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JUDGMENT OF THE COURT 

 

A The questions of law are answered at [193] of this judgment.  

B The appeals are dismissed. 

C Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa must pay costs to the Bay of Plenty Regional 

Council for a standard appeal on a band A basis and usual disbursements. 

D Sustainable Otakiri Inc must pay costs to the Whakatāne District Council for 

a standard appeal on a band A basis and usual disbursements. 

E Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa and Sustainable Otakiri Inc must pay costs to 

Creswell NZ Ltd, on their respective appeals, for a standard appeal on a 

band A basis and usual disbursements.  We certify for two counsel. 

F We make no order for costs in respect of the appeals brought by 

Ngāti Pikiao Environmental Society Inc and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Te Rangi 

Iwi Trust. 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 



 

 

 

REASONS OF THE COURT 

 

(Given by Cooper J) 

 

 

Table of Contents 

  Para No 

Introduction 

The proposal 

The parties 

Resource consents required 

Regional Council consents 

District Council consents 

Question 1 

The Environment Court decision 

The High Court judgment 

Submissions on appeal 

Analysis 

Question 2 

Question 3 

The Environment Court decision 

The High Court judgment 

Submissions on appeal 

Analysis 

Question 4 

The Environment Court decision 

The High Court judgment 

Submissions on appeal 

Analysis 

Question 5 

The Environment Court decision 

The High Court judgment 

Submissions on appeal 

Analysis 

Result 

[1] 

[7] 

[13] 

[17] 

[17] 

[20] 

[23] 

[25] 

[29] 

[36] 

[49] 

[67] 

[80] 

[82] 

[89] 

[96] 

[106] 

[113] 

[117] 

[122] 

[125] 

[139] 

[158] 

[163] 

[168] 

[169] 

[176] 

[193] 

 

 

Introduction 

[1] These four appeals on questions of law under s 308 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) arise out of a proposal made by 

Creswell NZ Ltd (Creswell) to expand an existing spring water extraction and bottling 

operation near Ōtākiri in the Bay of Plenty.   



 

 

[2] Creswell’s proposal required a range of resource consents from the Bay of 

Plenty Regional Council (Regional Council) and the Whakatāne District Council 

(District Council).  The necessary consents were granted after a joint hearing before 

two independent Commissioners appointed by the Councils.  Appeals were filed in the 

Environment Court, which by a majority upheld the grants of consent, subject to 

conditions.1  Two appeals were then filed in the High Court under s 299 of the RMA, 

which were heard by Gault J in July 2020.  He dismissed the appeals.2  The present 

appeals are from the High Court judgment pursuant to leave granted by this Court 

under s 308 of the RMA.3 

[3] An indication of the ambit of the appeals may be demonstrated by setting out 

the questions of law that we have to answer.  They are:4 

(a) Question 1: Did the High Court err in finding that the 

Environment Court was correct to conclude that the effects on the 

environment of end use (that is, export and use of plastic bottles) were 

beyond the scope of consideration in relation to Creswell’s application 

for consents to take water, and those relating to land use activities? 

(b) Question 2: Did the High Court err in finding that the 

Environment Court did not need to seek further evidence, or decline 

Creswell’s application for consent, in circumstances where the Court 

had evidence as to the scale of the bottling operation but no evidence 

as to the scale of adverse effects of plastic bottles being discarded? 

(c) Question 3: Did the High Court err in finding that the 

Environment Court did not need to have recourse to pt 2 of the RMA 

and, in particular: 

 
1 Te Rūnanga O Ngāti Awa v Bay of Plenty Regional Council [2019] NZEnvC 196, (2019) 

21 ELRNZ 539 [Environment Court decision].   
2  Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa v Bay of Plenty Regional Council [2020] NZHC 3388, [2021] NZRMA 

76 [High Court judgment]. 
3  Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa v Bay of Plenty Regional Council [2021] NZCA 354 [Leave judgment]. 
4  The questions were set out in two judgments of this Court delivered on 29 July 2021 and 

9 September 2021, respectively granting leave to appeal and amending the first of the questions: 

Leave judgment, above n 3, at [4]; and Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa v Bay of Plenty Regional Council 

[2021] NZCA 452 at [20]. 



 

 

(i) that the relevant planning instruments provided adequate 

coverage of the provisions of pt 2;5 and  

(ii) that an assessment of sustainability by itself was sufficient 

to address relevant cultural effects, so that no further reference 

to pt 2 was needed in that context?6 

(d) Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court correctly 

determined that the activity status of Creswell’s proposal was a 

discretionary “rural processing activity”, rather than a non-complying 

“industrial activity” including “manufacturing”, under the terms of the 

Whakatāne District Plan? 

(e) Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court correctly 

classified Creswell’s proposal as an expansion of an existing use of 

land, and therefore a discretionary activity under s 127 of the RMA, 

rather than as a new activity falling for consideration as a 

non-complying activity under s 88 of that Act? 

[4] Leave had originally been sought in respect of 15 separate questions of law, 

but was granted only in respect of the five set out above.  One question that was 

expressly rejected sought to raise an issue about the fact that the Environment Court, 

in an approach upheld by the High Court on appeal, preferred the evidence of an expert 

called by Creswell about issues of tikanga relevant to the proposal to the evidence on 

tikanga called by Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa.  At the leave stage, this Court considered 

the issue was effectively foreclosed by what was said by Elias CJ in Takamore v 

Clarke, to the effect that what constitutes Māori custom or tikanga in a particular case 

is a question of fact for expert evidence, or for reference to the Māori Appellate Court 

in an appropriate case.7  Consequently, this Court declined to grant leave “on the 

 
5  See High Court judgment, above n 2, at [178] and [188].  
6  See Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [104]–[107].  
7  Leave judgment, above n 3, at [5(2)], citing Takamore v Clarke [2012] NZSC 116, [2013] 2 NZLR 

733 at [95].   



 

 

challenges to the correctness of the preferred evidence as regards the tikanga effects 

of the proposal”.8 

[5] We note that a majority of the Supreme Court in Ellis v R has since endorsed a 

contextual approach to the appropriate method of ascertaining tikanga.9  

Glazebrook and Williams JJ both questioned the appropriateness of referring to 

proving tikanga as a question of fact or evidence: while in some cases it would be 

appropriate to call experts to give evidence about the relevant tikanga and how it 

should apply, in others, that would not be necessary.10  In the present case, 

the Environment Court did hear evidence called by the parties concerning the 

relevant tikanga.   

[6] In the following sections of this judgment, we: 

(a) describe the proposal; 

(b) describe the parties; 

(c) explain the resource consents required to authorise the proposal; 

(d) summarise the decisions of the Environment Court and the High Court; 

(e) address the submissions of the parties; and  

(f) resolve the questions of law presented. 

The proposal 

[7] The proposal is to expand an existing water bottling plant on land situated at 

57 Johnson Road, Ōtākiri in the Whakatāne District of the Bay of Plenty.11  The land 

 
8  At [5(2)]. 
9  Ellis v R [2022] NZSC 114.  
10  At [123] and [125] per Glazebrook J, [181] per Winkelmann CJ and [273] per Williams J.  
11  We base this description of the proposal on that given by the Environment Court and the 

High Court: see Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [14]–[24]; and High Court judgment, 

above n 2, at [8]–[15].  



 

 

contains a kiwifruit orchard and an existing water bottling plant, which commenced 

operation in 1994 and is now owned and operated by Otakiri Springs Ltd.   

[8] The existing activities on the land rely on a water right granted in 1979 to take 

water for kiwifruit irrigation from a 230 m-deep bore.  The water right was modified 

in 1991, when the Regional Council allowed water to be taken for horticulture 

irrigation (158 m3/day), frost protection (1,580 m3/day) and commercial bottling 

(1,200 m3/day).  The current total allowable take of water is 327,000 m3/year.  

The landowners at the time, James and Donald Robertson, also obtained land use 

consent from the District Council in 1991 to establish the water bottling plant on the 

land.  The Robertsons are the directors and shareholders of Otakiri Springs Ltd.   

[9] Creswell entered into an agreement in 2016 for the sale and purchase of the 

land and the water bottling and distribution business, subject to obtaining the consents 

it needs to implement the proposal and which are the subject of these appeals.  

It intends to establish a new purpose-built production plant alongside the existing 

plant.  A new building, 16,800 m2 in area, would be constructed.  A truck unloading 

canopy and container loading area would be constructed next to the new building. 

[10] Implementing the proposal would increase the maximum bottling capacity of 

the existing plant from 8,000 to 10,000 bottles per hour.  In addition, the new building 

would house two new high-speed bottling lines, each producing 72,000 bottles 

per hour.  The new building would also contain a plastic bottle manufacturing plant.  

Bottle manufacture, water bottling and warehousing activities would take place onsite 

24 hours per day, seven days a week. 

[11] Consent was sought for a maximum daily water take of 5,000 m3, reflecting 

the capacity of the bottling operation.  The maximum annual volume of water sought 

to be extracted is 1.1 million m3.  Daily figures are expected to fluctuate between 

1,000 m3 and 5,000 m3, with an average of 3,000 m3.  The water would be extracted 

from a new 228 m-deep bore, which was drilled in 2017.  The existing bore would be 

retained to provide a back-up water supply for the plant.  Both bores draw water from 

the Ōtākiri aquifer in the Awaiti Canal groundwater catchment, which is in the 

Tarawera water management area. 



 

 

[12] Water would be placed in both plastic and glass bottles, ranging in capacity 

from 350 ml to 2,000 ml.  The product would be marketed locally and overseas as 

premium New Zealand artesian bottled water, under the Otariki Springs brand.   

The parties 

[13] Creswell is a wholly owned subsidiary of Nongfu Spring Company Ltd, 

a company incorporated under the laws of the People’s Republic of China.12  

It operates a large-scale water bottling and distribution business in that country.  

[14] Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa is the post-settlement governance entity and the 

iwi authority for the purposes of the RMA for Ngāti Awa.  It is comprised of 22 hapū 

representatives, who are elected by their hapū every three years.  Ngāti Awa is an iwi 

of the Mataatua waka, whose rohe is in the Eastern Bay of Plenty.13   

[15] Ngāti Pikiao Environmental Society Inc is an iwi authority of Ngāti Pikiao.  

The Environment Court granted it status under s 274 of the RMA to become a party to 

the proceedings.  Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Te Rangi Iwi Trust is an iwi authority of 

Ngāi Te Rangi.  Like Ngāti Awa, Ngāi Te Rangi is an iwi of the Mataatua waka.  

Ngāti Pikiao Environmental Society Inc and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Te Rangi Iwi Trust 

are both appellants who were granted leave to appeal in respect of Question 314 

and were both represented at the hearing in this Court by Mr Enright in support of 

Ngāti Awa’s stance that the consents granted by the Regional Council should have 

been declined. 

[16] Sustainable Otakiri Inc (Sustainable Otakiri) was formed in July 2018 by 

residents living near the Ōtākiri Springs water bottling plant following the release of 

the Commissioners’ decision to grant consent to the expansion of the plant.  

Members of Sustainable Otakiri include submitters at the original council hearing who 

have continued their opposition under the umbrella of Sustainable Otakiri. 

 
12  We base this description of the parties on that given by the Environment Court and the High Court: 

see Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [2] and [7]–[8]; and High Court judgment, 

above n 2, at [6] and [18]–[22].  
13  For convenience, from this point we will refer to Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa as Ngāti Awa. 
14  Leave judgment, above n 3, at [5(1)(iii)].  



 

 

Resource consents required 

Regional Council consents 

[17] The proposal required consent from the Regional Council to take water for the 

water bottling operation, to undertake earthworks, to discharge stormwater and treated 

process wastewater, and to discharge treated sanitary wastewater to land.15  Although 

a challenge was mounted to the grant of all these consents, Ngāti Awa only pursued an 

appeal against the consent to take water.   

[18] The consent applications made to the Regional Council had to be considered 

under s 104 of the RMA, which relevantly provides: 

104 Consideration of applications 

(1) When considering an application for a resource consent and any 

submissions received, the consent authority must, subject to Part 2 and 

section 77M, have regard to— 

 (a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of 

allowing the activity; and 

 (ab) any measure proposed or agreed to by the applicant for the 

purpose of ensuring positive effects on the environment to 

offset or compensate for any adverse effects on the 

environment that will or may result from allowing the 

activity; and 

 (b) any relevant provisions of— 

  (i) a national environmental standard: 

  (ii) other regulations: 

  (iii) a national policy statement: 

  (iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement: 

  (v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional 

policy statement: 

  (vi) a plan or proposed plan; and 

 (c) any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and 

reasonably necessary to determine the application. 

 
15  We base this description of the consents required and the framework under which they fell to be 

assessed on that given by the Environment Court and the High Court: see Environment Court 

decision, above n 1, at [3]–[4] and [26]–[28]; and High Court judgment, above n 2, at [16].   



 

 

…  

[19] Pursuant to s 104(1)(b)(v) and (vi), the applications fell to be assessed under 

the Bay of Plenty Regional Policy Statement (RPS), which became operative in 2014, 

and the Bay of Plenty Regional Natural Resources Plan (RNRP) made in 2017.  

The RNRP was an amalgamation of regional plans including the Regional Water and 

Land Plan of 2008 and the Regional Plan for the Tarawera River Catchment 2004.  

Other relevant parts of the RNRP deal with Kaitiakitanga (ch 3) and Water Quality and 

Allocation (ch 7).  Proposed Plan Change 9 (PPC9), another planning instrument, 

would amend ch 7 in what the Environment Court described as “the first step in a 

two-stage approach to give effect to” the National Water Policy Statement on 

Freshwater Management 2014 (amended in 2017) (NPSFM) in the Bay of Plenty.16 

District Council consents 

[20] Creswell also relevantly sought consent from the District Council under s 127 

of the RMA to vary the conditions applying to the existing land use consent to allow 

the expansion of the water bottling plant and construction of the facilities proposed.  

It considered that the proposal could be authorised as a variation of the consent 

originally granted in 1991, and as such it was unnecessary to make an application for 

a new consent under s 88 of the RMA.  Section 127 provides: 

127 Change or cancellation of consent condition on application by 

consent holder 

(1) The holder of a resource consent may apply to a consent authority for 

a change or cancellation of a condition of the consent, subject to the 

following: 

 (a) the holder of a subdivision consent must apply under this 

section for a change or cancellation of the consent before the 

deposit of the survey plan (and must apply under section 221 

for a variation or cancellation of a consent notice after the 

deposit of the survey plan); and 

 (b) no holder of any consent may apply for a change or 

cancellation of a condition on the duration of the consent. 

…  

 
16  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [28]. 



 

 

(3) Sections 88 to 121 apply, with all necessary modifications, as if— 

 (a) the application were an application for a resource consent for 

a discretionary activity; and 

 (b) the references to a resource consent and to the activity were 

references only to the change or cancellation of a condition 

and the effects of the change or cancellation respectively. 

…  

(4) For the purposes of determining who is adversely affected by the 

change or cancellation, the consent authority must consider, 

in particular, every person who— 

 (a) made a submission on the original application; and 

 (b) may be affected by the change or cancellation. 

[21] The District Council accepted the application could be considered under s 127.  

The Environment Court agreed, concluding that the proposal was for the expansion of 

an existing activity, and the character of the adverse effects that would be generated 

would be the same as for the existing activity, although their intensity would 

increase.17  The High Court agreed.18  Whether it was right to do so is the subject of 

Question 5. 

[22] We now turn to the decisions of the Courts below, and the submissions of 

the parties, structured by the questions we have to decide. 

Question 1 

[23] The first question is:19 

Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court was correct 

to conclude that the effects on the environment of end use (i.e. export and use 

of plastic bottles) were beyond the scope of consideration in relation to 

[Creswell’s] application for consents to take water, and those relating to 

land use activities? 

 
17  At [252]. 
18  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [258]–[261].  
19  Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa v Bay of Plenty Regional Council, above n 4, at [20].  



 

 

[24] This question raises the issue of whether the effects on the environment as a 

consequence of the export and use of plastic bottles should have been taken into 

account in the assessment of the Regional Council and District Council consents. 

The Environment Court decision 

[25] Before the Environment Court, Ngāti Awa argued the fact that the water to be 

taken was to be placed in plastic bottles and exported overseas was a relevant 

consideration in the assessment of the consent to take water.  The Regional Council 

and Creswell submitted to the contrary.   

[26] The Court began its analysis by acknowledging increasing concerns about the 

use of plastic in packaging and containers and the significant volumes of long-lasting 

plastic waste in the environment.20  The Court dealt with the relevance of the end use 

of the water in a section of its judgment headed “Jurisdictional overview”.  It framed 

its discussion of relevance by reference to s 104(1)(a) of the RMA.  After reviewing 

various decisions about the proper scope of considerations on applications for 

resource consent, the Court held it was obliged to have regard to the consequential 

effects of granting the consents sought within the ambit of the RMA and subject to 

limits of nexus and remoteness.21  It concluded that: 

[66] … the end uses of putting the water in plastic bottles and exporting 

the bottled water are matters which go beyond the scope of consideration of 

an application for resource consent to take water from the aquifer under 

s 104(1)(a) of the RMA. 

[27] The Court noted that the RNRP comprehensively addressed issues relevant to 

the taking of water from aquifers, and there was no assertion that the RNRP had been 

 
20  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [40]. 
21  At [43]–[59], referring to Gilmore v National Water and Soil Conservation Authority (1982) 

8 NZTPA 298 (HC); Annan v National Water and Soil Conservation Authority (1980) 7 NZTPA 

417 (PT); Metekingi pp Atihau-Whanganui Incorporation and Others v Rangitikei-Wanganui 

Regional Water Board and Another [1975] 2 NZLR 150 (SC); Keam v Minister of Works and 

Development [1982] 1 NZLR 319 (CA); Beadle v Minister of Corrections EnvC Wellington 

A074/02, 8 April 2002; Lee v Auckland City Council [1995] NZRMA 241 (PT); Ngāti Rauhoto 

Land Rights Committee v Waikato Regional Council (1997) 3 ELRNZ 32 (EnvC); Cayford v 

Waikato Regional Council EnvC Auckland A127/98, 23 October 1998; Aquamarine Ltd v 

Southland R C (1996) 2 ELRNZ 361 (EnvC); Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of 

New Zealand Inc v Buller Coal Ltd [2012] NZHC 2156, [2012] NZRMA 552; and West Coast 

ENT Inc v Buller Coal Ltd [2013] NZSC 87, [2014] 1 NZLR 32 [Buller Coal]. 



 

 

prepared other than competently in relation to that activity.22  But the end uses of the 

water, putting it in plastic bottles and exporting it for consumption by people outside 

New Zealand, were “ancillary activities which are not controlled under the [RNRP]”.23  

Further, there was no suggestion that control of those activities came within the ambit 

of the functions of regional councils under s 30 of the RMA.  The Court continued:24 

We are not aware of any direct control of such activities by other legislation 

and accordingly proceed on the basis that such activities are lawful.  While 

such end uses are foreseeable, and while the effects on the environment of 

using plastic bottles and exporting water may well be adverse, refusing 

consent to the taking of water in this case will have no effect on all other 

instances where plastic bottles are used in New Zealand or where water is 

exported, whether in its natural form or as a component of other exports.   

[28] Finally, the Court considered that while in this case the water would not be 

taken if it could not be bottled, and the proposed volume of water to be taken reflected 

the fact that the water was to be exported, an appeal in relation to a particular 

application for resource consent to take water could not effectively prohibit either the 

use of plastic bottles or the export of bottled water.  Such controls required direct 

legislative intervention at a national level.25 

The High Court judgment 

[29] In the High Court, the Judge considered there was a nexus between the 

water take and the export of bottled water.26  He rejected the submission made on 

behalf of Creswell that the effects of exporting water were too remote from, 

or insufficiently connected to, the activity of extracting it from the ground “at least 

when those effects are cultural effects occurring in New Zealand”.27  He also said: 

[142] I do not favour a legal proposition of general application that the 

effects of exporting water are too remote or otherwise beyond the scope of 

consideration in any application for resource consent to take water.  

 
22  At [63]. 
23  At [64]. 
24  At [64]. 
25  At [65].  We note here that some doubt was entertained by the High Court as to whether the 

Environment Court’s discussion of end use was related solely to the Regional Council consents or 

was intended to extend to the District Council consents.  In the end, the High Court Judge 

considered that the Environment Court had in fact addressed the end use issue in relation to both 

the Regional Council and District Council consents:  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [51]–

[54].  Nothing turns on that issue now.  
26  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [140]. 
27  At [141]. 



 

 

Remoteness is an issue of fact and degree and I do not consider it is capable 

of such a statement of law in the abstract. …  

[30] The Judge held the Environment Court’s conclusion, that exporting bottled 

water was beyond the scope of consideration in an application for resource consent 

to take water, “went too far”.28 

[31] The Judge accepted that the use of plastic bottles was lawful and not the subject 

of specific regulatory control under the RMA or otherwise.  The impacts of concern 

were the disposal of the bottles after use.29  Insofar as the bottles were discarded 

having been used overseas, the effects would be too remote and outside the scope of 

the RMA.30  In terms of domestic disposal, the Judge considered it was not inevitable 

that every plastic bottle would be discarded, and recycling might reduce the relevant 

consequential effects together with proper disposal at facilities in New Zealand.  

Moreover, it was significant that operating a landfill to accept plastic waste required a 

resource consent, as it meant those consequential effects could be taken into account 

separately under the RMA.31   

[32] The Judge also considered that discarding plastic bottles would be unlawful 

and the responsibility of the person disposing of them under the Litter Act 1979.  

In this sense, discarding the bottles could be independent from the grant of the consent 

to take water.  Notwithstanding that, the fact that an action was unlawful and primarily 

the responsibility of another person did not necessarily preclude “nexus” between the 

consent and the discarding of the bottles.32 

[33] The Judge further considered that the adverse effects of discarding 

plastic bottles were not direct effects of allowing the activity of taking water.  Instead, 

they were “downstream effects”, which would normally only be considered if the 

relevant activity were not subject to regulation under the RMA.33   

 
28  At [142]. 
29  At [148].  
30  At [149].  
31  At [150]. 
32  At [151].  
33  At [153].  



 

 

[34] Drawing the various threads together, the Judge concluded it was reasonably 

foreseeable (if not inevitable) that some plastic bottles would be discarded.  While the 

adverse effects of discarding plastic bottles were not necessarily intangible, littering 

was a downstream effect which was prohibited.  Although there was evidence about 

the scale of the bottling operation, there was no evidence as to the scale of adverse 

effects of plastic bottles from the operation being discarded.  This meant that, as a 

matter of fact and degree, the adverse effects of consumers discarding plastic bottles 

were too indirect or remote to require further consideration in Creswell’s application.34  

[35] Consequently, the Judge held the Environment Court did not err in concluding 

that the effects on the environment of using plastic bottles were beyond the scope of 

consideration in assessing the application.35 

Submissions on appeal 

The appellants 

[36] Ms Irwin-Easthope, for Ngāti Awa, submitted that the consequential effects of 

the export and disposal of plastic bottles have a sufficient nexus with the application 

for resource consent to merit consideration under s 104(1)(a) of the RMA.  

She submitted that the end use effects of the proposal are appropriately assessed under 

the RMA, particularly because they are not otherwise regulated. 

[37] Ms Irwin-Easthope addressed the Supreme Court’s decision in West Coast ENT 

Inc v Buller Coal Ltd (Buller Coal), the leading decision on consequential effects.36  

She submitted the Supreme Court held that whether end uses or “consequential 

effects” of allowing an activity are relevant under s 104(1) is a matter of nexus and 

remoteness.  In Buller Coal, it was held that the words “actual and potential effects on 

the environment” in s 104(1)(a) did not extend to the impact on climate change of the 

discharge into air of greenhouse gases resulting indirectly from that activity.37  

Ms Irwin-Easthope argued Buller Coal could be distinguished: that case engaged 

s 104E of the RMA, which provides that in considering an application for a 

 
34  At [156]. 
35  At [157]. 
36  Buller Coal, above n 21. 
37  At [172] per McGrath, William Young and Glazebrook JJ. 



 

 

discharge permit or coastal permit to do something that would otherwise contravene 

ss 15 or 15B of the RMA relating to the discharge into air of greenhouse gases, 

a consent authority must not have regard to the effects of such a discharge on 

climate change.  She argued that the majority in Buller Coal had been much influenced 

by s 104E, and relied on observations in the dissenting judgment of Elias CJ. 

[38] Ms Irwin-Easthope referred in particular to Elias CJ’s observations that:38 

[74] Section 104(1)(a) is concerned with the “actual and potential effects 

on the environment of allowing the activity”, including future and cumulative 

effects, regardless of their scale.  The “environment” is defined to include 

“ecosystems”.  That includes the single ecosystem which makes the 

phenomenon of global climate change possible.  Small contributions which 

accumulate with other contributions in such an ecosystem have been treated 

as “effects” within the scope of [ss] 104(1)(a) and 3 of the [RMA] in decisions 

of the Environment Court.  …  

[39] Ms Irwin-Easthope also referred to what Elias CJ said on the issue of 

“remoteness”.  The Chief Justice had described s 104E as allowing an exception where 

the use of renewable energy permitted a reduction in the discharge of greenhouse gases 

into air, either absolutely or relatively.  The Chief Justice considered the exception 

indicated that such effects were not treated by the legislation as “too remote” to be of 

concern to decision makers.  She said:39 

[88] The exception also confirms the approach taken under ss 5 and 104 

of the [RMA] which recognises that the merits of a proposal must be assessed 

by taking into account matters that detract from the benefits claimed.  

The exercise in assessing “sustainable management” is otherwise one-sided. 

[40] Ms Irwin-Easthope also relied on the Environment Court decision of 

Protect Aotea v Auckland Council, in which the Court decided whether the 

consideration of applications for resource consent to carry out dredging in the 

Waitematā Navigation Channel could properly include the effects of dumping dredged 

material outside the coastal marine area but within New Zealand’s exclusive economic 

zone.40  The Court concluded there was no real foundation on the evidence for an 

argument that the dredging and dumping activities did not have a “clear causal 

 
38  Footnotes omitted.  
39  Footnote omitted.  
40  Protect Aotea v Auckland Council [2021] NZEnvC 140. 



 

 

relationship in terms of both nexus and remoteness”.41  This was on the basis that 

“without dredging, there would be no dumping; and without the ability to dump, 

dredging would not occur”.42  Therefore the consequential effects of allowing the 

dredging activity necessarily included the effects of disposal of the dredged material. 

[41] In the present case, Ms Irwin-Easthope noted the Environment Court accepted 

that the water would not be taken if it could not be bottled, and the proposed volume 

of water would not be taken if it could not be exported.  She said the Court had 

therefore accepted that there was a nexus between the water take and its end use.  

Yet the Court failed to consider the end use of the activity in its assessment of the 

environmental effects.  On this basis Ms Irwin-Easthope submitted that both the 

Environment Court and the High Court were in error and had unnecessarily restricted 

consideration of the end use of plastic bottles.   

[42] Ms Irwin-Easthope also argued that the High Court wrongly constrained its 

assessment of nexus and remoteness to the issue of the disposal or discarding of 

plastic bottles.  She said the Court should have instead considered the production and 

use of plastic more broadly, and the impact that has on the environment.  This was 

important because concerns raised by the case did not solely relate to issues concerning 

the disposal of plastic bottles after use; other concerns included the impact of that on 

Ngāti Awa’s ability to be kaitiaki of the wai in the Ōtākiri aquifer. 

The respondents 

[43] Mr Smith KC, for Creswell, argued that the question raised was not really a 

question of law.  He submitted that neither the Environment Court nor the High Court 

had misdirected themselves in law: they had stated and considered the appropriate 

principles, and Ngāti Awa’s real complaint was as to the application of those 

principles.  Mr Smith argued that did not amount to an error of law, relying on the 

judgments of the Supreme Court in Bryson v Three Foot Six Ltd and 

Vodafone New Zealand Ltd v Telecom New Zealand Ltd.43   

 
41  At [59]. 
42  At [59]. 
43  Bryson v Three Foot Six Ltd [2005] NZSC 34, [2005] 3 NZLR 721; and Vodafone New Zealand 

Ltd v Telecom New Zealand Ltd [2011] NZSC 138, [2012] 3 NZLR 153. 



 

 

[44] Mr Smith submitted the Environment Court had correctly stated that there must 

be a causal relationship between allowing the activity (that is, carrying out the activity 

itself) and the effect complained of.  He contended the only effects that can be 

considered are those which directly result from exercising the consent or follow 

inevitably from it.  It cannot be the case that the independent activity of recycling 

plastic amounts to a relevant consequential effect.  Neither can the independent 

activity of putting plastic waste in a landfill or other approved disposal facility.  If any 

adverse effects could be demonstrated, the activities giving rise to those effects would 

either take place at authorised facilities in New Zealand, which would be subject to an 

independent assessment under the RMA, or overseas and so beyond the proper 

jurisdiction of the New Zealand courts.   

[45] Mr Smith also submitted that concerns in respect of the inappropriate 

discarding of plastic bottles are too remote to be taken into account as that activity 

would occur at the “bottom end of the retail chain” as a consequence of the actions of 

“multitudes of individuals”.  Further, the fact that the random discarding of plastic 

bottles in New Zealand would breach the Litter Act should be seen as interrupting the 

causal connection between the creation of the product and the effect of its misuse.  

In fact, Mr Smith argued, whether the discarding of the bottles is unlawful or not, it is 

still a consequence of an action by a third party, and not by the creator of the product 

in question. 

[46] Mr Smith further submitted that even if a consent authority attempted to control 

the type of packaging used by one producer of goods such as Creswell, there would 

be substantial questions about the “tangibility” of any reduction in adverse effects that 

might arise.  He submitted that issues concerning packaging are complex, and not such 

as can be effectively regulated through consenting processes.  If they are to be 

controlled, that would be done more appropriately through governmental regulations. 

[47] For all these reasons, Mr Smith submitted that neither the Environment Court 

nor the High Court erred in law.   

[48] Ms Hill, for the Regional Council, made similar arguments.  She emphasised 

that although the Environment Court had reached a jurisdictional conclusion that there 



 

 

was no scope to consider the export of the water, it had proceeded to consider the 

cultural effects of export, which it had resolved on the evidence as a matter of fact, 

as the High Court acknowledged.  Ms Hill submitted the High Court had properly 

applied the relevant principles of nexus and remoteness, and its decision contained 

no error. 

Analysis 

[49] No party sought to argue in favour of the Environment Court’s proposition that 

it was not relevant to take the end use of the water into account in assessing the adverse 

effects of the proposal, notwithstanding the absence of relevant controls or assessment 

criteria in the RNRP or other planning instruments directed to that issue.  For that 

reason, we proceed on the basis that end use is a permissible consideration.  That is, 

for the purpose of having regard to the actual and potential effects of allowing the 

activity, as required by s 104(1)(a) of the RMA, it is relevant to consider the end use 

of putting the water taken into bottles, many of which would be made of plastic, many 

of which would be exported and all of which would be disposed of (whether in 

New Zealand or overseas) once the water is consumed.   

[50] However, the end use is to be considered in accordance with the approach 

contemplated by the Supreme Court in Buller Coal.44  That means that it is first 

necessary to define what can appropriately be said to be the relevant effects of granting 

consent to take water, and whether subjecting those effects to controls under the RMA 

would have a tangible effect.   

[51] The first of those issues gives rise to questions of remoteness.  In Buller Coal, 

where an application for resource consent to mine coal was opposed on the basis of 

the adverse environmental effects of coal burning, the Supreme Court observed that 

there would always have been scope for argument that the climate change effects relied 

on “were too remote from the activities for which consents were sought to fall within 

the scope of s 104(1)(a)”.45  The Court illustrated this approach by reference to the 

Environment Court decision of Taranaki Energy Watch Inc v Taranaki Regional 

 
44  Buller Coal, above n 21.  
45  At [117].  



 

 

Council, in which consents were sought for facilities needed to extract natural gas 

from under the seabed off Taranaki and the discharge of contaminants into the air.46  

The Environment Court held that the environmental effects of the end use of the energy 

potential of the gas produced were too remote to be taken into account in deciding 

the applications, since the end users’ activities would either be within the permitted 

baseline or, if larger in scale, would require separate consents.47 

[52] The Supreme Court also referred to another decision of the Environment Court, 

Beadle v Minister of Corrections, where resource consents were sought to authorise 

the construction of a new prison.48  These included consents for earthworks and for 

works affecting a stream running through the site.  The Environment Court held that 

in deciding the applications it could have regard to issues raised by submitters tending 

to establish adverse environmental effects of the prison that should be offset against 

the positive effects claimed by the Minister of Corrections.49  It said: 

[91] … we hold that in deciding the resource consent applications we are 

able to have regard to the intended end-use of a corrections facility, and any 

consequential effects on the environment that might have, if not too uncertain 

or remote.  But we will also need to bear in mind the nature of the consents 

sought, to avoid turning proceedings about earthworks and streamworks into 

appeals about use of land for the facility. 

[53] The Environment Court had earlier in its decision surveyed relevant authorities 

to articulate a general approach to determining what should be regarded as relevant 

consequential effects.  It held that regard should be had to consequential effects 

“if they are environmental effects for which there is no other forum, but with limits of 

nexus and remoteness”.50  Consequential effects might be “too slightly connected to 

the consent sought, and too remote”,  and the weight to be placed on them must be a 

matter for the decision maker.51  The Supreme Court regarded Beadle as showing that 

the relevance of a consequential effect will be a matter of fact and degree.52 

 
46  At [117], citing Taranaki Energy Watch Inc v Taranaki Regional Council EnvC Auckland 

W039/03, 16 June 2003.  
47  Taranaki Energy Watch Inc v Taranaki Regional Council, above n 46, at [84].   
48  Buller Coal, above n 21, at [119], citing Beadle v Minister of Corrections, above n 21. 
49  Beadle v Minister of Corrections, above n 21, at [90]. 
50  At [88]. 
51  At [88]. 
52  Buller Coal, above n 21, at [119].  



 

 

[54] In addition to the kinds of considerations discussed in Buller Coal and Beadle, 

we think it is helpful to consider the issue of nexus and remoteness through the lens 

of the case law about the legitimate scope of conditions imposed on the grant of 

resource consents.  The authority to impose conditions is s 108 of the RMA.  

The power is broadly stated in s 108(1), but has always been regarded as subject to 

limits, often stated by reference to the House of Lords decision of Newbury District 

Council v Secretary of State for the Environment.53  In general terms sufficient for 

present purposes, the rule is that a condition must be fairly and reasonably related to 

the subject matter of the consent.54  

[55] The starting point here is that the consent required from the Regional Council 

was a consent to take water.  No consent was required to place the water into 

plastic bottles, but such placement was plainly intended.  It follows that the placement 

of the water into plastic bottles was a consequential effect.  It is also clear, as the 

Environment Court had found, that the volume of water sought to be taken meant that 

a substantial amount of the water would be exported overseas.  Leaving aside for the 

time being the impact of the export of the water on the mauri of the wai and on 

Ngāti Awa as kaitiaki, the question then is whether the fact that the plastic bottles 

would be disposed of after use is a relevant consideration, or one that is too remote.   

[56] There are five main conceptual difficulties with bringing plastic bottle disposal 

into the range of relevant consequential effects.  The first is that the disposal is not 

something that would be authorised by the resource consent or for which any 

permission is needed under the RMA.  The placing of water into plastic bottles of itself 

requires no consent, neither does the export of the bottles.  The activity of 

water bottling takes place in a societal context where plastic bottles are pervasively 

used to contain a great variety of liquids with a multitude of uses, whether for 

consumption or in various commercial and domestic applications.  They are available 

in the wholesale and retail market.  They are manufactured in New Zealand or 

imported from overseas.  In New Zealand, manufacture typically occurs in a zone 

where manufacturing is a permitted activity.  Sales typically occur at premises where 

 
53  Newbury District Council v Secretary of State for the Environment [1981] AC 578 (HL), 

considered in Housing New Zealand Ltd v Waitākere City Council [2001] 1 NZLR 340 (HC). 
54  At 599 per Viscount Dilhorne, 608 per Lord Fraser, 618 per Lord Scarman and 627 per Lord Lane.  

https://iclr.co.uk/pubrefLookup/redirectTo?ref=1981+AC+578


 

 

wholesale and/or retail activity is permitted.  It is inconceivable that the RMA can 

properly be applied to require consideration of the disposal of plastic bottles in respect 

of every product placed and sold in a plastic bottle or other plastic container.  To take 

a different approach in this case would be to use the occasion of a resource consent 

application to impose obligations in respect of a single proposal that would not be 

applied to numerous other commercial and industrial activities using plastic bottles.   

[57] Second, disposal is not the action of the holder of the resource consent, but of 

persons who have purchased the bottled water.  Obviously, the holder of the consent 

cannot control the actions of those persons.  And it would not be right to suggest that 

the holder of a consent for bottling water should nominally be regarded as responsible 

for the unlawful or problematic disposal of plastic bottles by third parties.  We mention 

here an argument advanced by Sustainable Otakiri.  Mr Salmon submitted that the 

“unlawful” disposal of plastic bottles cannot be ignored, since it is inevitable.  He drew 

a comparison with the inevitability of some drivers speeding on roads, suggesting it 

would be foolish to ignore that fact and set aside the risks to life of drivers exceeding 

the speed limit.  Such a non-contextual analogy is not helpful.  Nor does it advance 

the appellant’s argument.  An application for resource consent to manufacture 

motor vehicles would not obviously lend itself to assessment on the basis of the 

number of persons who might die as a result of the unlawful use of the cars.  

That would be too remote to be considered as an effect of granting the application. 

[58] Third, insofar as disposal occurs in New Zealand, it will typically occur 

lawfully either in accordance with a roadside recycling scheme or at an authorised 

collection point and ultimately be received by those involved (typically 

local authorities or their agents) in the management of established facilities such as 

refuse stations and landfills.  Those facilities would be operating in accordance with 

any necessary consents under the RMA or other relevant regulatory controls.  

Alternatively, if the disposal is by discarding the plastic bottles into the environment, 

that would be a breach of the Litter Act.  But in that situation, the fact of legislative 

control in another statute tends against the suggestion that the issue should be 

controlled under the RMA.   



 

 

[59] Fourth, where disposal occurs overseas, it might or might not be by means of 

recycling schemes or other lawful collection and disposal methods.  But we consider 

that disposal of plastic bottles in foreign jurisdictions, whether lawful or unlawful, 

is too remote to be taken into account by a consent authority acting under the RMA in 

New Zealand. 

[60] Fifth, and relatedly, even if the fact of export could be taken into account, 

it would be impossible to quantify its effects, or assess the impact of lawful and 

unlawful disposal of plastic bottles in foreign jurisdictions.  And a condition that 

attempts to control the disposal of plastic overseas could not be justified as fairly and 

reasonably related to a consent to take water.   

[61] The above combination of difficulties satisfies us that issues concerning the 

disposal of plastic bottles are too remote for consideration in the context of the 

application to take water in this case.   

[62] Issues of “tangibility” also support that conclusion.  That issue was referred to 

in Buller Coal.55  The Supreme Court considered it would be difficult, and probably 

impossible, to show that the proposed burning of the coal would have any perceptible 

effect on climate change.56   

[63] As the appellants submit, there is increasing concern about the harmful effects 

of plastic in the environment.  The definition of “effect” in s 3 of the RMA includes, 

in para (d), “any cumulative effect which arises over time or in combination with other 

effects”, and that is “regardless of the scale” of the effect.  So, an effect which is small 

in scale can properly be considered under s 104(1)(a) of the RMA where it arises in 

combination with other effects.  But to be relevant, the effect must still be an effect of 

allowing the activity.57  Here, it would need to be said that the plastic bottles produced 

by the proposed activities that are discarded in the environment would produce a 

deleterious effect in combination with the discarding of plastic that already occurs in 

New Zealand and elsewhere arising from other activities.   

 
55  Buller Coal, above n 21, at [121]–[127].  
56  At [122(b)]. 
57  Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd [2006] NZRMA 424 (CA) at [83]. 



 

 

[64] By parity of reasoning with Buller Coal, the widespread and worldwide use of 

plastic means that any attempt to control its use in the setting of an individual 

application for resource consent needs to be justified by evidence tending to establish 

that there would be a tangible impact of doing so.  That impact cannot be inferred in 

its absence.  The parties now wishing to advance the argument that this impact should 

have been considered in the present case called no such evidence.58  This is a further 

reason for affirming the reasoning of the Courts below. 

[65] The focus of Ngāti Awa’s argument on this question was on the 

Regional Council consents, and in particular the consent to take water.  

Sustainable Otakiri adopted Ngāti Awa’s argument, adding that the effects of plastic 

in the environment would have an even more direct connection to the District Council 

consents because of the proposed production of the plastic bottles onsite.  However, 

that does not overcome the issues we have already addressed in relation to the 

argument advanced for Ngāti Awa.  The same reasoning applies in relation to the 

District Council consents. 

[66] For all these reasons, Question 1 must be answered no. 

Question 2 

[67] The second question is:59 

Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court did not need 

to seek further evidence, or decline [Creswell’s] application for consent, 

in circumstances where the Court had evidence as to the scale of the bottling 

operation but no evidence as to the scale o[f] adverse effects of plastic bottles 

being discarded? 

[68] This question is premised on the idea that evidence about the extent of 

plastic bottles being discarded was relevant to the decision to grant consent.  

The conclusion to Question 1 effectively compels a negative answer for Question 2: 

if the High Court did not err in concluding that the export and end use of plastic bottles 

were not relevant considerations in relation to the application for resource consent 

 
58  They argue in fact that the Environment Court should itself have called the evidence, an argument 

we address in relation to Question 2. 
59  Leave judgment, above n 3, at [4]. 



 

 

to take water, it cannot have been an error not to seek further evidence as to the scale 

of adverse effects of plastic bottles being discarded, or decline the application in 

its absence. 

[69] Consistently with this, Ms Irwin-Easthope submitted that if the effects of 

land  use were relevant to the consideration of the application, then the 

Environment Court had erred in not seeking further evidence as to the effects of the 

end use of export and use of plastic bottles, or by not declining the application due to 

inadequate information.   

[70] It should be noted that, as Mr Smith pointed out for Creswell, no party before 

the Environment Court suggested that evidence should have been called about the 

scale of adverse effects of plastic bottles being discarded.  Plastic waste was not in fact 

raised as a relevant consideration at any stage prior to the Environment Court hearing.   

[71] Mr Smith also pointed out that the argument presented in the High Court was 

based on the fact that one of the Environment Court members, Commissioner 

Kernohan, raised the issue of his own motion.  Ngāti Awa’s focus in the 

Environment Court was on the cultural effects of the export of the water, as opposed 

to the adverse effects of plastic on the environment.  No party called evidence on the 

adverse effects of discarding plastic, and none sought that the hearing be adjourned 

for such evidence to be obtained. 

[72] In the High Court, Gault J was prepared to accept that as a matter of law the 

effects of disposal of plastic bottles would not always be too remote to warrant 

consideration, but noted that issue was not raised by those opposing the application at 

the Environment Court hearing.  He considered that, in those circumstances, 

the Environment Court was not obliged to seek further evidence or dismiss the 

application on the basis of inadequate information.60 

[73] Ms Irwin-Easthope argued in this Court that the Environment Court had a duty 

to seek evidence on the issue once it had been raised by one of its members, basing 

that submission on the fact that the Environment Court has an inquisitorial role.  

 
60  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [157]. 



 

 

She supported this proposition by reference to Universal College of Learning v 

Whanganui District Council, in which the Environment Court observed:61 

Although many proceedings before the Court take the form of a contest, 

the fact is that the Environment Court process is an amalgamation of both 

inquisitorial and adversarial processes driven by the imperative of sustainable 

management contained in [s 5 of the] RMA …   

[74] Ms Irwin-Easthope noted that the Environment Court also referred to ss 269(1) 

and 276(1)(a) of the RMA, which enable the Court to regulate its own process and 

receive anything in evidence that it considers appropriate to receive. 

[75] We accept that if the Environment Court considers that an issue of significance 

to the disposition of a case before it should be the subject of further evidence, it could 

ask the parties before it to call evidence on the issue or, if it thought it appropriate, 

make arrangements itself in an exceptional case for such evidence to be obtained.   

[76] In the present case, one member of the Court considered that the end use of the 

plastic bottles was relevant to the assessment of the application, and that is clear from 

the dissenting judgment he delivered.62  But the fact that an issue was raised by one 

member of the Court cannot be said to give rise to a duty on the part of other members 

to require the issue to be the subject of evidence.  As is apparent from the 

Environment Court decision, it was not a view the majority shared.  Given that they 

had a contrary view, they were entitled to act on it. 

[77] Except in cases where it is clear that an issue should have been the subject of 

evidence, we do not consider the Environment Court is obliged to procure evidence 

on it.  Where evidence of this type has not been called, often the most appropriate 

course for the Court to follow would be to decide the case on the basis that the evidence 

was not available, with appropriate consequences for the disposition of the proceeding 

before it.   

[78] Although the Court is able to adopt an inquisitorial approach, we consider that 

its primary duty in an appeal concerning whether a resource consent should have been 

 
61  Universal College of Learning v Whanganui District Council EnvC Wellington W065/09, 

17 August 2009 at [27]. 
62  See Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [322]–[347] per Commissioner Kernohan.  



 

 

granted or declined is to consider the issues raised by the parties and the evidence they 

have called, and apply the relevant statutory provisions in the RMA.  Any other 

approach would be likely to lead to increased uncertainty, cost and delays.  We add 

that although the nature of the Environment Court’s jurisdiction and obligations under 

pt 2 of the RMA will often require a more flexible approach than that which would be 

followed in civil litigation in the District Court or High Court, a party to proceedings 

before the Environment Court should ensure it calls relevant evidence to support the 

issues it wishes to raise.  An approach that relies on the Court itself to seek the evidence 

is not to be encouraged and is unlikely to succeed. 

[79] It will be apparent from the discussion of Question 1 that we do not regard 

this case as one where the Environment Court was obliged to obtain further evidence.  

Question 2 is answered no. 

Question 3 

[80] The third question is:63 

Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court did not need to 

have recourse to pt 2 of the [RMA] and, in particular (i) that the relevant 

planning instruments provided adequate coverage of the provisions of pt 2, 

and (ii) that an assessment of sustainability by itself was sufficient to address 

relevant cultural effects, so that no further reference to pt 2 was needed in that 

context[?] 

[81] The phrasing of the third question reflects what was said about the role of pt 2 

of the RMA in Environmental Defence Society Inc v The New Zealand King Salmon 

Co Ltd (King Salmon),64 which this Court applied in the context of applications for 

resource consent in RJ Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District Council 

(RJ Davidson).65  The argument for Ngāti Awa is that the relevant planning 

instruments did not adequately reflect the provisions of pt 2 and consequently the 

Environment Court should not have concluded that resort to pt 2 was unnecessary.  

 
63  Leave judgment, above n 3, at [4] (footnotes omitted). 
64  Environmental Defence Society Inc v The New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd [2014] NZSC 38, 

[2014] 1 NZLR 593 [King Salmon].  
65  RJ Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316, [2018] 3 NZLR 

283 [RJ Davidson].  



 

 

It is also said that an assessment of “sustainability” was insufficient to address relevant 

cultural effects, so that further reference to pt 2 was needed in that context. 

The Environment Court decision 

[82] These arguments need to be addressed in the context the Environment Court 

had found, on the basis of expert evidence before it, that the proposed water take and 

the volumes and rates applied for would have negligible adverse effects on the source 

of the water.66  The Court noted that Ngāti Awa had not contested the conclusions of 

water experts regarding the biophysical effects of the water take, nor had it called 

evidence describing the adverse metaphysical effects, such as those on the mauri of 

the aquifer.67  The evidence it called from Dr Hōhepa Mason and Te Kei Wilson Merito 

had focused on the irrevocable loss of the mauri of the water resulting from its bottling 

and export overseas:  Ngāti Awa’s case was that the bottling and export of the water 

would adversely affect the mauri of the water and its role as kaitiaki of it.68   

[83] However, the Court found against Ngāti Awa on this aspect.  It preferred the 

evidence that was called by Creswell from Hemana Eruera Manuera (himself a 

Ngāti Awa kaumātua and tikanga advisor) who had, as the Court noted, expressed 

no concerns about the potential for adverse effects on te mauri o te wai, on the basis 

of his understanding that the water resource would not be depleted by the water take.69  

The Court explained his view that:70 

… when water is extracted it carries mauri with it, but as it is replenished by 

rainfall the mauri is restored as it returns to its original source.  For water that 

moves away from its source, in this case through bottling and export, the mauri 

of the water moves within it.  Where the water is consumed by a living person 

the mauri of that person is enriched by te mauri o te wai, irrespective of 

whether that consumption is local, outside the region or anywhere overseas.  

Mauri wai and mauri tangata (mankind) are linked and when all things return 

to Papatūānuku the cycle of mauri continues.  It is from this understanding of 

tikanga that Mr [Manuera] advised that there will be no adverse effects on 

te mauri o te wai from the Creswell proposal, either from the extraction from 

the aquifer or from the subsequent bottling and export of that water. 

 
66  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [319]. 
67  At [134].  
68  At [71] and [134].  Dr Mason and Mr Merito were both members of Ngāti Awa’s Tikanga 

Advisory Group, Te Kāhui Kaumātua o Ngāti Awa rōpū.  
69  At [74] and [103].  
70  At [74]. 



 

 

[84] The Court concluded there was no evidence of a coherent, widely held belief 

within Ngāti Awa as to the adverse metaphysical effects of taking water for bottling 

and export.71  With specific reference to the export of the water, the Court saw 

no reason why, if the taking of the water was sustainable, its export would not be.72   

[85] The Court noted that Ngāti Awa had framed the appeal as being about te mauri 

o te wai.  It quoted the explanation of “mauri” in the RPS:73 

The essential life force, energy or principle that tangata whenua believe exists 

in all things in the natural world, including people.  Tangata whenua believe 

it is the vital essence or life force by which all things cohere in nature.  When 

Mauri is absent there is no life.  When Mauri is degraded or absent, 

tangata whenua believe this can mean that they have been remiss in their 

kaitiakitanga responsibilities and this affects their relationship with the atua 

(Māori gods).  Mauri can also be imbued within manmade or physical objects. 

[86] The Court recorded its understanding that mana and mauri were closely linked, 

and adopted the approach that if the mauri of a resource were adversely affected, 

its mana must also be adversely affected.74 

[87] The relevant regional planning framework was provided by the RPS, RNRP 

and NPSFM.75  The Court concluded that issues relating to the taking of water were 

comprehensively addressed in the RNRP, and it had heard no argument that the RNRP 

had been prepared other than competently on that aspect.76  The Court also concluded 

that issues concerning the efficient use and development of natural and physical 

resources (one of the matters that consent authorities must have particular regard to 

under s 7(b) of the RMA) were fully provided for in the regional planning 

instruments.77   

[88] The Court also noted that at a conference of experts prior to the hearing it had 

been agreed that the regional plans provided adequate coverage of ss 6(e), 7(a) and 8 

 
71  At [100]. 
72  At [107].  As we noted at [4] above, this Court rejected at an interlocutory stage the raising of 

what was held to be a factual determination on this issue, for the purposes of a second appeal on 

a question of law: Leave judgment, above n 3, at [5(2)]. 
73  At [115].  The Court also referred to a definition of “mauri” in the RNRP: at [116].  
74  At [117]. 
75  We referred to the documents represented by these abbreviations at [19] above.  
76  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [63]. 
77  At [167]. 



 

 

of the RMA.78  These key provisions in pt 2 of the RMA provide respectively that the 

relationship of Māori with water (among other things) is a matter of national 

importance; that consent authorities must have particular regard to kaitiakitanga; and 

that the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o Waitangi must be taken into 

account.  The Court concluded: 

[169] Again, we have considered the matter of adequacy of the regional 

plans in providing for tangata whenua values and tikanga to be assessed, 

finding that such consideration is fully provided for.  There is no need for 

recourse to pt 2 matters to address tikanga concerns. 

[170] We find that any recourse to assessing this application directly under 

pt 2 of the RMA would not add any value to our decision-making in these 

proceedings.  This is consistent with the approach taken by the 

Court of Appeal in RJ Davidson.79 

The High Court judgment 

[89] These conclusions were challenged in the High Court on the basis that the 

Environment Court had failed to consider the effects of end use.  The Judge recorded 

a submission by counsel for Ngāti Awa that the second stage of giving effect to the 

NPSFM was to set limits for water quantity and quality, and involve tangata whenua 

and the community in a consultation process.  Counsel had submitted that it was a 

“risky precedent” to consider that a process only halfway through was complete so as 

to avoid the need to refer to pt 2.80  The Judge also noted that it was common ground 

that PPC9 had been withdrawn by the time of the hearing in the High Court, but held 

that the withdrawal was irrelevant to the Environment Court’s prior assessment.81 

[90] The Judge quoted the relevant provisions of the NPSFM:82 

Preamble 

… 

 
78  At [168].  
79  RJ Davidson, above n 65.  
80  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [166].  
81  At [167]. 
82  At [170].  The Environment Court had quoted more extensively from this provision including 

statements that upholding te mana o te wai would acknowledge and protect te mauri o te wai, and 

that recognition of te mana o te wai was intended to place the health and well-being of freshwater 

bodies at the forefront of discussions and decisions about freshwater: Environment Court decision, 

above n 1, at [114]–[117].  



 

 

The Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o Waitangi is the underlying foundation of 

the Crown–iwi/hapū relationship with regard to freshwater resources.  

Addressing tangata whenua values and interests across all of the well-beings, 

and including the involvement of iwi and hapū in the overall management of 

fresh water, are key to giving effect to the Treaty of Waitangi. 

… 

This national policy statement recognises Te Mana o te Wai and sets out 

objectives and policies that direct local government to manage water in an 

integrated and sustainable way, while providing for economic growth within 

set water quantity and quality limits.  The national policy statement is a 

first step to improve freshwater management at a national level. 

… 

Iwi and hapū have a kinship relationship with the natural environment, 

including fresh water, through shared whakapapa … 

… 

This preamble may assist the interpretation of the national policy statement. 

… 

National significance of fresh water and Te Mana o te Wai 

The matter of national significance to which this national policy statement 

applies is the management of fresh water through a framework that considers 

and recognises Te Mana o te Wai as an integral part of freshwater 

[management]. 

The health and well-being of our freshwater bodies is vital for the health and 

well-being of our land, our resources (including fisheries, flora and fauna) and 

our communities. 

Te Mana o te Wai is the integrated and holistic well-being of a freshwater 

body. 

… 

AA.  Te Mana o te Wai 

Objective AA1 

To consider and recognise Te Mana o te Wai in the management of fresh water. 

Policy AA1 

By every regional council making or changing regional policy statements and 

plans to consider and recognise Te Mana o te Wai, noting that: 

a) te Mana o te Wai recognises the connection between water and the 

broader environment — Te Hauora o te Taiao (the health of the 

environment), Te Hauora o te Wai (the health of the waterbody) and 

Te Hauora o te Tangata (the health of the people); and 



 

 

b) values identified through engagement and discussion with the 

community, including tangata whenua, must inform the setting of 

freshwater objectives and limits. 

[91] The Judge next referred to relevant provisions in pt 2 (Issues and objectives) 

of the RPS, concerning Te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi principles, recognition 

of tino rangatiratanga and the degradation of mauri.83  Relevantly, para 2.6.7 provides: 

There needs to be better interpretation by resource management decision 

makers of the effects activities and development have on mauri.  Mauri in 

relation to water means life and the living.  It has the capacity to generate, 

regenerate and uphold creation.  Because of this, all living things in the water 

and its environs, are dependent on its mauri for their well-being and 

sustenance.  Hence, each water type is seen as a taonga and is sacred due to 

the potential prosperity it can give to Māori associated with it.  The mauri of 

each waterway is a separate entity and cannot be mixed with the mauri of 

another.  There are clearly effects on mauri caused by water pollution, 

agricultural spray, fertilizer run-off and effluent discharges. 

[92] The Judge then referred to pt 3 (Policies and methods) of the RPS, concerning 

iwi resource management, and quoted:84 

Policy IW 3B:  Recognising the Treaty in the exercise of functions and 

powers under the Act  

Exercise the functions and powers of local authorities in a manner that: 

(a) Takes into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi; 

(b) Recognises that the principles of the Treaty will continue to evolve 

and be defined; 

(c) Promotes awareness and understanding of councils’ obligations under 

the Act regarding the principles of the Treaty, tikanga Māori and 

kaupapa Māori, among council decision makers, staff and the 

community; 

(d) Recognises that tangata whenua, as indigenous peoples, have rights 

protected by the Treaty and that consequently the Act accords iwi a 

status distinct from that of interest groups and members of the public; 

and 

(e) Recognises the right of each iwi to define their own preferences for 

the sustainable management of natural and physical resources, where 

this is not inconsistent with the Act. 

 
83  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [171]. 
84  At [172]. 



 

 

Explanation 

The Act requires all persons exercising functions and powers under it in 

relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and 

physical resources, to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi 

(Te Tiriti o Waitangi).  The Treaty is a living instrument and its principles 

continue to be defined — by the Courts, including the Environment Court, and 

the Waitangi Tribunal.  Policy statements and plans should arise out of and be 

sensitive to the partnership principle of the Treaty.  The objectives to be 

achieved should be such that both partners identify with them.  

Policy statements and plans can be a way of expressing what we hold in 

common. 

The Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi) established the special 

relationship between the Māori people and the Crown.  The Treaty provided 

for the exchange of kāwanatanga (governance or government) for the 

protection of rangatiratanga. 

… 

[93] The Judge also set out a relevant extract from the Mataatua Declaration on 

Water, which counsel for Ngāti Awa had relied on and submitted reflected Ngāti Awa’s 

kaitiaki role:85   

WE THE TRIBES OF MATAATUA WAKA … recognise that: 

I Water … is of vital importance in sustaining the life principle of all 

human beings in the past, for the present and in the future. 

… 

III It is the sacred duty of present generations to ensure that water quality 

and quantity is available to sustain the lives of future generations of 

the peoples of Aotearoa. 

IV … the indigenous peoples of the land have rights based on the Treaty 

of Waitangi and on aboriginal title to the use of their waters in their 

tribal regions. 

V … the people of Mātaatua recognise the need to share our water and 

to so manage it for the long term benefit of all peoples. 

… 

WE THE TRIBES OF MATAATUA WAKA also recognise that as good 

citizens of the land and in exercising our rights under the common law and the 

doctrine of aboriginal title, through the Treaty of Waitangi and under the 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples we have a responsibility to 

share our water and to so manage rights of access, use and conservation for 

the long term benefit of all peoples residing in these our islands. 

 
85  At [173]–[174].  



 

 

[94] The Judge held that the Environment Court had clearly been aware of the key 

need in the NPSFM to consider and recognise te mana o te wai.  He noted also the 

Environment Court’s conclusion that the regional planning instruments required the 

Regional Council to recognise, have regard to and take into account kaitiakitanga and 

the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi/the Treaty of Waitangi.86   

[95] The Judge agreed with the Environment Court that the RNRP addressed issues 

concerning water take comprehensively.  He held the Environment Court had correctly 

concluded that the regional plans provided adequate coverage of the matters in ss 6(e), 

7(a) and 8 of the RMA for kaitiakitanga, tangata whenua values and tikanga.  The fact 

that PPC9 was the first part of a two-stage process did not mean there was any gap in 

the regional planning framework, since the planning documents themselves required 

consideration of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.87  After discussing 

King Salmon and RJ Davidson, the Judge concluded that in the circumstances there 

had been no need for separate reference to pt 2 of the RMA, including s 8.88   

Submissions on appeal 

The appellants 

[96] Ngāti Awa challenges the High Court’s conclusion that the relevant planning 

framework provided adequate coverage of the matters in ss 6(e), 7(a) and 8, including 

in particular recognising and providing for the relationship of Māori with water.  

Ms Irwin-Easthope submitted that the High Court did not undertake its own 

assessment of the planning framework to assess whether it provided adequate 

coverage of pt 2 and had instead placed emphasis on the evidence of the planning 

witnesses. 

[97] Ms Irwin-Easthope emphasised what she saw as unique aspects of the case, 

which she submitted meant reversion to pt 2 was necessary: that the planning 

framework is subject to change, that water bottling activities do not regularly come 

before the courts, and that Creswell’s proposal is for an activity not contemplated by 

 
86  At [175].  
87  At [178]. 
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the planning framework and will have serious effects on the environment and 

Ngāti Awa’s ability to exercise their tikanga and kawa, including their role as kaitiaki.  

Partly because it is in a state of flux, Ms Irwin-Easthope submitted the planning 

framework was deficient in its coverage of the matters provided for in ss 6(e), 7(a) 

and 8, particularly when considering the principles expressed in the Mataatua 

Declaration, tino rangatiratanga (a principle encompassed by s 8) and the importance 

of te wai, the taonga at issue to Māori.  Ms Irwin-Easthope said these deficiencies gave 

rise to the need to refer to and apply pt 2, in accordance with the statement in 

McGuire v Hastings District Council that ss 6(e), 7(a) and 8 contain “strong directions, 

to be borne in mind at every stage of the planning process”.89   

[98] Ms Irwin-Easthope also submitted that in the circumstances of this case an 

assessment of sustainability was not sufficient for the purposes of addressing cultural 

effects, particularly in relation to s 8.  She contended the Environment Court and the 

High Court had wrongly conflated sustainability with biophysical matters and had 

failed to consider metaphysical effects in determining whether reversion to pt 2 was 

necessary.  She suggested this was an error similar to that made by the  

decision-making committee of the Environmental Protection Authority in 

Trans-Tasman Resources Ltd v Taranaki-Whanganui Conservation Board.90  

In that case, William Young and Ellen France JJ held that the committee had not 

effectively grappled with the true effect of the proposal for the iwi parties and their 

concern that they would be unable to exercise their kaitiakitanga to protect the mauri 

of the marine environment.91  It was said that the committee needed to “indicate an 

understanding of the nature and extent of the relevant interests, both physical and 

spiritual, and to identify the relevant principles of kaitiakitanga said to apply”.92 

[99] Similar submissions were made by Mr Enright on behalf of Ngāti Pikiao 

Environmental Society Inc and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Te Rangi Iwi Trust.  In relation to 

the first part of Question 3, Mr Enright emphasised that PPC9, one of the regional 

planning instruments the Environment Court had considered, had been subject to 

 
89  McGuire v Hastings District Council [2000] UKPC 43, [2002] 2 NZLR 577 at [21].  
90  Trans-Tasman Resources Ltd v Taranaki-Whanganui Conservation Board [2021] NZSC 127, 

[2021] 1 NZLR 801. 
91  At [160].  
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appeals and has since been withdrawn.  Mr Enright submitted the fact that a relevant 

planning instrument is undergoing the statutory procedures required to make it 

operative under the RMA and might therefore be subject to change means that direct 

resort to pt 2 was necessary.  He made the general point that it cannot be assumed that 

a plan change will promote sustainable management and the various component parts 

of ss 6, 7 and 8 when its provisions might be changed in further processes.   

[100] As to the second part of Question 3, Mr Enright emphasised the statements in 

King Salmon and McGuire about the mandatory nature of Treaty of Waitangi 

considerations for decision making under the RMA.93  He submitted that pt 2 was a 

mandatory consideration for the proposal and the Environment Court had erred in 

finding there was no need to consider it directly. 

The respondents 

[101] For Creswell, Mr Smith submitted that, based on the Environment Court’s 

factual findings that the Ōtākiri aquifer is an abundant, renewable source of water, 

Creswell’s proposed water take will have no adverse effects on the aquifer in a physical 

or metaphysical sense.  In terms of the latter, Ngāti Awa’s case that the export of the 

water would adversely affect its mauri and ability to exercise its kaitiaki role was 

rejected by the Environment Court, which had preferred the evidence of Mr Manuera 

and found that the export would not, as a matter of the tikanga of Ngāti Awa, 

have adverse effects justifying the refusal of consent. 

[102] Mr Smith also submitted that there was no basis in the relevant regional 

planning instruments for Creswell’s application to be refused.  There is no regional 

policy or rule that purports to regulate the export of water.  There is no suggestion that 

the relevant plans had been prepared incompetently and the planning witnesses before 

the Environment Court agreed that the plans had provided adequate coverage of 

ss 6(e), 7(a) and 8.  This was reflected in the joint witness statement of the experts, 

including Bridget Robson, whom Ngāti Awa had called.  Ms Robson had also agreed 

that the regional planning framework provided comprehensive provisions regarding 

 
93  Referring to King Salmon, above n 64, at [88]; and McGuire v Hastings District Council, 

above n 89, at [21].  



 

 

kaitiakitanga.  Mr Smith submitted there is no basis to question the conclusions 

reached by the Environment Court and the High Court that these issues were 

adequately dealt with in the planning instruments.  He pointed out that Ngāti Awa had 

also not identified what would have been achieved if direct recourse to pt 2 were had. 

[103] Mr Smith further submitted that it was wrong to suggest the High Court had 

found that an assessment of sustainability was by itself sufficient to address relevant 

cultural effects.  He submitted that the High Court had not in fact made such a finding.  

Rather, the Environment Court had determined that Creswell’s proposed water take 

would not compromise the sustainability or mauri of the aquifer, a finding that was 

not in issue in the High Court.  But the Environment Court had not failed to deal with 

the actual issue raised before it, about the effect of bottling and export on Ngāti Awa’s 

tikanga.  As to that it had made a factual finding on the evidence before it.  So, the 

factual premise of the second part of Question 3 was wrong. 

[104] For the Regional Council, Ms Hill noted that the relevant provisions of the 

RNRP, which provide guidance on addressing the matters in ss 6(e), 7(a) and 8, were 

not affected by PPC9.  The subsequent withdrawal of PPC9 should not have affected 

the comprehensive provisions of the RNRP that had been referred to and applied by 

the Environment Court and the High Court.  Contrary to Ngāti Awa’s submissions, 

while the High Court noted that all the planning witnesses agreed that the regional 

planning instruments dealt comprehensively with relevant pt 2 matters including 

kaitiakitanga, the High Court undertook its own assessment.  In doing so, it had 

identified the relevant provisions which directly referred to te mana o te wai and 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi principles, including recognition of tino rangatiratanga and the 

degradation of mauri.  The Court was entitled to rely on the provisions that were 

referred to it by counsel and in the evidence, and to review and apply those provisions.  

After doing so, the High Court properly concluded that the regional planning 

framework provided adequate coverage of the matters referred to. 

[105] Ms Hill also submitted that neither Ms Irwin-Easthope nor Mr Enright had 

clearly explained how making direct reference to pt 2 would have resulted in a 

different outcome or explained what additional guidance or direction pt 2 would have 

provided in relation to cultural effects beyond the matters covered by the planning 



 

 

framework.  Ms Hill contended the High Court was alert to the fact that an additional 

assessment carried out under pt 2 would not have materially affected the outcome of 

this case.  And, as with Mr Smith, Ms Hill rejected the suggestion that the 

Environment Court had carried out an assessment limited to sustainability. 

Analysis 

[106] King Salmon involved an application for changes to the Marlborough Sounds 

Resource Management Plan.94  The Supreme Court held that the comprehensive nature 

of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) meant there was no need for 

the decision makers to make reference to and apply the provisions of pt 2 of the RMA: 

in principle, by giving effect to the NZCPS, the decision makers were necessarily 

acting “in accordance with” pt 2 in any event.95 

[107] In RJ Davidson, this Court explained that the consideration of applications for 

resource consent under s 104 of the RMA required a different approach.96  

Discussing s 104(1), we said: 

[47] … we are satisfied that the position of the words “subject to Part 2” 

near the outset and preceding the list of matters to which the consent authority 

is required to have regard, clearly show that a consent authority must have 

regard to the provisions of pt 2 when it is appropriate to do so. 

[108] This Court also acknowledged that there will be cases where reference to pt 2 

will not add anything of value.  We said: 

[74] It may be, of course, that a fair appraisal of the policies means the 

appropriate response to an application is obvious, it effectively presents itself.  

Other cases will be more difficult.  If it is clear that a plan has been prepared 

having regard to pt 2 and with a coherent set of policies designed to achieve 

clear environmental outcomes, the result of a genuine process that has regard 

to those policies in accordance with s 104(1) should be to implement those 

policies in evaluating a resource consent application.  Reference to pt 2 in such 

a case would likely not add anything.  It could not justify an outcome contrary 

to the thrust of the policies.  Equally, if it appears the plan has not been 

prepared in a manner that appropriately reflects the provisions of pt 2, that will 

be a case where the consent authority will be required to give emphasis to pt 2. 

[75] If a plan … has been competently prepared under the Act it may be 

that in many cases the consent authority will feel assured in taking the view 
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that there is no need to refer to pt 2 because doing so would not add anything 

to the evaluative exercise.  Absent such assurance, or if in doubt, it will be 

appropriate and necessary to do so.  That is the implication of the words 

“subject to Part 2” in s 104(1), the statement of the Act’s purpose in s 5, and 

the mandatory, albeit general, language of ss 6, 7 and 8. 

[109] We have already set out many of the relevant extracts from the planning 

documents to which the High Court referred, at [90]–[92] above, and we do not repeat 

them here.  We observe that they reflect an apparently comprehensive set of provisions 

dealing with issues relevant to the relationship of Māori with water, te mana o te wai 

and relevant Te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi principles.  The latter include 

provisions recognising tino rangatiratanga and the degradation of mauri.  The planning 

documents refer extensively to both the biophysical and metaphysical dimensions of 

activities relating to water.  The appellants assert an error as a result of the Courts not 

referring in addition to pt 2, but we are left unclear as to what that might have added 

to the analysis carried out by reference to the planning documents.  This was a case in 

which, in accordance with what was said in RJ Davidson, the Environment Court 

could properly conclude that nothing would be added by direct reference to pt 2.  

And in this respect, it is not a significant point to say that the planning framework 

might later change if what remained and was referred to dealt comprehensively with 

the issues affecting the wai from both a biophysical and a metaphysical perspective. 

[110] We consider in the circumstances that this was a case in which the 

Environment Court was entitled to feel “assured in taking the view that there is 

no need to refer to pt 2 because doing so would not add anything to the evaluative 

exercise”.97  We acknowledge that in cases involving issues of concern to Māori about 

the commercial exploitation of water for bottling and sale there may well be risks in 

adopting that approach in some contexts.  However the combination of circumstances 

that allowed the approach to be adopted here was the comprehensive nature of the 

provisions in the RNRP, and the arguments and evidence presented to the 

Environment Court for and against the proposal which framed the issues the Court had 

to decide.  No party identified any relevant consideration addressed in the submissions 

or evidence that did not come within the RNRP, but would come within pt 2.  

Against that backdrop, it was not the responsibility of the Environment Court 
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to embark on a free-wheeling examination of pt 2 to see if something had possibly 

been omitted from consideration in the RNRP.   

[111] We think it is clear that the Environment Court had dealt directly with the case 

that was presented to it and the same is true of the High Court in considering the 

matters which were the subject of argument there.  Ms Irwin-Easthope referred to the 

possibility that the planning framework might later change to reflect the concerns now 

expressed about the use of water for bottling and export.  While that might be true, 

it cannot be a significant point when the case presented in opposition to Creswell’s 

proposal was answered on the evidence that the bottling and export of the water would 

not affect the aquifer, or the mauri of the wai.  The Environment Court was entitled to 

accept this evidence and it has not been explained how reference to pt 2 might have 

resulted in a different outcome.  We do not consider the Environment Court’s approach 

in relation to this question is open to legal challenge on the grounds argued. 

[112] For these reasons, we answer Question 3 no. 

Question 4 

[113] The fourth question is:98  

Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court correctly 

determined that the activity status of [Creswell’s] proposal was a discretionary 

“rural processing activity”, rather than a non-complying “industrial activity” 

including “manufacturing”, under the terms of the Whakat[ā]ne District Plan? 

[114] This question raises the issue of the status of the proposal under the 

Whakatāne District Plan.  The issue arose because of an argument that the proposal 

was for an activity class referred to in the District Plan as “[i]ndustrial including 

manufacturing activities” and accordingly required a new resource consent as such 

activities are non-complying in the Rural Plains Zone, where the subject land is 

situated.  The Environment Court rejected that argument.  It concluded the proposal 

was a “rural processing activity”, a discretionary activity in the Zone.99   

 
98  Leave judgment, above n 3, at [4]. 
99  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [228].  



 

 

[115] The District Plan defines a “rural processing activity” as “an operation that 

processes, assembles, packs and stores products from primary productive use”.  

The expression “primary productive use” is also defined: 

… rural land use activities that rely on the productive capacity of land or have 

a functional need for a rural location such as agriculture, pastoral farming, 

dairying, poultry farming, pig farming, horticulture, forestry, quarrying and 

mining. 

The expression “rural land use activity” is not itself defined. 

[116] There is a definition of “industrial activity” in the District Plan, on which 

Mr Salmon relied, as noted at [131] below: 

Industrial activity means; 

a. the production of goods by manufacturing, processing (including the 

milling or processing of timber), assembling or packaging; 

b. dismantling, servicing, testing, repairing, cleaning, painting, storage, 

and/or warehousing of any materials, goods or products (whether 

natural or man-made), vehicles or equipment, and 

c. depots (excluding rural processing activities and rural contractor 

depots), engineering workshops, panel beaters, spray painters. 

The Environment Court decision 

[117] The Environment Court framed the issue as whether the proposal was for an 

“industrial activity” or a “rural processing activity”.100  After discussing the definitions 

of those terms, the Court held the essential difference between them was that an 

“industrial activity” can involve any type of material, good or product but a 

“rural processing activity” must have as its starting point a product from a 

“primary productive use”.  Such a use must either rely on the productive capacity of 

land or have a functional need for a rural location.101   

[118] The Court concluded there was a functional need for the proposal to be located 

on the site.  It also considered that the extraction of water from an aquifer is a form of 

primary production akin to mining or quarrying.  While it might be possible to take 
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water from a number of locations, there could be no certainty that other suitable 

supplies of water could be located.  It accepted evidence before it that there was a:102  

… demonstrated functional need for the activity applied for to occur at the 

Ōtākiri Springs site given the assurance of access to the resource in this area 

and the requirements for marketing that resource.   

This conclusion was apparently buttressed by the existence of other water bottling 

activities in the vicinity, including those of Antipodes and Oravida.103  The Court also 

referred to the fact that a bore across the road from the subject site was being used for 

the purposes of municipal supply and noted there were no other water bottling plants 

in the Whakatāne District.104 

[119] The Court also held that the primary resource was the water, which would be 

unchanged by any process or other form of manufacture.  The water taken would be 

stored in containers, which would be removed from the site.  The principal activity 

was the extraction of the water.  Activities within the bottling plant, such as the 

blow-moulding of plastic bottles as containers for the water and the packaging of the 

bottles on pallets for transport, were industrial activities as defined in the District Plan, 

but were ancillary to the principal activity in the sense that without the extraction of 

the water, those activities would not occur.105 

[120] The Court was also of the view that the subsequent packaging of the water into 

bottles and the transport of the bottles from the site was within the scope of a 

“rural processing activity”.  The Court considered that providing for a processing 

activity close to an identified resource served an operational need for that activity 

consistent with the nature of a “rural processing activity”.  Undertaking such an 

operation on the site was both “efficient and consistent” with other rural processing 

activities, both in terms of the nature of the activity and the scale of buildings 

associated with such facilities.106 
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[121] For these reasons, the Court concluded that if the proposal were to be assessed 

as a new activity, it should be assessed as a “rural processing activity” and 

consequently as a discretionary activity under the District Plan.107 

The High Court judgment 

[122] The High Court agreed that water extraction has a functional need for a 

rural location, so the proposal was for a “primary productive use”.108  The Judge 

rejected a submission made by counsel for Sustainable Otakiri that the bottling 

operation could occur offsite, rather than at source.  This meant that the water bottling 

activity fell within the definition of a “rural processing activity”.  However, even if it 

occurred offsite, that would not preclude it from being “an operation that processes” 

water from the “primary productive use” because the extraction of water was itself a 

land use.109   

[123] The Judge noted Sustainable Otakiri’s argument that the new blow-moulding 

operation involved the manufacture of plastic bottles, bringing it within the definition 

of “industrial activity”, with the consequence that a non-complying activity consent 

was required.110  However, he agreed with the Environment Court’s view that the 

essential difference between an “industrial activity” and a “rural processing activity” 

was that the former could involve any type of material, good or product whereas the 

latter must have as a starting point a product from a “primary productive use”.111  

While blow-moulding of plastic bottles was a form of manufacturing, the Judge 

considered the Environment Court was right to regard it as “ancillary”.112  The primary 

resource was the water and the principal activity was the extraction of the water.  

The Judge continued:113 

The blow moulding is a small part of the primary activity serving a 

subordinate but supportive function — part of the packaging process.  As it 

was explained, the blow moulding involves inflating (expanding) pre-made 

plastic bottle moulds.  Even acknowledging the scale of bottling, I consider 

the ancillary blow moulding does not make the principal activity an 

 
107  At [228].  
108  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [235].  
109  At [236].   
110  At [237].  
111  At [238]. 
112  At [244].  
113  At [244]. 



 

 

industrial activity rather than a rural processing activity.  Similarly, storage 

and transportation are ancillary activities.  Acknowledging the overlap 

between the two activity definitions, I agree with the majority that the 

principal activity should be assessed as a rural processing activity.  

The ancillary activities do not take away from the single overall activity. 

[124] The Judge also rejected an argument that blow-moulding required a separate 

industrial activity consent.114  He was satisfied that the whole proposal involved a 

“rural processing activity”.  He accepted the Environment Court’s conclusion that 

what was proposed was a single activity primarily involving the taking of water within 

an ancillary bottling and packaging operation.115 

Submissions on appeal 

Sustainable Otakiri  

[125] The principal argument advanced by Sustainable Otakiri was that to be a 

“rural processing activity” there must be a product from a “primary productive use” 

that is processed, packed or stored.  Mr Salmon submitted that a “primary productive 

use” can only arise from a rural land use activity.  He submitted that although 

“rural land use” is not defined, the concept cannot be so wide as to mean any 

“land use” occurring in a rural zone.  To avoid redundancy and to have meaning, 

“rural” must describe the “nature” of the land use, rather than its location or zoning. 

[126] Mr Salmon submitted, on the basis that the land use activity is an industrial 

bottle manufacturing, filling, packing and distribution operation, there is nothing 

qualifying it as a “rural land use”.  He noted that if the use of the bore for the taking 

of water is a land use activity, there is nothing about the taking of water that is uniquely 

“rural” in nature.  Bores can be placed and operated wherever water is needed and able 

to be found.  Similarly, water bottling plants are found in both rural and industrial 

zones.  The argument is that if there is no “rural land use” then the activity cannot be 

a “primary productive use”, and there cannot be a “rural processing activity”. 

 
114  At [245].  
115  At [247]. 



 

 

[127] Mr Salmon also argued that for the bottling of water to be a “rural processing 

activity” the use of the bore to extract the water must be the “primary productive use”, 

to provide the product of “water” to be processed or packed.  

[128] Alternatively, if the use of the bore to extract water is the relevant activity, 

Mr Salmon argued that the use of water for bottling does not rely on the 

“productive capacity” of the land.  While water can be applied to generate 

productivity, the bottling of water itself is not productive.  On this basis, water bottling 

does not rely on the land’s “productive capacity” and therefore cannot be a 

“primary productive use”.  Otherwise framed, the argument is that the productive 

capacity of the land relies on water extraction rather than the other way round. 

[129] In terms of whether there is a functional need for a rural location, Mr Salmon 

argued that in order for the proposed activity to qualify it should be of the same or a 

similar nature to the specific examples of “primary productive use” given in the 

definition.  Mr Salmon noted that all farming, horticultural and forestry activities, 

as well as mining activities, require water, often obtained through a bore.  So far as 

mining is concerned, that activity is specifically addressed in the RNRP and should 

not be used as a “crutch” to resolve the activity status or activity categorisation of 

water bottling.  The extraction of water enables all the listed primary productive uses, 

rather than being a “primary productive use” itself.  Mr Salmon suggested the 

alternative approach would undermine the protection of the productive capacity of 

versatile land, a District Plan policy designed to give effect to the RPS.   

[130] In summary, Mr Salmon submitted that an industrial bottle manufacturing, 

filling, packing and distribution operation requiring the use of a bore cannot be said 

to have a functional need for a rural location.  Industrial bottle manufacturing can 

occur offsite.  As for the bottling operation itself, while it is understandable that for 

marketing purposes the water must be bottled at source to qualify as “spring water”, 

that is a commercial or operational constraint, rather than a functional one. 

[131] Another strand of Sustainable Otakiri’s argument was reliance on the definition 

of “industrial activity”.  Mr Salmon submitted that because the proposal fell readily 



 

 

within the definition, and industrial activities are not provided for in the 

Rural Plains Zone, non-complying activity consent was required.   

[132] Finally, and alternatively, even if the principal activity were “rural processing”, 

Mr Salmon submitted a consent to a non-complying activity would still be required 

because of the inclusion of the industrial bottle manufacturing activity in the proposal.  

That could not be regarded as ancillary but, even if it were so regarded, 

a non-complying activity consent would still be required in accordance with the 

principles established in cases where several kinds of resource consent were necessary 

for proposals that have been “bundled”.  The concept of “bundling” was succinctly 

described by the Environment Court in Protect Aotea, in which Chief Environment 

Court Judge Kirkpatrick, sitting alone, said:116   

Bundling 

[17] Bundling, in the context of resource management in New Zealand, 

refers to applications for two or more resource consents being considered 

together.  Beyond the procedural requirements to hear related matters together, 

it denotes a practice of how to assess the class or status of the bundled 

activities overall.  Where the activities involved are of different classes in 

terms of s 87A of the [RMA] and any relevant regulation, national 

environmental standard or plan rule, the applicable class for the bundled 

application may be the most stringent class.  For example, if a proposal 

involves some activities which are classed as discretionary and some as 

non-complying, the whole proposal may be assessed as non-complying.  

The respondents 

[133] For the District Council, Mr Green submitted that the proposal was for a 

“rural processing activity”.  The “product” was bottled mineral water, and the land use 

is the extraction of artesian water, involving the use of an existing structure or bore.  

The activity has a functional need for a rural location because of its dependence on the 

artesian water resource at the site, affording the activity its status as a “rural land use”.  

The definition of “primary productive use” should not be read to sever the use from 

its functional location.  Mr Green also contended that the bottling plant is an ancillary 

activity.  While the blow-moulding equipment means that manufacturing would take 

place onsite, that is rudimentary in nature, and for the purpose of efficiency rather than 

the creation of new products. 

 
116  Protect Aotea v Auckland Council, above n 40 (footnote omitted).  



 

 

[134] For Creswell, Mr Smith also submitted that both the Environment Court and 

the High Court had correctly concluded the proposal was for a “rural processing 

activity”.  He submitted that extracting water is a “primary productive use”.  The key 

distinction between “primary productive use” and “industrial activity” was that the 

former must rely on the productive capacity of land, or have a functional need for a 

rural location.  Here, the proposal is for a “rural land use activity” because it is to use 

rural land on which the existing bore is located.  Alternatively, if “rural land use 

activity” relates to land use activities that are “‘rural’ in nature”, the extraction of water 

from an underground aquifer is no different conceptually from mining or quarrying 

mineral resources, which are expressly provided for in the District Plan as examples 

of a “primary productive use”.  Because the District Plan contemplates that quarrying 

and mining will be rural activities in cases where the resource quarried or mined is 

found in a rural location, there is no basis for taking a different approach to the 

extraction of water. 

[135] Mr Smith also submitted that the High Court was correct to uphold the finding 

of the Environment Court that the processing of water extracted at the site was the 

result of land use activities.  These included activities relating to operating the bores 

and conveying water to the bottling plant for processing.  The proposal is to use land 

in the sense of operating a bore to extract water and conveying water to the plant for 

processing, followed by the associated activities of processing, assembly, packing, 

storage and freight.  Mr Smith emphasised that the two deep bores at the site enabled 

access to an extremely productive aquifer containing high-quality mineral water.  

Water taken from the bores is the end product, rather than enabling the production of 

something else. 

[136] Mr Smith also emphasised that there was no evidence before the 

Environment Court of any suitable alternative source of water that would allow the 

proposal to be located other than in a rural location or indeed at any site other than the 

subject site.  He noted the concession of Sustainable Otakiri that the taking of the water 

was “logically dictated by where the water is located”. 

[137] Mr Smith was critical of Sustainable Otakiri’s description of the 

blow-moulding part of the operation as involving “bottle manufacturing and filling”.  



 

 

He submitted that the proper characterisation of that part of the activity was 

“water bottling”.  Plastic “pre-forms” in the shape of test tubes are to be manufactured 

offsite and transported onsite: the proposal does not involve bringing to the site fully 

inflated plastic bottles.  Rather, the pre-forms will be inflated by “blow-moulding” into 

the finished bottle shapes, and then filled.  While inflating the plastic pre-forms might 

be seen as a very rudimentary form of manufacturing, the end product is not the bottles, 

but bottled water.  Mr Smith drew a parallel with similar activity at a dairy factory, 

or the erection of flat-packed cardboard boxes or moulding cardboard casing for 

packing fruit.  He submitted the blow-moulding activity is properly seen as part of the 

overall water bottling “operation”, intrinsically linked with the “processing”, 

“assembling” and “packing” of water as contemplated by the definition of 

“rural processing activity”.   

[138] Mr Smith further argued that the High Court correctly held that activities 

ancillary and forming part of the “rural processing activity” did not need to obtain a 

separate consent, because a “rural processing activity” could properly extend to every 

part of the operation involved in the primary activity of extracting water for bottling.  

The High Court had correctly concluded that blow-moulding did not require a separate 

industrial activity consent.  As a consequence, no error of law was made by the 

High Court or the Environment Court. 

Analysis 

[139] Creswell applied to the District Council to change conditions attached to an 

existing consent granted in 1991 to establish a mineral water bottling plant on 

the land.117  It was a condition of consent that the site be developed generally in 

accordance with the application and plans submitted to the District Council.  

There were restrictions on operating hours: the activities authorised could not take 

place after 10 pm.  Another condition required that there be regular monitoring of 

 
117  The 1991 consent refers to a “mineral bottling plant”, but it is clear from the consent document 

read as a whole that this is a typographical error and that consent was given “to establish a plant 

for bottling mineral water from a bore on site”. 



 

 

the activity, and that the District Council be informed when there was any 

“major expansion or updating of plant and machinery”.118   

[140] The application made under s 127 of the RMA and accompanying material did 

not expressly identify which of the conditions Creswell sought to change.  Clearly, 

however, the condition requiring development to be generally in accordance with the 

application and plans would need to be altered.  As to the limitation on operating hours, 

an  Operational Summary submitted with the application stated that what was 

described as “manufacturing” and “warehousing” would take place 24 hours a day, 

seven days a week.   

[141] We deal with the question of whether s 127 was appropriately used as the 

vehicle for what amounted to a substantial change and intensification of the activities 

taking place on the site in answering Question 5; we proceed to deal with the present 

question on the basis that s 127 was properly invoked. 

[142] A second appeal on a question of law is not an appropriate vehicle to question 

conclusions that are essentially factual in nature.  As this Court noted in 

Centrepoint Community Growth Trust v Takapuna City Council (Centrepoint), 

to decide whether an activity falls within a term defined in a district plan, it is 

necessary to consider the defined term and its essential characteristics.119  

The second step is to find the facts, the third to decide whether they fall within the 

defined term.  The first step is generally considered to be a question of law, although 

it may be a question of fact where the words used in the definition are ordinary words 

in everyday use.  The second step obviously involves factual findings.  The third is 

also a question of fact, although the conclusion can be attacked in law if it is 

unreasonable in the sense that no court “acquainted with the ordinary use of language 

 
118  It is not clear on the face of the 1991 consent why the District Council would be informed about 

a major expansion rather than noting that a further application for resource consent would be 

necessary.  In any event, as Creswell obviously accepts, nothing in the 1991 consent could detract 

from obligations arising under the RMA.   
119  Centrepoint Community Growth Trust v Takapuna City Council [1985] 1 NZLR 702 (CA) at 706 

[Centrepoint]. 



 

 

could reasonably reach that conclusion”, or if the court applied a wrong legal test in 

reaching its determination.120 

[143] This accords with what was said more recently by the Supreme Court in the 

different context of appeals on questions of law arising under the 

Employment Relations Act 2000 in Bryson v Three Foot Six Ltd.121  After noting that 

questions concerning whether a person is employed under a contract of employment 

involved questions of fact, the Supreme Court held that an appealable question of law 

could nevertheless arise if the court misinterpreted what the statute said about the 

legal concept of a contract of service.122  The Court continued:123 

[25] An appeal cannot, however, be said to be on a question of law where 

the fact-finding Court has merely applied law which it has correctly 

understood to the facts of an individual case.  It is for the Court to weigh the 

relevant facts in the light of the applicable law.  Provided that the Court has 

not overlooked any relevant matter or taken account of some matter which is 

irrelevant to the proper application of the law, the conclusion is a matter for 

the fact-finding Court, unless it is clearly insupportable. 

[26] An ultimate conclusion of a fact-finding body can sometimes be so 

insupportable — so clearly untenable — as to amount to an error of law: 

proper application of the law requires a different answer.  That will be the 

position only in the rare case in which there has been, in the well-known words 

of Lord Radcliffe in Edwards v Bairstow, a state of affairs “in which there is 

no evidence to support the determination” or “one in which the evidence is 

inconsistent with and contradictory of the determination” or “one in which the 

true and only reasonable conclusion contradicts the determination”. …  

[144] In these terms, the only possible error of law that could arise here is whether 

the interpretation of the definitions of “rural processing activity” and 

“primary productive use” adopted in the Courts below was incorrect.  For the reasons 

that follow, we have not been persuaded that it was.   

[145] We described the essential aspects of the proposal at [7]–[12] above.  

The question for present purposes is whether the Courts below were correct 

 
120  At 706.  Centrepoint discussed the meaning of an ordinance in a district plan made under the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1977, which limited appeals from the then Planning Tribunal to 

questions of law.  There is no reason to adopt a different approach to appeals under the RMA, 

which are similarly limited to questions of law: see Resource Management Act, s 308(1); and 

Criminal Procedure Act 2011, sub-pt 8.  
121  Bryson v Three Foot Six Ltd, above n 43. 
122  At [23]–[24].  
123  Footnote omitted.  



 

 

to determine that the proposal was for a “rural processing activity” falling to be 

assessed as a discretionary activity in terms of the District Plan.   

[146] We set out the relevant definitions bearing on this question at [115]–[116] 

above.  The starting point is the definition of “rural processing activity”.  That is 

“an operation that processes, assembles, packs and stores products from primary 

productive use”.  A preliminary observation that may be made is the definition 

contemplates an “operation” that embraces different activities, provided it involves 

“products from primary productive use”.  The products may be processed, assembled, 

packed and stored.  It is clear that an “operation” may involve one or more of those 

activities.  We also consider that the word “operation” is sufficiently broad to embrace 

activities other than those specifically listed in the definition, as part of the overall 

activity, provided they are carried out in relation to the “product”.  

[147] Sometimes where a land use consists of a number of separate elements there 

may be difficulties in assessing whether it falls within a category defined by the 

district plan.  But this is not such a case.  As observed by this Court in Centrepoint, 

the proper characterisation of an activity consisting of a number of different elements 

is a question of fact and degree.124  The Court referred to two possible approaches.  

First, it may be possible to identify a single main purpose of the use of land, to which 

other activities are incidental or ancillary.  Alternatively, the use may consist of a 

variety of activities in respect of which it is not possible to say that any one is 

incidental or ancillary to the other.125  We consider it is possible in the present case 

to identify an overall proposed activity of which all the individual elements form part: 

in our view the single main purpose of the land use is the extraction and bottling of 

water.  It does not matter that both extraction and bottling are involved, and it would 

be artificial to separate them.  The use of the word “operation” is apt to cover an 

activity that embraces a number of elements.  It does so explicitly in the definition 

itself by instancing processing, assembly, packing and storing. 

 
124  Centrepoint, above n 119, at 708.  
125  At 708, citing Burdle v Secretary of State for the Environment [1972] 1 WLR 1207 (QB) at 1212. 

https://iclr.co.uk/pubrefLookup/redirectTo?ref=1972+1+WLR+1207


 

 

[148] In the present case, water would be extracted pursuant to the consent to take 

water.  The land use activities that are necessary for the extraction can properly be seen 

as part of the overall “operation” and covered by the District Plan. 

[149] Alternatively, the land use activities that are necessary for the extraction may 

properly be regarded as ancillary to the operation.  The District Plan defines 

“ancillary” as: 

… small and minor in scale in relation to, and incidental to, the primary 

activity and serving a subordinate but supportive function to the primary 

activity.  An activity that is of a scale, character or intensity that is considered 

independent of the princip[al] activity is not ancillary. 

[150] We consider the High Court was correct to consider the blow-moulding of 

plastic bottles was “ancillary” in terms of the above definition.  In this context too, 

the fact that ancillary activities are not specifically referred to in the definition of 

“rural processing activity” is of no moment, because of the breadth of the definition 

and in particular the word “operation”.  We think that must cover everything that is 

involved in processing, assembling, packing and storing products, including forming 

up the packaging used to contain the product.  This is all part of the “operation”. 

[151] It is possible to harbour some doubt about whether the word “product” can be 

appropriately applied to water if the definition of a “rural processing activity” was 

considered on its own.  In this respect, as noted at [127] above, one of 

Sustainable Otakiri’s arguments was that the water itself must be produced from a 

“primary productive use”.  However, we think that approach breaks down when 

reference is made to the definition of “primary productive use”, set out at [115] above.  

An activity will be within the definition if it is a “rural land use activity” that relies on 

the productive capacity of land or has a functional need for a rural location.  

The definition has to be construed having regard to the use of the words “such as” and 

the examples which follow.  Two implications of this are that:  

(a) The examples given are not intended to state exhaustively which 

rural land use activities may be said to rely on the productive capacity 

of the land or have a functional need for a rural location. 



 

 

(b) The category of such rural activities extends to those which are 

extractive in nature, such as quarrying and mining.   

There is no obvious reason for treating the extraction of water from a rural location by 

the use of bores as an activity of a different kind.  In all three cases (quarrying, mining 

and extracting water) something occurring naturally in, on or under the land is 

extracted.  The Environment Court had found that the extraction of water from an 

aquifer is a form of primary production akin to mining or quarrying.126  

The High Court agreed.127  We have not been persuaded this conclusion is incorrect as 

a matter of law. 

[152] The activity in this case relies both on the productive capacity of the land and 

has a functional need for a rural location because that is where the water is found.  

The Environment Court had found, on the evidence before it, that the requirement of 

“functional need” was established.  This was essentially a determination of fact.  

We do not see the District Plan as requiring that the particular rural location be the 

only place where the resource is found, and there is no need in our view for that to be 

addressed or established for the purposes of Creswell’s application. 

[153] Sustainable Otakiri contended that the extraction of water is not in itself a 

land use.  That may be so if the taking of water is considered in the narrowest possible 

way.  However, “use” is relevantly defined in s 2(1)(a)(i) of the RMA as including, 

for the purposes of s 9, using “a structure or part of a structure in, on, under, or over 

land”.  This definition of use would extend to all the activities taking place on the land 

that are necessary for the purposes of the extraction of the water (including the 

operation of the bores) and the placement of it in bottles.  All this requires 

human agency, and that agency will be a land use activity. 

[154] Because we have concluded the proposal falls within the definition of 

“rural processing activity”, it does not matter that some aspects of it might also fall 

within the definition of “industrial activity” (but for the requirement that a 

“rural processing activity” must involve a product from a “primary productive use”).  

 
126  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [225].  
127  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [235].  



 

 

We think it clear that the District Plan does not intend to exclude activities in the nature 

of industrial activities from the ambit of rural processing activities, provided they take 

place as part of an operation that qualifies as a “rural processing activity”.  

Both industrial and rural processing activities (through the definition of “primary 

productive use”) can include, for example, processing, assembling and packaging.   

[155] Our analysis means that no issues arise about the “bundling” of activities.  

The expression is used to refer to cases where a proposal involves activities which 

require a number of different consents that have a different status under the relevant 

district plan.  In such cases the overall activity may be classified in the most “stringent” 

category, to borrow Judge Kirkpatrick’s term in Protect Aotea.128  However, on our 

approach the proposal as a whole falls within the discretionary activity category of a 

“rural processing activity”. 

[156] Consequently, we think a “rural processing activity” extends to the processing 

and storage of water, that being a product derived from a “primary productive use”.  

We conclude that the activities proposed by Creswell are all within the defined 

discretionary activity of a “rural processing activity”. 

[157] Accordingly, Question 4 must be answered no. 

Question 5 

[158] The fifth question is:129  

Did the High Court err in finding that the Environment Court correctly 

classified [Creswell’s] proposal as an expansion of an existing use of land, and 

therefore a discretionary activity under s 127 of the [RMA], rather than as a 

new activity falling for consideration as a non-complying activity under s 88 

of that Act? 

[159] Sustainable Otakiri seeks to challenge the fact that the proposal was advanced 

by Creswell and processed by the District Council as an application under s 127 of the 

RMA.  Because of s 127(3)(a), dealing with the application in that way meant that it 

 
128  Protect Aotea v Auckland Council, above n 40, at [17]. 
129  Leave judgment, above n 3, at [4]. 



 

 

was to be treated as an application for a resource consent for a discretionary activity 

regardless of the proposal’s activity status under the District Plan.   

[160] Sustainable Otakiri submits that the application should have been considered 

as an application for resource consent for a new activity under s 88 of the RMA.  If that 

approach had been followed, consent for a non-complying activity would have been 

required.  Such applications must meet more stringent statutory tests than applications 

for discretionary activities.   

[161] Because of the answer given to Question 4, this issue is of academic interest 

only, since if s 127 had been incorrectly invoked, the Environment Court had 

considered the proposal as a discretionary activity in any event, as required by 

s 127(3)(a).130   

[162] The discussion that follows is best understood in the context of the wording of 

s 127, which we set out again for ease of reference:  

127 Change or cancellation of consent condition on application by 

consent holder 

(1) The holder of a resource consent may apply to a consent authority for 

a change or cancellation of a condition of the consent, subject to the 

following: 

 (a) the holder of a subdivision consent must apply under this 

section for a change or cancellation of the consent before the 

deposit of the survey plan (and must apply under section 221 

for a variation or cancellation of a consent notice after the 

deposit of the survey plan); and 

 (b) no holder of any consent may apply for a change or 

cancellation of a condition on the duration of the consent. 

…  

(3) Sections 88 to 121 apply, with all necessary modifications, as if— 

 (a) the application were an application for a resource consent for 

a discretionary activity; and 

 
130  There is no suggestion that the Environment Court’s consideration of the matters relevant to the 

assessment of whether discretionary activity consent should have been granted were affected by 

legal error, other than in relation to the plastic issues addressed in Question 1. 



 

 

 (b) the references to a resource consent and to the activity were 

references only to the change or cancellation of a condition 

and the effects of the change or cancellation respectively. 

…  

(4) For the purposes of determining who is adversely affected by the 

change or cancellation, the consent authority must consider, in 

particular, every person who— 

 (a) made a submission on the original application; and 

 (b) may be affected by the change or cancellation. 

The Environment Court decision 

[163] The Environment Court was satisfied that the proposal was for the same type 

of activity, namely water bottling as authorised by the existing consent, and that the 

proposal would have the same types of effects on the environment.  The substantial 

expansion of the activity would result in an increase in the scale of adverse effects, 

but the varied conditions of consent proffered by Creswell and imposed by the 

District Council would acceptably manage those adverse effects.  In the 

circumstances, the Court was of the view that processing the application under s 127 

was appropriate and consistent with its provisions.131 

[164] The Court rejected arguments advanced by Sustainable Otakiri that dealing 

with the application under s 127 gave Creswell an advantage by providing a 

“head start” in how adverse effects would be considered, and because if a new 

application had been made, it would have had to be assessed as an industrial activity, 

a non-complying activity in the Rural Plains Zone.   

[165] The Court rejected the first argument on the basis that under s 127(3)(b) the 

focus is on the change to the existing conditions and the effects of that change.  

The Court considered that would involve the same starting point for assessment under 

s 104(1)(a) of the RMA that would apply to any new applications for consent.  

The effects of the existing water bottling activity would be part of the existing 

environment within which any new proposal for expansion would be assessed.  

Consequently, no advantage had been gained by Creswell and a full assessment of the 

 
131  Environment Court decision, above n 1, at [252]. 



 

 

adverse effects of the expansion had in fact been carried out in the assessment of the 

environmental effects accompanying the application.132  In addition, as the 

information requirements for applications made under ss 104 and 127 were the same, 

and the relevant information necessary for assessment had been provided, 

no advantage had been gained by Creswell applying under s 127.133 

[166] In terms of the second argument concerning the activity status of the proposal, 

the Court repeated its view that the proposal was for a “rural processing activity” under 

the District Plan.  Consequently, even if a resource consent application had been made 

for a new activity, discretionary activity consent would have been required.134  

[167] The Court concluded that Creswell’s proposal had been appropriately 

processed as a variation to existing consent conditions under s 127.135  It expressed its 

conclusion as follows: 

[252] The evidence before us confirms that the proposed project is for the 

same type of activity (water bottling) as authorised by the existing consent, 

with the same types of adverse effects.  The substantial expansion of the 

activity proposed would result in a corresponding increase in the scale of 

adverse effects.  The varied conditions of consent proffered by Creswell and 

imposed by the Council are designed to manage these adverse effects to 

acceptable levels.  We consider that the application under s 127 was an 

appropriate pathway for Creswell to pursue, consistent with the provisions of 

that section and the criteria established by case law. 

The High Court judgment 

[168] The High Court endorsed the Environment Court’s approach.  The Judge 

considered the proposal involved the same activity for which consent had originally 

been granted in 1991.  He repeated his conclusion that the proposal did not require a 

non-complying activity consent but rather consent as a discretionary activity.136   

 
132  At [253]–[254]. 
133  At [256]. 
134  At [255]. 
135  At [257].  
136  High Court judgment, above n 2, at [258]–[259]. 



 

 

Submissions on appeal 

Sustainable Otariki 

[169] Sustainable Otakiri began its argument on this question by referring to 

this Court’s decision in Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council.137  Although 

s 127 in the form it took when that case was decided has subsequently been amended, 

Mr Salmon submitted the obligation of the consent authority to direct its attention to 

the effects of the change or cancellation of the condition(s) remained.  He emphasised 

that s 127 should not be available for a change in the activity, as opposed to a change 

in a condition to which the activity is subject. 

[170] In the present case, the activity originally authorised was the establishment of 

a mineral water bottling plant.  Mr Salmon contrasted that with the proposal for 

industrial blow-moulding facilities, two new high-speed bottling lines, a new 

two-storey building to house those activities, three new cooling towers, and a new 

container and transport depot allowing for storage and movement of containers: such 

activities had not previously taken place on the site.  Mr Salmon particularly 

emphasised the new building, which would be 16,800 m2 in area.  He submitted that 

the new industrial blow-moulding activity, which would require steam boilers, 

cooling towers and a chimney stack, amounted to an entirely new activity on the site.   

[171] Mr Salmon submitted that the High Court was wrong to endorse the 

Environment Court’s approach.  The substantial increase in the scale of the proposed 

activities meant there would be a change in the nature of the activity, with the result 

that s 127 was not available and a fresh application under s 88 was required.   

[172] Mr Salmon illustrated this argument using parallels in the form of expansion 

of a corner dairy into a supermarket, a boutique retail shop into a shopping centre, 

a bed and breakfast into a hotel or indeed any number of small-scale activities 

changing into something which was beyond any contemplation at the time the original 

consent was granted.  While s 127(1) allows an application for a change or cancellation 

of conditions of consent, here two conditions were proposed to be deleted and replaced 

 
137  Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council [2000] 3 NZLR 513 (CA). 



 

 

with 20 new conditions.138  Mr Salmon submitted that the failure to separately identify 

and require consent for all the activities had resulted in errors of assessment, and a 

failure to properly assess the effects against the detailed provisions of the District Plan. 

The respondents 

[173] The respondents submitted that the approach of the Courts below was correct.  

Counsel submitted that the pre-existing land use consent enabled water bottling to take 

place on the site.  The Environment Court had correctly held that there were 

no boundaries in s 127 on the “jurisdiction for its application”.  Whether s 127 can be 

relied on turns simply on whether there is an existing resource consent for what is in 

essence the same activity, namely water bottling, that is to continue into the future.  

Consequently s 127 was available and there was no need for Creswell to apply for 

resource consent to a new activity.   

[174] The respondents also submitted that the proposal involves an activity which is 

essentially the same as the existing activity at the site, on a larger scale.  There would 

be essentially the same production process involving the extraction of water, 

conveying it to the plant, bottling, packaging and loading containers onto trucks for 

removal from the site for export.  There would be additional conditions reflecting the 

larger-scale operation.  The new activities claimed by Sustainable Otakiri are all 

associated with water bottling and, in the case of the blow-moulding of plastic bottles, 

simply a reflection of advances in technology.   

[175] For Creswell, Mr Smith emphasised the Environment Court concluded that the 

environmental effects associated with the change of conditions would be of the same 

nature as those of the current activity.  Although they would be at a greater scale in 

some respects, they would remain “no more than minor”.  The fact that an approved 

variation of conditions might result in increased adverse effects is inherent in the 

statutory requirement to consider the effects of the change.  There was no authority for 

 
138  In fact, as finally consented to by the Environment Court, none of the original conditions remain 

and 69 new conditions have been imposed:  see Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Awa v Bay of Plenty Regional 

Council [2020] NZEnvC 89. 

 



 

 

Sustainable Otakiri’s proposition that the consequences of a change of condition might 

result in a change of such significance that it cannot be said the activity is the same. 

Analysis 

[176] Section 127 as it currently reads is significantly different from the form it took 

prior to amendment in 2003.  As enacted, s 127(1) provided that the holder of a 

resource consent could apply to vary its conditions (other than as to its duration) either: 

(a) at any time specified for that purpose in the consent; or  

(b) regardless of such specification, at any time provided that a “change in 

circumstances” had caused the condition “to become inappropriate or 

unnecessary”.   

[177] Section 127(3) of the RMA provided that certain provisions applicable to 

applications for resource consent would apply to applications under subs (1) as though 

the application were for a resource consent, but provided that s 93 (which related to 

when public notification of consent applications was required) would not apply if the 

consent authority was satisfied:  

(a) that either— 

(i) the adverse effect of the activity (other than on a person whose 

approval had been obtained under para (b)) would continue to 

be minor; or  

(ii) the degree of the adverse effect (other than on a person whose 

approval had been obtained under para (b)) would likely be 

unchanged or would decrease; and  

(b) that written approval had been obtained from every person (including 

submitters on the original application who might be affected) who 

might be adversely affected, unless it would be unreasonable to obtain 

every such approval. 



 

 

[178] Subsection (4) provided that the exception in subs (3) as to public notification 

would apply regardless of whether notification was required by a plan or proposed 

plan and the type of activity regulated in the relevant resource consent. 

[179] That position changed in 2003 following the enactment of the 

Resource Management Amendment Act 2003 (the 2003 Amendment).  Section 53 of 

that Act replaced s 127(1) of the RMA, providing that the holder of a resource consent 

could apply to vary its conditions (other than as to its duration), omitting conditions 

(a) and (b) at [176] above.139  It also replaced subs (3), providing that provisions 

applicable to applications for resource consent would apply to applications under 

subs (1) as though the application were for a discretionary activity.140  Finally, 

the 2003 Amendment replaced subs (4), providing that the local authority must, 

when determining who is adversely affected by the change or cancellation, consider 

in particular every person who made a submission on the original application and who 

may be affected by the change or cancellation.141 

[180] The explanatory note to the Bill that became the 2003 Amendment records that 

the amendments to s 127 were aimed at “allow[ing] consent holders greater flexibility 

to apply for a change of consent conditions”.142  Little else is immediately evident 

from the parliamentary materials. 

[181] The 2003 Amendment appears to have been strongly influenced by the 

Resource Management Amendment Bill 1999, which had been introduced in an earlier 

parliamentary session (the 1999 Amendment Bill).143  Referring to this, 

the explanatory note to the Bill which became the 2003 Amendment records that:144  

The Bill is virtually identical to the Report of the Local Government and 

Environment Committee on the Resource Management Amendment Bill 

(313–2).   

 
139  Resource Management Amendment Act 2003, s 53(1). 
140  Section 53(2).  
141  Section 53(2).  
142  Resource Management Amendment Bill (No 2) 2003 (39–1) (explanatory note) [Explanatory note 

2003] at 12.  
143  Resource Management Amendment Bill (No 2) 1999 (313–1).  
144  Explanatory note 2003, above n 142, at 1.  The explanatory note also states that the Bill 

incorporated only two substantive changes to the 1999 Amendment Bill as reported on by the 

Select Committee, both of which were in the 1999 Amendment Bill as introduced: at 1–2.  

Neither is relevant for present purposes.   



 

 

[182] The 1999 Amendment Bill was not progressed following the report of the 

Select Committee that considered it.145  However, importantly for present purposes, 

cl 48 of the 1999 Amendment Bill substantially mirrored s 53 of the 2003 Amendment.  

Given the influence that the 1999 Amendment Bill clearly had on the 

2003 Amendment, it is helpful to examine some of its explanatory materials 

to understand the intent behind those changes.  

[183] In particular, the Select Committee noted:146 

Clause 48 amends section 127(1) of the [RMA] to remove the need for there 

to be a change in circumstances before a consent holder can apply for a change 

in consent conditions.  The limitation on not being able to apply to change a 

condition relating to the duration of the consent is retained.  The application 

is treated as an application for a discretionary activity for the purposes of 

processing the application. 

At present, if a resource consent does not explicitly allow conditions to be 

reviewed, the consent holder has to show that there has been a change in 

circumstances that has caused a consent condition to become inappropriate or 

unnecessary before the condition can be changed or cancelled.  The test is 

considered unnecessary as practical experience may mean a condition is 

unsuitable.  The process to be followed is the same as a new consent, although 

the only matter under review is the condition that is to be changed. 

We recommend that clause 48 be modified to clarify that only the change or 

cancellation of a consent condition is considered, not the whole consent.  

We also recommend the insertion of a new subsection (3A) in proposed new 

section 127, which reflects the current requirement for consent authorities, 

when determining who is adversely affected and should be consulted, 

to consider submitters on the original application.  We support the provision 

for an application for a change or cancellation of a consent condition to be 

treated as a discretionary activity. 

[184] Subsection (3A) referred to in the ultimate paragraph above is identical to what 

is now s 127(4) of the RMA, as introduced by the 2003 Amendment Act.  

Further changes to s 127 were made in Amendment Acts enacted in 2005,147 2009148 

and 2011149, but these are not relevant for present purposes. 

 
145  Resource Management Amendment Bill (No 2) 2003 (39–2) (select committee report) at 1. 
146  Resource Management Amendment Bill 1999 (313–2) (select committee report) 

[Select Committee report 1999] at 49. 
147  Resource Management Amendment Act 2005, s 70.  
148  Resource Management (Simplifying and Streamlining) Amendment Act 2009, s 150. 
149  Resource Management Amendment Act (No 2) 2011, s 34. 



 

 

[185] The Select Committee report indicates that the legislative intention was 

to enable conditions to be changed without the need to show that there had been a 

change in circumstances that caused a consent condition to become inappropriate or 

unnecessary.  The report recognised that “practical experience” might mean that a 

condition originally imposed was unsuitable.150  The focus shifted from assessing the 

effect of changed circumstances to assessing how suitable the condition was in relation 

to the activity the condition was intended to limit, as a result of the changed 

circumstances.  Removal of the requirement to demonstrate the condition had become 

inappropriate or unnecessary was seen as enabling a fresh look at the suitability of the 

condition in the context of an application for discretionary activity consent.   

[186] However, s 127 was not intended to authorise an application for resource 

consent to a new activity.  Rather it was to authorise an application to change or cancel 

conditions attached to the activity for which consent was originally granted.  So, if the 

condition were cancelled that activity could continue, no longer subject to that 

condition.  And if the condition were changed, that activity could continue subject to 

a new condition or conditions.  In the case of either change or cancellation, the activity 

that continued would need to be the same activity for which consent was originally 

granted.  

[187] We do not consider that Parliament intended s 127 to be used to authorise a 

completely new activity under the guise of changing the conditions to which the 

original activity was subject.  We think the “activity” that continues subject to a 

changed condition must be the same activity that was taking place subject to the 

cancelled condition.  In our view, it is not appropriate to treat “activity” in this context 

as if it embraces an activity which might be described as the same “kind” of activity.  

We think in effect that is the approach the Environment Court took, and the High Court 

endorsed, and we do not think it is right. 

[188] We consider our view accords with the genesis of the 2003 Amendment in the 

reform contemplated in 1999, although not proceeded with then.  The legislative 

history does not sit comfortably with the use of the section to introduce a substantially 

 
150  Select Committee report 1999, above n 146, at 49.  



 

 

modified activity with an entirely new suite of conditions, as has been found 

acceptable in the present case.  It is of course correct in one sense to say the kind of 

activity is the same, but the increased intensity and scale of the activity compared with 

that for which consent was originally granted is discordant with the idea that all that 

is being changed are the conditions of consent. 

[189] This conclusion is supported by the consideration that there is no need for such 

an expansive view of s 127, having regard to the structure and scheme of the RMA.  

Anyone wanting to apply for consent to a new activity may do so under s 88.  There 

is no need for s 127 to function as a kind of alternative vehicle for obtaining 

resource consent for what is for all intents and purposes a different activity to that for 

which consent was originally granted.   

[190] Activities are authorised by resource consents granted under s 104.  They may 

be subject to conditions imposed under s 108.  An activity is not the same concept as 

the conditions to which it is made subject.  This was a distinction made by this Court 

in Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council, observing that it is “preferable 

to define the activity which was permitted by a resource consent, distinguishing it from 

the conditions attaching to that activity”.151  

[191] We think the problem with the approach that found favour with 

the Environment Court and the High Court in this case lies with the nature of the 

principal condition that had to be changed — the condition requiring that the site be 

developed “generally in accordance with the application and plans submitted”.  

Creswell used s 127 in effect to obtain consent for a new activity by seeking to change 

the “application and plans”.  We do not consider that is an approach contemplated by 

s 127.  It is not just a question of scale and degree, although the very significant 

difference in scale and intensity underlines the fact that the activity is significantly 

different.  On the view we take, it is the fact that the activity originally consented to 

will essentially be replaced.  The conditions will be substantially changed, but they 

will control what is really a new activity. 

 
151  Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council, above n 137, at [46]. 



 

 

[192] For these reasons, we conclude that Question 5 should be answered yes.  

But the consequence of that does not mean that Sustainable Otakiri’s appeal should be 

allowed.  That is because: 

(a) The Environment Court, in accordance with s 127(3)(a), treated the 

proposal as one that required consent as a discretionary activity. 

(b) Our conclusion that s 127 should not have been used means that 

discretionary activity consent was required for a “rural processing 

activity”. 

(c) The Environment Court assessed the proposal on that basis in any 

event. 

Result 

[193] The questions set out at [3] above are all answered no, with the exception of 

Question 5, which is answered yes. 

[194] The appeals are dismissed. 

[195] Ngāti Awa must pay costs to the Regional Council for a standard appeal on a 

band A basis and usual disbursements.   

[196] Sustainable Otakiri must pay costs to the District Council for a standard appeal 

on a band A basis and usual disbursements. 

[197] Ngāti Awa and Sustainable Otakiri must pay costs to Creswell, on their 

respective appeals, for a standard appeal on a band A basis and usual disbursements.  

We certify for two counsel. 

[198] We make no order for costs in respect of the appeals brought by 

Ngāti Pikiao Environmental Society Inc and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Te Rangi Iwi Trust, 

whose role at the hearing was very much limited to supporting Ngāti Awa and 

Sustainable Otakiri. 
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