisions for existing dairy shed use? If not, why not? Do you prefer other 
solutions?” 

 
Yes, in prin ciple  
There are two sources of irrigation. One from the Effluent ponds and the other from ground water. The ground water take certainly needs to a registered activity. 
The cumulative impact of unconsented takes within the Kaituna catchment is unknown, The Kaituna River Iwi Collective acknowledges that effective management 
of water allocation and use is contingent upon the availability of good quality information. 
 
Rule 41A of the DWQPC will now require an application for Controlled Activity resource consent to take and use water for existing dairy shed wash down and milk 
cooling purposes. The Kaituna River Iwi Collective acknowledges the intent behind the introduction of the new rule to provide more accurate information on all 
water takes within the Kaituna catchment to improve water accounting priorities and development of allocation limits and supports the rule in principle. However, it 
is recognised that the proposed change will require additional financial and administrative support and capacity from Council. 
 
The Kaituna River Iwi Collective encourages Council to investigate options and opportunities to develop efficient procedures and processes to offset costs where 
practical to both Council and existing water users who will be impacted by the proposed rule. 
Taheke 8C supports the introduction of a limited time period to transition water takes greater than 15m3 per day for milk cooling and shed wash down to resource 
consent. We also support the suggestion that these consents would be a controlled activity subject to conditions. 
Yes! The special one-off provisions for existing Dairy shed use should allow for the upgrade / rebuild of the shed to comply with new or incoming provisions for 
that area. This should provide some leeway for the farm and not put undue stress on owners / lease holders. I would say a three to five-year timeframe for the 
farm to come up to new specifications. 

No real concern about controlled activity status. There is concern about non notification as it removes the ability for involvement in the process, especially for 
culturally significant waterways. 

The cumulative impact of unconsented takes within the Rotorua catchment is unknown, TMoNR acknowledges that effective management of water allocation and 
use is contingent upon the availability of good quality information.    
The softening of rules to encourage existing users who require, but do not have resource consent for their activities to become authorised is supported by TMoNR. 
No concern about controlled activity status - concern about non-notification as it removes the ability for involvement in the process, especially for culturally 
significant waterways 

No 

No support for the activity status or non-notification status - enforcement and a regular consent process should be used 
No. One sector should not receive an advantage at the expense of other sectors. Priorities should be set for times of shortage taking reasonable account of all 
users based on their absolute need noting there is a need to ensure crop survival and capital root stock survival. 
Controlled Takes: in relation to the Dairy Shed rule, which may be applied to herds with, say, 200 or up to 4,000 cows, it appears that these are to be managed on 
a non-notified basis, with no opportunity for appeal, which is not supported. 
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No. All users should fall into line for the sake of sustainable supply + Conservation measures should be applied universally - phase in on a timetable based on 
supply risk in future. 

No. One sector should not receive an advantage at the expense of other sectors.  Priorities should be set for times of shortage taking reasonable account of all 
users based on their absolute need noting there is a need to ensure crop survival and capital root stock survival. BOPRC should be able to compile all takes in the 
catchment so there should be no need for special provisions. 
Dairy Shed rule – some herds have 200 cows and others have up to 4000 cows – are these controlled under the same system on a non-notified basis with no 
opportunity to appeal 

Whilst we have achieved a review of the draft plan change we do not think it fair or reasonable that any group should have special provision outside of the 
requirements of the Bay of Plenty Regional Council Land and Water Management Plan. If there are special provisions of any description they should be distributed 
to Maori in recognition of and to encourage better partnership relations (Crown-Maori), Maori improved life quality and equity, Maori assertion of their exclusive 
rights and interests. 
The Partnership Forum is concerned about the inconsistency application for water takes between users i.e. dairy activities, unregulated irrigators and municipal 
supply.  Preferential treatment of some water user sectors over other is inherently unfair. 

We have concerns over “Special rules” that allow any one group to have preferential access to water that creates an advantage for them. 

Unclear  

In my mind’s eye, I see that there needs to be a specific volume of water allocated per hectare, per specific time period, per land use category. Factored in 
variables to cover soil categories and land cove for example will be necessary. This could be provided for farming/agriculture/horticulture purposes across the 
WMA. This allocation goes with the land and is transferable to new landowners/operators. Any allocation above that level should have conditions including that the 
allocation cannot be sold or transferred   to anyone else and must be ‘returned’ to the council for reallocation. If we are allowed to sell off any water take that we 
no longer need, this will increase the gap between those who have water and those who can’t get any water due to over allocation.  There must be a space 
created so that those who want water can get some – even if it is a minimal as of right allocation for their needs. 
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F Non-notification of consents for existing dairy s hed use 

Feedback question: “Should the dairy shed take applications be processed on a non-notified basis (without consultation?” 
 

Yes, conditional  
Yes, because either there can be allocation or not 

Only if that applies to all users. All takes up 50 m3/day irrespective of use should be a controlled activity i.e. without consultation. 
No 

No concern about controlled activity status - concern about non-notification as it removes the ability for involvement in the process, especially for culturally 
significant waterways 
No. we need to gather information to inform us as we make decisions in the near future.  We need to keep base data and without notification, the significance of 
dairy as an economic activity and the water required are critical factors in the business of dairying and in the business of reshaping our water management 
strategy. 
There is concern about non notification as it removes the ability for involvement in the process, especially for culturally significant waterways. Hamurana Springs – 
Te Kaikaitahuna River is a significant water way.   Within the same environment is the Hamurana Water Supply.     Case in point Consent 68121-0 Discharge 
dairy effluent to pasture approved 19 Feb 2015.  Our comment in an email dated 21 April 2015 - ‘Dairy effluent is not considered sufficient to warrant consultation 
with Iwi, then we Ngati Rangiwewehi have missed our opportunity to have our say and express our concerns about this resource consent and the proximity to 
aquifers and the ground water catchment that feeds Hamurana Springs and Te Kaikaitahuna’. 
No - Public water intended use/use should be a transparent public record and allow opportunity by notice, of all applications 

Dairy Shed applications for water take should all be notified until such a time that water calculations can be specifically determined to match farm / herd sizes with 
supporting data. Then this may move to non-notified application. 

Little support for non-notification status of this rule 

Consultation should always be required with relevant hapu and landowners if it impacts on domestic water supply 
Limited Notification  
Limited notification must be required for areas recognised as being culturally significant waterways, e.g., Statutory Acknowledgement Areas. And Maori shall be 
consulted regarding the consents that relate to these waterways 
Taheke 8C submits however that despite its non-notifiable status, limited notification must be required for areas recognised as being culturally significant 
waterways, e.g., Statutory Acknowledgement Areas. 
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G Special rule for unauthorised irrigators 

Feedback question: “Do you agree with the approach of special one-off provisions for and unauthorised irrigators? If not, why not? Do you prefer 
other solutions (please specify)?” 

 
Yes, in principle 
The softening of rules to encourage existing users who require, but do not have resource consent for their activities to become authorised is also supported by 
The Kaituna River Iwi Collective. 
Rules and limits for unauthorized irrigators 

• Special consent consideration for irrigator’s and unauthorized irrigators to seek consent within six months of draft plan change and any new applications 
after six months will not have special consent considerations. 

• This will ensure all water takes are known and accounted for 
The softening of rules to encourage existing users who require, but do not have resource consent for their activities to become authorised is supported by TMoNR. 
No 
No support – it is unfair to have a special rule to suit a single sector - Enforcement and a regular consent process should be used 
The unauthorised irrigator rule is an example of the special rules that we have an issue with -  We have concerns over “Special rules” that allow any one group to 
have preferential access to water that creates an advantage for them. 
Why haven't these uses been addressed via enforcement action? 
Unauthorised takes should be addressed at an early stage. 
There are risks associated with encouragement of bad behaviour, which may result in some starting to take water illegally now, to get in the 'queue'. 
Overall, this provision is too enabling. 
Why haven’t these been addressed via enforcement action? What has the compliance team been up to?  

• There is a tendency by some to use economics to justify ‘fairness’ in decisions. Fairness must triumph over the financial analysis. 
• Important not to create solutions for a handful of people 
• Risky to be encouraging bad behaviour – this may result in some starting to take water illegally now to get in the queue. 
• This provision is too enabling 
• Bizarre fact sheet quote regarding over allocation – why not focus on unauthorised takes first? 

Taheke 8C acknowledges the actions proposed by council in regard to this new draft rule and the 'hope' that the new policy and rule will encourage unauthorised 
irrigators to come forward. Does Regional Council know how many unauthorised irrigators there are in its region? If Council doesn't know, why don't they know? If 
Council does know, why hasn't something been done before now? And finally what is Council's 'Plan B' if this approach doesn't work as hoped? Aside from 
waiting until the 12-month timeframe runs out? 
 
Taheke 8C agrees with the concerns raised - it is unfair to give unauthorised users an advantage. And a 12-month period from the date the Proposed Plan 
Change is operative in which to seek resource consent is an advantage for a specific group. However, it simultaneously disadvantages others who one assumes 
will be forced to wait 12 months before having their consent applications dealt with. This is not acceptable when one considers that other developments, including 
development of some Māori and Treaty Settlement land are constrained by the lack of available water! 
Taheke 8C therefore opposes the introduction of this new draft rule and policies. All unauthorised irrigators must apply for resource consent immediately and be 
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subject to the same requirements that apply to all. After all such irrigators have had the 'benefit' of acquiring free water for who knows how long while others have 
endeavoured to meet their legal obligations and incurring cost to do so. 

No. No favouritism - All persons should fall into line. Authorised crimes office for criminals only doesn't fit fairness + equality for the people 
No! This area is probably the one where the most abuse of the resource can be had. Therefore, specify what or who the unauthorised irrigators are and request 
an estimated usage. This would also require an irrigation plan for the next three to five years. 

On the face of it this action would tidy up messy areas.   It also smacks of rewarding unauthorised persons.   The ideal would be to provide a process to tidy up, 
which should also include some form of penalty in the form of donation to local community group / organisation.   Defaulters knowingly engaged in the activity 
should not get off, but could be assisted to rectify the situation.   Those unknowingly be given leeway to fix the situation and again make a contribution to some 
worthy cause. 
Whilst we have achieved a review of the draft plan change we do not think it fair or reasonable that any group should have special provision outside of the 
requirements of the Bay of Plenty Regional Council Land and Water Management Plan. If there are special provisions of any description they should be distributed 
to Maori in recognition of and to encourage better partnership relations (Crown-Maori), Maori improved life quality and equity, Maori assertion of their exclusive 
rights and interests. 
The Partnership Forum is concerned about the inconsistency application for water takes between users i.e. dairy activities, unregulated irrigators and municipal 
supply.  Preferential treatment of some water user sectors over other is inherently unfair. 

Onuku do not agree that existing unauthorised users be given an advantage of a 12-month period to seek resource consent. All unauthorised irrigators must apply 
for resource consent and be subject to the same requirements. It is of concern that council are unaware of the number of unauthorised irrigators. 

Unclear  
To implement a new regime, a level playing field needs to be created. This means that all water users need to be made aware of the changes they will face and 
that everybody will be confronted with changes if not the exact same ones. They also may need time, advice and support to understand the changes and to be in 
a position to respond to them.  
 
Unauthorised irrigators need to know that this practice is no longer acceptable. The issue is that there is insufficient water in the catchment now which means that 
data needs to be collected regarding how it is used now and the relative efficiency, of that use along with the processes we currently have in place to allocate 
water. In our view, the resource consenting process was established when water was not a problem.  Things have changed and the systems need to change too – 
for everyone.     
I think a lot of angst will arise from looking back.  What is needed is to identify how to move forward into the water management plans needed to protect our 
lifestyle, our livelihoods and our future. With issues of over allocation, illegal water takes and the like, lets acknowledge they happened then move on.  The issue 
really is that illegal takes have contributed to an insufficiency of water in the catchment. The way to fix it is to level the playing field and bring in an as of right 
allocation constructed from and referred to in question 6. 
There are inherent problems in a self-attestation process, it is a waste of time and effort to look back – cut our losses and look to the pathway moving forward. 
Special rules are always a difficult one for Iwi / tangata whenua.   When Iwi / tangata whenua ask for leeway the political / propaganda response is often – special 
privileges.   Acknowledgement of customary rights, and proprietary rights to water for Iwi / tangata whenua should not be confused with special rules. Iwi / tangata 
whenua would say they never ceded their rights to water.  What capacity and capability does this question / rule have to protect those rights for Iwi / tangata 
whenua. 
Does this special rule include the ability to factor in historical and legal arrangements already existing with Iwi / tangata whenua.   If not, why not? Customary 
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rights for Iwi / tangata whenua need to be factored into qualification for special rules. 
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H Special rules 

• How can BOPRC justify guaranteed consents for local authorities and specific sectors? 
• The messaging in plan change fact sheets is confusing – “Maximise potential for use” – what is Council really prioritising? Environmental protection or 

economic development? 
• There are major contradictions here - use of interim limits that are conservative and take a cautious approach to allocation yet guarantee water for certain 

groups 
• Immediate focus should be on addressing over allocation and water metering. Also leaving more water in rivers and streams and improved land 

management practices 
• How will Council to manage the transition of regimes when it comes to over allocated catchments? 
• Water allocation should be based on fairness and equity 
• The use of many controlled activity rules is dangerous. Information provided to date has been insufficient to justify this activity status. 

The unauthorised irrigator rule is an example of the special rules that we have an issue with -  We have concerns over “Special rules” that allow any one group to 
have preferential access to water that creates an advantage for them. 
Special rules are a privilege in times of Plenty 
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I Transfers 

Transfer Provisions  
Transfers: these provisions are currently quite enabling, and need to be tightened, e.g. so that transfers can't occur unless strict criteria are met. 
Taheke 8C supports the new policy proposed by Council and the new draft Rule 41D. Taheke 8C recognises that the new draft rule only applies to 'site to site' 
transfers however we submit that subject to meeting stated criteria this rule could also accommodate a change of purpose for the consent as long as the changed 
purpose/activity remains within the same site. 
Messaging – currently quite enabling.  
Needs to be tightened e.g. You can’t transfer unless  

Concerns about Water Trading / Water Banking  
Ngati Manawa is fiercely against any regime that incorporates the selling of water from one ‘take’ holder to another. This will enforce a gap between those how 
have can and those who don’t can’t.  This goes against the inherent right of everybody to have access to good, clean, potable water. 
Termination of water banking and water transfers in the Kaituna and Waiari streams 

The Partnership Forum is concerned about the potential corporatisation of water.  The scarcity of water in the future will make water a valuable commodity.  The 
Partnership Forum is supportive of water metering for information purposes only to determine quantity.  We are against the information being applied for other 
purposes that may commercialise water. 
The commercial sale of water and discharge direct into a water body needs to be discussed at length further with tangata whenua at the table.  More attention 
should be paid to what the Iwi Leaders Forum and the outcomes they are achieving with regard to Freshwater. 
Concerns that enabling water transfers enables water trading 
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J Water use efficiency 

Water Use Efficiency: what investment has the Regional Council made in relation to the more efficient use of water, e.g. incentives for homes and other users to 
conserve and/or store water? 

a) I think that there has to be a longer term view that has to be taken into consequence. In other words, provision for the collection of water and the holding there 
of has to be a part of all building consents. 
b) Planning should be taking place now for the building of water reservoirs 

We support the harvesting of rain water and the storage in water tanks. This is an area that should be promoted by regional council. 
That the rainwater collection and storage is required for all new or existing dwellings in areas with identified water supply limitation  
Storage, re-use and efficient use need to become key parts of the Region's water policies. Council need to take full responsibility for Iwi consultation so that this is 
resolved during the Plan Change providing certainty for those seeking consents etc. 
Consideration should be given to reward those who install water storage solutions. For example, a subsidy on water storage tanks installed for domestic or 
business use. 
Storage, re-use and efficient use need to become key parts of the Region's water policies. Council need to take full responsibility for Iwi consultation so that this is 
resolved during the Plan Change providing certainty for those seeking consents etc. We provide data on our consent as set out in our consent, we agree that if a 
take is small for domestic use then it should be noted but not monitored, however if take becomes larger or the council is not aware of it then BOPRC needs to 
tighten up on it so we all play on a level playing field. 
All takes should be metered – enables informed decisions based on credible information 
Need to take a Customary Fisheries approach e.g. use it or lose it 
How can council renew / give consents on an over allocated area? 
Would like Council to start looking at how and when people are taking water e.g. taking at different times of day (East Coast Case Study) 

Water use efficiency – what investment has Council made in efficient use of water?  
Incentivising homes to store water?  
Attitudes to water – water is a natural resource and not just a commodity  
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K Guidance for Water Management Areas  

it is appropriate that Water Management Areas ("WMA") are designated by catchments. However, in regard to the Okere/Kaituna River there are two catchments, 
i.e., about half of the catchment lies below Okere (lower catchment) and the other half is within the catchment area of Lakes Rotorua and Rotoiti (upper 
catchment). In terms of WMA however Lake Rotorua is its own WMA and one assumes that Lake Rotoiti and the upper and lower Okere/Kaituna River 
catchments would fall into the Lake Rotoiti WMA? This brings the Okere/Kaituna River within the framework area of Te Maru o Kaituna that is responsible to 
produce the Kaituna River Document ("KRD") to which the National Policy Statement on Freshwater management must give effect. While we agree that the 
Okere/Kaituna River should be managed as one entity, we do not support the "first in best dressed" approach inherent in the existing regime especially in terms of 
the significant Okere/Kaituna River. In our view this arguably results in the unintended consequence of upper catchment users being held responsible for the 
water levels and water quality at the lower catchment. We argue that this is unfair and is not an efficient use of water. 
• There are concerns with the makeup / composition of Community Groups. 
• Is there a risk of Iwi / tangata whenua looking at the Water Management Areas and water quantity plan change separately – YES.    
• This is about the capacity and capability of these organisations to have an awareness of, link to and manage let alone understand all the influencing factors, 

thereby creating an uneven or unbalanced playing field. 
• Water management over the catchment area, and ground water catchment – are there differences and do our people understand this. 
• Rangiwewehi has the luxury of since 2008 having engaged Gina Mohi, which then saw the development of an Iwi Tari Taiao unit.  This unit’s role is / was to 

monitor and provide submissions as required across the board of all environmental activities occurring in our core rohe, support Iwi and Trust activities as 
required.   The 2012 Iwi Environmental Management Plan is a direct result of this position. 

• This Iwi is active on all fronts as concerns water and is a current member of both Iwi Chairs Forum (Iwi Leaders Group) and New Zealand Maori Council. 
• The Protocol between GNS and Ngati Rangiwewehi, although recent since 2013-4 is key to our Iwi understanding what is under the ground i.e. how aquifers 

work and so on. 
The Partnership Forum are supportive of the Kaituna WMA being progressed.  It is unclear, however, from the information provided by the BOPRC why some 
catchments were given priority over others in WMA.  The Partnership Forum understands there are a number of catchments that have been over allocated 
including Tauranga Moana (streams).    
We support the WMA and the Kaituna River being a priority in the National Policy Statement. 
Policies 64, 64A & 66 of the Draft Water Quantity Plan Change have serious implications for The Kaituna River Iwi Collective. The development of the 
Kaituna/Maketu Water Management Area and establishment of a separate community group to advise the Bay of Plenty Regional Council to identify freshwater 
values, establish freshwater objectives and set instream flows and limits for surface water and groundwater within the Kaituna/Maketū Water Management Area is 
of particular concern for The Kaituna River Iwi Collective 
The Whakatāne WMA is almost totally subject to Te Urewera Act 2014 and some parts of Rangitāiki are governed by it also – Te Urewera Board is just kicking off 
its planning now 
• What is the role of the Rangitāiki River Forum in the Rangitāiki WMA? What is the role of other Iwi in the Rangitāiki WMA? 
• What is meant by ‘Water Management’? Need to expectations for involvement e.g. what ‘reasonable steps’ are for involvement 
CNIILML considers the Water Management Area process as a key mechanism to give recognition to the values and interests of tangata whenua, as explained in 
5.1, Paragraph 5 on Page 2 of the DWQPC. These values and interests are recognised by the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management. Given the 
uncertainty that exists around current water takes and the allocation limits for each Water Management Area, it is essential that the CNIIHL are involved in 
discussions about the future use of water. 
Change tangata whenua to Māori. 



 

 41 

Our hapu supports the recognition of tangata whenua in freshwater management and we seek active engagement in the management of freshwater 
in our rohe as set out in Objective 46B and Policies 64 and 64A. 
 
Local authorities shall take reasonable steps to: 
a) Involve hapu in the management of fresh water and freshwater ecosystems in the region; 
b) Work with hapu to identify tangata whenua values and interests in fresh water and ecosystems in the region; and 
c) Reflect tangata whenua values and interests in the management of, and decision making regarding, fresh water and freshwater ecosystems in the region. 
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L Over-allocation 

With over consenting within the Kaituna and particularly the Waiari stream depending on the amount of water available for allocation some unauthorized irrigators 
may need to change from surface water to ground water OR deeper ground water 

Over-Allocation: in terms of over-allocated catchments, the best and quickest way forward would be for the Regional Council to state upfront that a mistake has 
been made, as early as possible. It then needs to address whether the situation is recoverable, or constitutes permanent over-allocation. This matter needs to be 
addressed for the Rangitaiki catchment. If over-allocation has occurred, can the situation be addressed with a set of remedies? 

Over-abstraction from surface and ground waterbodies within the Kaituna catchment is a key issue of concern for The Kaituna River Iwi Collective. The need for 
accurate information on the scope of existing water takes within the catchment is necessary to identify where over-allocation is occurring. The Kaituna River Iwi 
Collective is encouraged by the proposed changes to the plan to address this: 
• Safeguarding the mauri and life supporting capacity of the Kaituna River/Maketu Estuary and associated tributaries. 
• Protection of aquatic life, including indigenous species’ 
• Flow variability maintenance to allow for instream biota and stream flushing. 
The Kaituna River Iwi Collective also encourages the development of alternative strategies and mechanisms to address the limitations to reviewing resource 
consents rolled over from the Water and Soil Conservation Act (1967). 
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M Intent of Plan Change  

The intent of the Draft Region-Wide Water Quantity Plan Change (DWQPC) is supported. CNIILML acknowledges the importance of managing water effectively 
within the region and recognises Council’s obligations under the National Policy Statement for Fresh Water Management 2014, including the setting of region-wide 
allocation limits, improving the management of water allocation and monitoring the efficiency of water use. 

Whilst we agree in principle that water quantity and allocation needs immediate addressing in order to better protect and preserve the natural resource our level of 
opposition is apparent. We continually strive to seek higher levels of involvement with shaping policy and decision making. We expect more than a conversation 
about taonga and its associated Maori cultural values. 

The Partnership Forum understands water management is a complex issue and a number of agencies (Waitangi Tribunal, Iwi Leaders Forum, New Zealand Māori 
Council, Regional Councils, and iwi and hapū) are grappling with the question of Māori rights and interests.  The information provided by the BOPRC is unclear 
about the roles, responsibilities, and functions of the Crown, Regional Council and local communities in managing water resources. 
 
It is apparent the feedback sought by the BOPRC seeks specific information on the detailed elements of the Draft Plan Change, i.e. feedback on municipal water 
supply, dairy water takes, unregulated irrigators, metering etc.  While these may address specific over allocation issues, the Partnership Forum are more 
interested in how the Draft Plan Change is going to give effect to fundamental issues about rights and interests of iwi and hapū under the Treaty of Waitangi 
(Treaty) and Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 
 
The Partnership Forum considers the Draft Plan Change does not adequately give effect to the rights and interests of tāngata whenua under the RMA, in 
particular water as a taonga under s6(e), kaitiaki responsibilities of tāngata whenua under s7(a) and Treaty principles under s8. 
The Partnership Forums assessment of the water management regime in New Zealand is that the issues of Māori rights and interests in water are yet to be 
determined between the Crown and Māori.  The Waitangi Tribunal (Tribunal) Stage 1 Report on the National Freshwater and Geothermal Resources Claim noted, 
“Māori have rights for which full ownership was the closest cultural equivalent”.  Although the Crown does not support the findings of the Tribunal and states that 
no one owns water, they do acknowledge that tāngata whenua have rights and interests in relation to particular water.  The Tribunal work on stage 2 focuses on 
determining rights and interests (if any) in water and geothermal resources under the Treaty. 
 
The Iwi Leaders Forum (ILF) and the Crown are jointly developing options over iwi/hapū rights and interests. It is understood the Crown and the ILF will report on 
those discussions on Waitangi Day 2016. While the individual Partnership Forum members are guided by the ILF they will also stand on their own mana in 
regards to this issue.  This Draft Plan Change pre-empts the outcomes of those discussions.  The Partnership Forum would strongly implore the BOPRC to 
consider the consequences of any arrangements reached between the Crown and the ILF in drafting this Draft Plan Change. 
 
The approach taken by the BOPRC to prepare a generic plan change while progressing WMA has efficiency merits, however it is our view specific involvement by 
tāngata whenua in water management, identification of values and interests in water, and their application are not actively considered through this Draft Plan 
Change and will only be evaluated through WMA.  This essentially reduces tāngata whenua participation to a technical discussion on the virtues of efficient water 
allocation to specific water users.  It is the view of the Partnership Forum the Draft Plan Change has fundamental flaws with how it will give effect to the NPS, 
particularly values and interests of tāngata whenua. The current approach adopted by the BOPRC to progress this Draft Plan Change does not provide for the 
values and interests of tāngata whenua as acknowledged in the NPS.  The Partnership Forum is concerned about the lack of consistency and recognition given to 
Objective D1 and Policy D1.  The Partnership Forum understands the involvement of iwi and hapū to identify and reflect tāngata whenua values and interests in 
the management of fresh water will be captured as BOPRC progress Water Management Areas (WMA). 
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N Draft Plan Change consultation  

• Concern about the lack of prior engagement about the plan change and the amount of time for feedback – 2 October. Request for more time to consider the 
plan change, meet collectively, have detailed discussions with staff and respond collectively 

• Keen to make informed feedback prior to the Proposed Plan Change and take a collective approach 

The consultation process on the Draft Plan Change with the Partnership Forum could have been better managed to give more time to provide considered 
feedback.  We appreciate the BOPRC have engaged directly with iwi across the Region on this matter.  It would be useful for the Partnership Forum to receive 
regular updates by BOPRC staff on this project as well as others. 

Therefore, having shared our frustration of the plan change and lack of such provisions we describe the draft plan change process as being: 
• Forced upon Maori and outside of other national conversations and pending provisions 
• lacking consultation, a presentation by BOPRC dictating terms being inadequate 
• the absence of any serious consideration of guiding legislation to protect Maori exclusive rights and interests 
Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Whakaue ki Maketū always want to be part of the conversation that includes  
the natural resources within our hapu boundaries. 

Initially, the consultation time. That the BOPRC Maori Unit was not fully engaged at the outset. Will there be a document that outlines issues for Iwi / tangata 
whenua? 
We seek full consultation with Bay of Plenty Regional Council policy staff in response to this submission prior to the release of the proposed draft water quantity 
plan change 

In regard to spring water and artesian Wells, Onuku feel that the council should engage with land owners to discuss and resolve any issues regarding the cultural 
significance and ownership of such water before imposing any rules. Onuku is located in both the Waikato Regional Council and BOP Regional Council. We 
submit that the councils should be working together in regard to the water use strategy and rules as it is unfair to be subject to a different regime “over the fence”. 
Onuku agree to reviewing and improving the controls however the consultation should include Maori Land Trusts such as Onuku who are a large user and who 
will be directly affected by the introduction of the rules.  
Our hapu seek active engagement in this process including the Water Management Area (WMA) Plan Changes. We note that a Water Feedback Update provided 
to Regional Council’s Regional Direction and Delivery Committee on 17 November 2015 (http://www.boprc.govt.nz/media/470937/regional-direction-and-delivery-
committee-agenda-17-november-2015_part3.pdf) (the agenda) refers to Freshwater Management Units (p287) within WMA this may be a more appropriate level 
for our involvement at hapu level. This agenda item also states that water is one of the nine action areas in the Regional Growth Study Action Plan as are other 
water related actions in the horticulture and improving productivity of Maori Land action plans (p288). These are all issues for our hapu. A specific Regional 
Growth Study – Water Opportunity Discussion item includes a key presentation message: “to enable development we need to ensure some flexibility in water 
quality (p300) “ 
Taheke 8C submits however that Māori land holding entities such as incorporations and trusts must be included along with iwi and hapu entities not only as 
groups to be consulted but also as groups to be directly involved in the drafting of any new or revised Policies and Actions. 

Further engagement requested to allow for a more complete understanding of the implications of the Plan Change  
Specific advice should be provided to Māori Land Trusts to ensure they are aware of the implications of proposed plan changes. TRoNA does have some 
concerns regarding the financial abilities of some users (including Māori Land Trusts) to cover costs associated with complying with proposed requirements. 
Council should consider subsidies for low income bearing properties through the formal submission process 
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O Tangata whenua values and interests  

National Policy Statement on Freshwater Requirement s 

The National Policy Statement on Freshwater (NPS) makes some positive advances to improving water management.  Freshwater objectives for a range of 
tāngata whenua values are intended to recognise Te Mana o Te Wai.  While we appreciate the BOPRC must align its plans and policies to give effect to the NPS 
on Freshwater, this Draft Plan Change in no way reflects Objective D1 and Policy D1 of the NPS. 

Allowing BOPRC to align plan and policy to reflect the National Policy Statement on Freshwater, I would like to see how Objective D1 and Policy D1 of the 
National Policy Statement is reflected in the Draft Water Quantity Plan Change. Will this give effect to Maori and tangata whenua interests in Freshwater? 

Our hapu support and actively seek engagement in relation to the WMA that impacts on our rohe. The ability to provide for WMA (and smaller Freshwater 
Management Units) by applying more appropriate provisions rather than just rely on generic provisions under Section 5.1 is also supported. 
We note that this aligns with Policy CA2 (NPSFM) which allows for regional flexibility in the way 
tangata whenua values are defined and expressed by each hapu. 
Iwi Management Plans, Statutory Acknowledgement Are as & Consent Processes  

Will Iwi Environmental Management Plans be a guiding factor in the Plan 

• Regarding Iwi and Hapu Management Plans we submit that such plans must also include reference to Māori Land Holding entities such as incorporations and 
trusts. 

• Regarding recognition of the value of engagement with tangata whenua we submit that 'recognition' needs to be 'given effect to'. 
• Regarding recognition of the role of specialists, we submit that such specialists must be recognised and accepted by those impacted by their advice.  
Statutory Acknowledgements - Are the statutory acknowledgements that Iwi / hapu have settled with the Crown going to be part of the Plan Change?  We support 
these acknowledgements being added to the plan as and when they occurred.  Therefore, the council may also need to have a review period for this plan of five 
years until all historical Treaty grievances are settled. 

Method 172 should better reflect the guidance provided in the NPSFM under Objective D1 by 
amending to (or similar) ‘involving iwi and hapu’ rather than recognising the value of consultation. 
This method should also be amended so the scope of that engagement aligns better with the NPSFM 
rather than limit it to identifying cultural impacts resource consents have. The NPSFM requires regional councils to involve iwi and hapu in the management of 
freshwater and to work with them to identify tangata whenua values and interests, before reflecting these in the 
management of, and decision making about fresh water (see p5 of the Guide to the NPSFM). 
We acknowledge and support the recognition of the important role of kaitiaki, iwi, hapu, Māori Land Trusts and Incorporations and co-governance partners in 
contributing to setting water quantity and quality limits in the Regional Water and Land Plan. We look forward to working with Council to incorporate cultural values 
and Māori interests in regard to instream flows and water allocation limits.  
• Taheke 8C also submits that in terms of culturally significant waterways, Māori shall be consulted regarding the conditions imposed for consents that relate to 

such waterways. 
• Taheke 8C further submits that in regard to springs, spring water and artesian wells, councils shall engage with relevant land owners to discuss and resolve 

any issues concerning the cultural significance and ownership of such springs or use of such spring water before 
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introducing new rules that may impinge on such issues.  
• Taheke 8C submits that all water take consent applications must be notified to all groups catchment wide as affected parties and that compulsory consultation 

with tangata whenua groups such as Taheke 8C a Māori land holding entity that is developing its lands situated adjacent to the Okere/Kaituna River. Taheke 
8C is kaitiaki of such lands. Regional Councils must work together to ensure that such notification and resultant consultations occur. 

• Taheke 8C supports all steps taken to recognise the role of tangata whenua in this area. We submit that 'recognition' needs to be 'given effect to'. 
General Comments  
• The impact on iwi Maori of water plan changes is a significant issue.  Access to water is considered a birth right – a kaitiaki role charged with keeping the 

water pure and uncontaminated for future generations. This relationship with water is something that Maori can contribute to future water use and 
management.    

• Council has jumped the gun – there has been no consideration of Te Nga Matapono ki Te Wai (key principles of the Iwi Leaders Group) 
• Māori have rights and interests in water. This was a key finding by the Waitangi Tribunal in 2012.  
• Cultural allocations of water will be a rising hot topic – raised by the Iwi Leaders Group and at the Environment Court Hearing for the RPS Water Quantity 

Chapter 9 - should be granted to Iwi for sustainability purposes.  
• Council should be looking at sustainability of water takes and looking at Water Quantity and Quality together 
Taheke 8C suggests that Regional Council develop an information pack for Māori land owners setting out key facts and helpful hints in regard to the management 
of their land and resources. The benefit of such an approach is two fold: 1) it will build the capacity of Māori land owners and 2) it will aid the development of a 
positive relationship between Māori land owners and Regional Council. 

The Mataatua Declaration of Water establishes Ngāti Awa’s rights in regard to water and requires persons desiring access to and use of ancestral water 
resources to seek their consents. How will the Regional Water and Land Plan recognise and give effect to the Mataatua Declaration of Water? 
Many submission points are made to exchange tangata whenua to Maori as outlined in the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 section (page 1) of this submission and as 
shown in Policy 68 (a) of the draft plan change. Having shared our frustration of the plan change and lack of such provisions we describe the draft plan change 
process as being: 
• Forced upon Maori and outside of other national conversations and pending provisions 
• lacking consultation, a presentation by BOPRC dictating terms being inadequate 
• the absence of any serious consideration of guiding legislation to protect Maori exclusive rights and interests 
• Decision makers determination of prioritised management areas without wider consultation 
• Lack of any meaningful gain for Maori other than more policy wording 
Ngāti Awa Group Holdings Limited expresses concerns over the proposed plan changes impact on the availability of water for the future expansion of Ngāti Awa’s 
farming portfolio.  
• NAGHL manages existing consents for the abstraction and use of water from the Rangitaiki River. Water taken under these consents is used to irrigate 

pasture on Ngāti Awa’s two dairy farms and is essential to the ongoing performance of these interests 
• While NAGHL is committed to the sustainable and efficient use of water resources, any future constraint on the ability to acquire more water will negatively 

impact on the potential for Ngāti Awa to expand its farming operations 

                                            
9 ENV-2012-AKL-000170 “So far as the Regional Policy Statement is concerned, we can see no reason that this higher order document could not recognise tangata 
whenua values and the need for a Water Plan to provide some flexibility for future tangata whenua developments either by cultural allocation or including it as part of 
the instream values until required in the future” 
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• While not specifically responsible for the interests of various Māori Land Trusts, NAGHL is generally concerned that proposed water quantity plan changes will 
contrain future development of Māori Land that has not reached its full potential 

We are interested in how the Draft Plan Change is going to give effect to fundamental issues  regarding the rights and interests of tāngata whenua under the 
Treaty of Waitangi (Treaty) and  Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). Tāngata whenua view water as a significant taonga in accordance with Article 2 of the 
Treaty of Waitangi.  The issues of Māori rights and interests in water are yet to be determined between the Crown and Māori, in particular this is of interest to us 
because we have not yet settled our Treaty of Waitangi Claims with the Crown. The natural resources within our claims include fresh water and geothermal 
resources.   
TMoNR acknowledge that Tangata Whenua interests in water are both proprietary as well as cultural.  Proprietary interests in water resources are derived from 
the customary use of water bodies, and cultural interests in the preservation of healthy water bodies derived from the Māori spiritual comprehension of natural 
water resources and the associated ethic of responsible and constrained use, both of which have been recognised by the Waitangi Tribunal 
Māori economic interests are not currently reflected in water allocation processes.  The inability for government and local authorities to accept the notion of 
commercial use of customary rights is identified as the key impediment to this, reinforcing the view that Māori custom are therefore locked in time. This rigid 
characterisation of Māori values and rights mean there is no room for innovation or change.   
 
Tangata Whenua also recognise that their exclusion from resource governance and management processes has created a situation where iwi and hapū feel they 
are failing as kaitiaki. Iwi and hapū have a duty to hand the resources of today to the next generation in a better condition.   
 
TMoNR encourage the Regional Council to give due recognition to this wider definition of Tangata Whenua cultural interests in water within the DWQPC and to 
consider objectives and methods that will support more meaningful participation by iwi and hapu in water governance and management processes, including the 
allocation of water rights to iwi and hapu for cultural and economic outcomes; and development and implementation of policies to facilitate the transfer of powers 
to Iwi as set out in Section 33 of the RMA 1991). 
We acknowledge and support the role of iwi, hapu, land trusts and other iwi entities in working with BOPRC on planning and utilisation of water.  Culturally 
significant waterways need to be protected so any waterways owned by, or of cultural significance to, Maori, should be managed in conjunction with Maori and 
any consents applied for need to include Maori consultation. This includes statutory acknowledgement areas.   We support the proposal to give greater recognition 
to the role of tangata whenua in freshwater management including Iwi environmental management plans. Ngati Kea Ngati Tuara are concerned that these rules 
may impede Iwi development and given that in many cases it is Iwi owned land that is already underdeveloped, more restrictive rules will just continue inequity of 
access and resource development. 
 
During the consultation hui discussion came up about access for marae and we require assurance that Marae and urupa etc will still have access to water.  A 
complication is that a number of marae share adjacent farm water supplies so this needs to be taken into account so that the marae and farm are not 
disadvantaged. 
 
Ngati Kea Ngati Tuara support the vision of the freshwater framework so that the best use of this precious resource is ensured, with cultural considerations taken 
into account. 
With the rights of water to still be determined by the Crown, initial findings has some acknowledgement of Maori rights and interests to freshwater. This is 
ambitiously trying to be resolved by February 2016. So how would this affect the draft of the proposed Water Quantity Management Plan for 2016. The scarcity of 
water in the future will make water a valuable commodity. 



 

 48 

The corporatisation of water by local and regional authorities usurps the rights that were originally held by those that are resident directly next to the resource. 
How are Maori to access this resource as a customary right if we are to be bundled in with rest of the populace.  
 
How are we to deal with those tributaries where the water begins, on Maori land and progresses through Maori land and end up into the major waterways in our 
region. How are we to allow for those rivers, streams etc, that have statutory acknowledgement by the Crown to the relative hapu. 
There should be some way for Maori interests and values to be acknowledged and to also have a determination in the management of fresh water in this region.  
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P Other comments about the Draft Plan Change  

You could register those persons + parties who contribute to protecting and enhancing water bod quality of water by giving up their land or parts of it for 
enhancement Wetland Catchments i.e. on lake shore inflows, conservation strips on banks of spring water flows through their pasture land or other spaces. (water 
+ soil conservation sacrifices). The register should be publicly available to indicate good will and extent of effort these groups gift to the betterment of public water 
use and availability. List land area, water volume, enhancement value/description, location, benefit to our flow areas. 
Impact of grand parenting on land based discharges – do we really understand and have a handle on what this means 

We support the payment of meeting fees to tangata whenua groups. The Freshwater community  
groups receive meeting fees so the same should apply for tangata whenua hui. 

IV. Those large-scale developments requiring greater water volumes during establishment phase are required to be reviewed after 5 years to reassess future 
water requirements.  
V. That the granting of water take consents for 35 years be opposed. Review clauses and/or a reduced term may be considered. 

Our hapu have clean water within our rohe, we do not yet know groundwater capability but we do not seek to undermine water quality, we have a kaitiaki 
responsibility to ensure that it is not compromised as it as much a part of us as the whenua we walk on at home. It is therefore a question of how can we utilise 
water for the benefit of our hapu and whanau without compromising it. 

Impacts on Māori Businesses: 
• Importance of water for unproductive Māori Land (including infrastructure and access to water) 
• What are the effects of this Plan Change on business? What are the costs? For example, consent costs, bore installation, meters etc 
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