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Surname Keohane 

First name Leo 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission on the Long Term Plan 

Notes Firstly, we disagree with all 7 proposals outlined in the “Long Term 
Pamphlet”. 
 As pensioners with very little income, as what we did have on 
deposit, is earning “bugger all” and we are eating into it rapidly.  
 All 7 of your proposals in the pamphlet, would suck into our 
pension worse than before.  It has been calculated that we would 
be up for somewhere around the 20 odd plus percent rates rise, 
with your proposals. 
1. Change to capital value rating.  Why should we on higher

valued properties have to pay for those who chose to buy or rent in
areas with lower valued properties, when we as pensioners are
struggling.  Those people chose to live where they are, just as we
did.
2. Remove both flat rates:  Your assumption is totally and
emphatically wrong when you say that changing the UAGC from
everyone pays the same, to one based on the value of your
property, is considered to be the best measure of a persons ability
to pay.  WHAT PLANET DO YOU ALL LIVE ON.  You have no idea
what income people have, or any other commitments, including
supporting other family members etc..
3. Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties  The larger
companies can well afford the current rates and if smaller business
cannot afford the current rates, then they have not planned
properly and should not be in business.
4. Move away from scheme-based capital rates for water and
wastewater.  Once again people knew what they were buying
when they purchased their properties.  Why should all ratepayers
fund improvements for them.  We have tank water and septic
tanks.  Should we expect all ratepayers to pay us if we need extra
water or our septic tanks emptied?  At the moment we are not in
an area that gives us a choice of town water or sewage.  We are
happy with that, we knew what we were buying.
5. Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge.  We do
not agree with that charge at all let alone reducing it.  If people
choose to not connect whether it is financial or saving the planet,
they should not be charged anything, if they are not using it.
6. Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater
to every rateable property.  Why should people on septic tanks and
tank water have to pay TWICE.  We have never had a water
delivery anyway as we are very careful with our usage of our
rainwater tank.  But if we did why should we pay council and the
contractor.  The same goes for emptying the septic tank.  We are
already forced by council bylaws to get it emptied at least every
5yrs, full or not.  The contractor prices his price on mileage and
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disposal cost included.  Why should we pay 5years in a row for 
something that only happens once every 5 years.  
7. Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the
area of benefit  cover most of the cost. Once again, people who
own those properties affected by the current system, know what
they are paying for and this new proposal is tantamount to giving
them a reduction at the expense of the rest of the ratepayers
including those who in other places in this pamphlet, you say that
you would like to be fairer to, including people in poorer areas and
situations.

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS44 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Kerr 

First name Jenni 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Far North District Council 2021-31 Long Term Plan 

Notes First, I wish to support the idea of a change to capital-based rates, 
provided that the 
general runifor ates are only applied when services are available 
and used (e.g. pay for 
rubbish bags if needed and used, not dished out regardless). 
Rain water harvest by purchasing own tanks; grey water garden use 
and home composting 
thereby encouraged instead of community processing. 
Next, a very warm thank you to “covid funds” thereby central 
Government has at last made some 
amends about a “tarseal-over- the-forestry-road” done for the last 
kauri cowboys ripping off logs 
till the Pawarenga lot put it to a stop. At last, road has a decent 
foundation for seven kilometres. 
Third, if you want to drive any further, all bets are off. Every time 
the road divides, it’s downhill. 
Metal roads in North Hokianga are so rough locals have to replace 
cars twice as often as townies. 
The roads wreck them. Mufflers, sure, but have yu ever had a roof-
rack rattle completely off on the 
first kilomete of corrugations? 
Not just potholes either. Drop-outs, over-slips, under-slips, and just 
plain bare slippery bits: no 
gravel at all, and frequently no drainage either. Each makes the 
other worse. (More, later...) 
“Drive to the conditions” is all very well if you have 4 wheel drive, 
all the time in the world, and no 
issues to hamper you. 
Imagine please -just for a moment- if you had no choice but to 
drive with only a single lane going 
uphill on a blind corner, with a huge hump smack in the middle set 
to destroy your under-carriage 
when it connects, and you don’t know when the next 40 tonne 
logging truck and trailer rig driving a 
tight schedule is going to swing around that same corner aimed 
straight for where you are. And it 
isn’t even raining yet. 
What would you do? Carry a pick, a shovel, a sack of gravel and 
some witches’ hats? 
At a recent pop-up Council meeting local people were about ready 
to fly off their handles -not 
broomsticks- when told that if, for safety, any locals went out and 
gravelled their own public road, 
they “would be taking the law into their own hands” and be liable 
for anything that happened. So is 
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Council liable for the state of its roads if anything happens? 
This, after being advised that a mother was in hospital after an 
accident due to conditions on the 
notorious Runaruna Rd... that tamariki on the Mitimiti school bus 
arrive bruised by the road trip... 
The only response to this was that Council has to “prioritise”. 
If instead, we had been told the facts to consider and this had led 
to some logical solutions, such as: 
1. Northern Transport Alliance only checks some roads each two
months, often right after
grading: >>> So maybe give contractors leeway to take practical
action when needed?
2. Covid projects are taking all available gravel, it may be three
months to finish those before
any catch-up is done: > Request Government vary contract timing,
and prepare for winter?
3. New grader drivers learn slowly or prove unreliable: >Improve
training or move them on?
Then we could support Council to make realistic changes... No, we
felt fobbed off, yet again.
Back home, a passing contractor supplied some facts instead. And
on-the-spot obligingly actioned
all he could while my RFS on a dangerous oversight that has been
the scene of multiple crashes,
scrapes and near misses was still doing the email rounds. He also
observed that people over here
are so grateful for small services, while the east coasters make a
big fuss about every little poyhole.
(On a side-note, I am grateful to report that our RFS to re-design
the road markings to be clearer
and safer has with not another email in sight now been
implemented ! Yay!!)
More frequent clearing of water tables and culverts would prevent
much road damage. Such
maintenance jobs are sometimes left for fifteen years.
Other work may be simply botched, and left, unless locals take
initiative themselves disregarding
any “liability”. I understand a culvert which simply needed clearing
was replaced with a new one in
the wrong place. After no response, a contractor was arranged
privately to clear the old one. Those
situations are avoidable.
Just one othere xample is the road to Karaka Point.
Back when the present Mayor was the Clerk for Hokianga County
Council its single lane bridge -
which simply needed two new runners- was ripped out right
through the foundations and replaced
with twin culverts that are way too small for the hilly catchment
behind them.
Next time it rained that culvert wasn’t cutting it; and that road’s
been stuffing up worse ever since.
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During rain the nearest resident -a disabled octogenarian living 
alone- gets flooded right up under 
the floorboards. The chooks have to seek refuge in trees while the 
ducks swim around their cage 
for a change. A mile of road just disappears.. 
Never mind, she’s not meant to drive, Waihau bridge is being 
replaced, so everybody from out that 
way may have to drive through a tidal ford. Hopefully not all 
winter. No point her daughter on the 
next road seeing to the rusty brake drums yet for the salt-water to 
eat out again, is there? 
Psst! Anyone got a spare Bailey bridge? 
At some point Council promised at a Panguru meeting to drive over 
and check out Karaka Point Rd 
bridge in the next flood, but that’s exactly when the road is un-
usable. 
A dozen households’ children can’t travel to kohanga reo or kura in 
the van and bus, either. 
Is it a cruel jest that “bus” = “waka”? Is that why just the jetty is 
being replaced, because the road 
can’t be relied upon? If the bus were to go off the culvert into the 
sink-hole that’s growing bigger 
with each storm, will those kids be able to paddle it out? ‘Cause 
choppers and ambulances can’t 
land or get through anywhere there. 
She wonders if Council’s budget might stretch to a drone survey 
during a flood, but after three 
decades of inaction to her enquiries, even that seems like a vain 
hope. 
W hat can be done about t his ? That catchment can’t empty 
through “two straws”. 
And please don’t trot out “climate change”, because it hadn’t even 
been mentioned when those were 
installed. 
By the way, do you recall that right at the start of pine planting the 
Hokianga County Council 
created a fund to take care of the wear and tear on its unstable 
roads from the future forestry 
harvests, 30 years’ foresight? That baby was thrown out with the 
bath-water, swallowed up with 
the amalgamation that formed FNDC. 
After that, institutional memory seems to have conveniently 
evaporated. ~Not in the Rawene fire~. 
Suddenly however Council gets “awash” with Covid funds: a few 
major projects; and everything 
else going hang. 
So, God willing and the creek don’t rise, all of you are invited to 
experience these same public 
metal (read “mud” in winter) roads -or any of a dozen others in this 
rohe- of course, only in 

Volume 6 5



“normal” conditions. You may well want a few days to recover, as 
some local folk do. 
Because, come winter or high-water, travel is no longer an option. 
Thank you for a sensible midnight deadline! And I used all of it. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga 

ID Number IBS47 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Lee 

First name Barney 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS99 

Date 7/04/2021 
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Surname Levers 

First name John 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS74 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Lipanovic 

First name Ivan 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS35 

Date 5/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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I have just enjoyed a thoroughly delightful Easter weekend in this beautiful region we call 
home. This interlude was spoilt only by the need to consider the draconian measures you 
propose to make to the basis for charging for the "services" you provide. Fortunately I have 
had access to the excellent submission prepared by the Kerikeri & Surrounds Ratepayers & 
Residents Association of which I am a member. My intention had been to spend the better 
part of tomorrow putting together a personal submission emphasising the points I feel most 
strongly about. Specifically why the hell are you proposing to spend almost as much on 
Governance and Future Planning as you are on Roading which is clearly head and shoulders 
above any other issue that this district faces. And $35m on cycleways and sweet FA on 
footpaths! This is a poor rural district , not Grey Lynn, 

However it has now been brought to my attention that when FNDC says submissions close 
on 6 April they may actually mean immediately after midnight on the 5 April. Sounds 
incredible but given the devious, and frankly dishonest practices in this submission process ( 
who includes the Easter break in an already short submission period and then closes 
submissions on the day after a long holiday weekend without a political motive?) I need to 
act as if this is definitely the case. 

So not wishing to miss out on the opportunity to have input, I am therefore compelled to 
believe that submissions do close in a few hours and so have no option but to put 
forward  the KSRRA submission as my own and require you to treat this as a personal 
submission. 

I have nothing further to add other that elected members should remember that next year 
is election year for them and that many of us will be noting and remembering who votes for 
and who against these totally unfair and undemocratic proposals as a basis for our vote. 

Ivan Lipanovic 
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Surname Luethi 

First name Cornelia 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission - Long Term Plan and District Plan 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS51 

Date 6/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Submission from Cornelia Luethi on Long Term Plan & District Plan 

In general, both the long term and district plans lack vision, innovation, and long-term planning for growth 
and, in my opinion, are unsustainable. There is also a lack of awareness of cause and effect: if you make 
significant changes, they will have flow-on effects that are likely to be negative and cause issues that are 
worse than the initial problem. If the FNDC’s overall plan is to increase poverty, homelessness, and 
malnourishment, then bravo – you will be well on the way to achieving this with your proposed changes. 

Three Waters 

I have no confidence in a centrally managed water supply, and am strongly opposed to this.  
Look at the debacle in Auckland, with Watercare’s incompetent and overpaid CEO (earning $800k a year), 
and the company not managing to fix water leaks in a reasonable time frame during a drought. And its 
inability to manage stormwater, leaving beaches polluted after a storm. It’s a disgrace to New Zealand, and 
the Far North should have no part in a centrally managed water supply. I am also strongly opposed to water 
supplies being fluoridated.  

Regions need to retain control of their infrastructure, and water is no different. Instead of passing the buck on 
this matter, FNDC should learn how to manage its resources better. You owe it to your ratepayers. 

I have zero confidence in Labour-led initiatives. Their disastrous Kiwi Build and police recruitment campaigns 
speak for themselves. They have failed every performance target they set for themselves. For goodness 
sake don’t let them meddle with something as important as our water. 

So it’s a resounding “no” to Three Waters from me. 

Environment 

There is no mention in the plan about other environmental factors. I would like to see: 
• The promotion and development of organic horticulture and agriculture in the Far North. This type of

sustainable practice should be encouraged, not hindered by red tape and compliance costs.
• Ceasing use of toxic sprays (e.g. glyphosate, hi-cane).

Rates 

Debt levels of $333m by 2031 will create an unsustainable debt burden on ratepayers if and when interest 
rates increase. The mechanism that interest payments cannot exceed 10% of revenue cannot be guaranteed 
in a rising interest rate environment and debt cannot be reduced overnight. I understand Councils get special 
rates via the Government however Reserve Bank interest rates have averaged 7% since 1985. The only way 
to reduce debt if interest rates rise is an extreme increase to ratepayers or a Central Government bailout. 
Potentially allocating 10% of income to interest repayment on an on-going basis is not a smart policy and 
does now allow for debt capacity in the future when required. 

By 2031 the average residential rate payer in Kerikeri will be paying well in excess of $100 per week in rates 
including connected services but not including the NRC levy, no matter what rates model is used going 
forward. This will be unaffordable for many, not just in Kerikeri or Russell but also in lower rateable areas. 
We cannot have continued increases in rates that far exceed the rate of inflation. 

The Far North, like much of the country, has a major infrastructure deficit and the Plans are looking to 
address this partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund increases in financing costs, 
infrastructure spending and increased operational costs. I understand this creates a conundrum, how do we 
pay for infrastructure and increased costs without dramatically increasing debt and income. i.e. rates? 

The answer is two-fold: 

a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget has ballooned in recent years
and this needs to be curbed. Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am sure 
the Council thinks it already does this as a matter of course, but the evidence strongly suggests 
otherwise. 

(One area for greater efficiency could be around asset management. The Consultation Document 
states that the council isn’t using a live reporting system. Through my work, I know that 
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organisations that use spreadsheets instead of a centralised asset database with reporting 
functionality, make many errors and also waste time and human resources as well as money.) 

b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has one of the lowest central
government redistributions to regions in the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only 
if the Local Governments around the country stand together can this be altered. The current model 
of bidding/competing for funds and not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from 
Central Government needs to be challenged and needs to be done as a combined voice from all 
Councils. There has been for decades a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so 
Councils scrap to obtain their fair share and this funding has in the past been a political hot potato, 
with areas that are marginal seats receiving more funding than others. Northland’s recent change in 
the political landscape is a perfect example of this. Regional infrastructure or Local Body 
government funding should be apolitical. I realise this is not just a Far North but also a nationwide 
issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There is $3.8bn up for grabs right now; 
per capita the Far North should be entitled to at least $60m of this. Ensure we at least get that. 

Householders should not pay increased rates so that business’ rates can be reduced. This is just ridiculous. 
Businesses CHOOSE to have premises and pay the rates. Householders are FORCED to pay rates. Many 
householders have fixed incomes. The rates increases suggested are unaffordable, ridiculous, and will 
cause a significant increase in poverty, rents, etc. in a region that’s already struggling. If a householder has 
to pay more rates, they have less disposable income to spend with businesses in the area. So if the concept 
is to help businesses, this idea is very short-sighed and a total failure. I foresee many small businesses in 
the area going bankrupt due a drop in revenue. 

I am opposed to every rateable property paying water and wastewater charges, regardless of whether they 
are connected to a reticulated system or not, this is plain wrong. We are on tank water, and in over 5 years 
of living in the area, we have never needed to call on a water tanker, as we manage our water responsibly. 
Why should we be penalised when we are responsible with our water? Instead, get the tankers to on-charge 
a levy to people who use the council’s water and wastewater services. User pays is a fairer system, e.g. for 
the rich guy down the road who gets three water tankers every day in summer just to irrigate his lawns. I 
shouldn’t have to subsidise his excessive and greedy water usage.  

Now is a really bad time to change the rating methodology. The full economic impact of COVID-19 and the 
lockdowns hasn’t hit yet – and New Zealand is already in a recession. (According to Statistics NZ, the 
country’s GDP dropped by -2.9% annually in December 2020.) We need certainty around utilities and now is 
not the time to rock the boat and hit some people with significant rate increases full stop, including changing 
from LV to CV.  

It is very naïve to assume, for example, that people living in Kerikeri are rich. Many are on fixed incomes. 
And many more may be asset rich and cash poor (like me). I have just over $1k in savings (and my debt far 
exceeds this), and struggle to afford things like going to the dentist. I don’t have the income to pay higher 
rates, either now, or in the future. Looking at the sample rates database, our rates will increase by $600 in 
one year – where are we meant to find that kind of money from? What’s more, that’s a massive 19.1% 
increase, at a time when the rate of inflation in NZ is 1.4%. Who on earth does FNDC think it is to increase 
rates at over 13 times the rate of inflation?! Such a massive increase should actually be illegal. 

Many landlords will have no choice but to increase rents to cover this astronomical increase in rates. This will 
make the situation even harder for renters, and exacerbate the housing crisis in the district. I imagine there 
will be a significant increase in homelessness and poverty as a result. Where is the provision for homeless 
housing in the long-term plan? 

Paying over $5k in rates in 10 years’ time is absolute insanity, and I will be moving out of Kerikeri. I wouldn’t 
be surprised if the high rates in Kerikeri cause an exodus, foiling the Council’s plans to use Kerikeri residents 
as a golden goose. It may become the next ghost town, like Kaikohe. Beware! 

It seems that the Council is unaware of ‘cause and effect’ when it comes to rates increases: if you make 
(dramatic) changes to something, it will have flow-on effects. 

Do you have any idea of how difficult it is just to exist in the Far North, if you’re not a salaried civil servant? 
My partner and I have 3 businesses between us, and we each work 50-60 hours a week, just to keep 
ourselves afloat. Yet on paper the council probably sees us as rich Kerikeri-ites, because our house is worth 
a certain amount, but that couldn’t be further from the truth, and we qualify for the highest level of rates 
rebates due to our low income. 
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I have read that some farmers’ rates will increase 30% to 50% in one year, with similar percentage increases 
each year for the following ten years. What do you think that will do? There will be sharp increases in the 
price of food. There will be bankrupt farms. NZ will have to rely on imported food and be at the mercy of 
overseas forces. There will be hunger, malnourishment, and obesity as more people turn to junk food and 
processed food, and in turn more health problems. Is this really the future FNDC wants for its people? Surely 
producing healthy, NZ grown food should be encouraged, not penalised? 

Consider what else is happening in the world: China has run out of shipping containers, which has increased 
the costs of shipping. The cost of diesel is skyrocketing – another factor behind dramatic rises in shipping 
costs. Ports all around the world are congested and seriously behind schedule with offloading ships due to 
COVID-19 restrictions. With all this taking place, it really doesn’t make sense to rely on imported food, now 
or in the future. To safeguard a sustainable food supply, our country (and thus our district) should aim to be 
as self sufficient as possible, and have measures in place to encourage this, rather than hinder and tax it - 
whether by rates or other mechanisms. 

Furthermore, there is the strange restriction in some of the new Zoning (e.g. Rural Residential) where indoor 
food production is banned. Other countries support urban/vertical farming of nutrient dense foods such as 
microgreens, hydroponic vegetables, and mushrooms. Why ban it in the Far North? This is very short 
sighted. 

Zoning 

The LTP is also impacted by the DP and this is where considerable changes to the DP can positively impact 
the outcomes for the LTP. Kerikeri being the growth engine of the Far North needs far more land rezoned for 
residential development close to town. The south side of Waipapa Road between Rainbow Falls Road and 
Waipapa needs to be rezoned to rural living from rural production. This area is already compromised and 
also backs onto the land holding the Council has purchased for the new Waipapa Sports Hub. By rezoning 
this area it will create more land supply close to town and also an opportunity for the Council to develop their 
own subdivision with the surplus land not required for the Sports Hub. This could be a substantial revenue 
earner for the FNDC. The area of benefit for the Kerikeri sewerage scheme needs to be expanded 
immediately. In the LTP it is scheduled for 2029 at an estimated cost of $35m. If this was brought forward 
creating 1000+ new connections not only would there be a significant saving in inflationary costs the large 
increase in the rate payer base would largely pay for the capital cost within 10 years. It would also create 
more supply of land/housing close to town, something we need as a town, a region and as a country. 

The single-lane bridge at Waipapa Landing should be widened into a two-lane bridge to cope with the 
increased traffic from the new subdivisions.  

Roading 

Within the capital works program in the LTP I cannot see any budget to improve traffic in Kerikeri CBD, e.g. a 
bypass. Nor any other major roading projects such as the long mooted road from SH10 Bulls Gorge 
connecting Maraenui and Hall Roads and through to Mill Lane. This is a long-term plan is it not? Kerikeri is 
one of the fastest growing small towns in New Zealand and yet as far as I can see there is no substantial 
investment in new roads to divert traffic from the CBD. It’s quite incredible! Where is the planning for growth? 

I think the one-way system should remain, but with roads constructed to create a bypass of the town centre. 
It seems that much of the traffic that clogs the one-way system is actually travelling through, rather than 
stopping in town. The one-way system flows beautifully when it’s not overloaded. 

Developer contributions 

I am confused whether a developer contribution levy will be re-introduced in the LTP? It’s not clear one way 
or the other. In the past developer contributions were too high in relation to property values, however they 
should never have been scrapped altogether, rather the contribution should be a percentage of around 3% of 
the developed value or and paid once the development is completed from the sale proceeds. 

From speaking with friends, it sounds like the previous approach to developer contributions was erratic and 
badly managed. A friend building a house, for example, had no idea how much the charge would be, or how 
it would be calculated – and she was hit with an unexpectedly large bill, with no explanation or help provided. 
There would need to be much greater transparency and clarity around the process. 
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Elderly care 

The lack of care home spaces in the Far North should be a real concern of all living in the region, and with 
an ageing population this should be addressed in the Council’s plans for the future. It concerns me that a 
number of developers are building so-called ‘retirement villages’ – which will attract more elderly people to 
the area – but none of these developers are installing or contributing towards care beds in the region. How 
about introducing a specific levy for them that will be used for creating or expanding a care home? 

Septic systems and section sizes 

Largely we have moved away from septic tanks to bio-systems for sewerage in areas not connected to the 
sewerage system. This has created quite a substantial cost to any build and on-going maintenance required 
and yet there has been no revision of lot sizes with this advance in technology. Do we still need minimum 
3,000m² sections to cater for sewer drainage when using a bio system? In the 1980s sections much smaller 
than that were approved in coastal zones and are still on septic systems. We obviously don’t want to revert 
to that however what work has gone into calculating the land size required when utilising a bio-system 
versus an old fashioned septic system? Efficiency of land use in the right areas for housing is critical and can 
be one component, of many to help with housing affordability. 

Dogs 

I can’t see any mention of dogs in the plans. From my own experiences: 
(a) There are a significant number of nuisance dogs in the area, whether it’s wandering dogs or out-of-

control barking at all hours;
(b) There are many irresponsible dog owners. Those who think it’s OK to chain up a dog all day. Those

who don’t train their dogs. And so on.
(c) There are also many responsible dog owners, who are fed up with the above 2 factors, and we

should not be penalised for the actions of irresponsible dog owners.

Other councils offer a discount of dog licences when owners have achieved Responsible Dog Ownership 
status. I can’t understand why FNDC doesn’t offer something like this, which rewards and encourages good 
dog owners, and educates others. The Far North is essentially a rural community, and positive dog 
ownership should be encouraged rather than ignored. It’s also important that the Council remembers that 
companion animals are key to many people: they help people with their physical and mental health, with 
such dogs being part of the family, rather than an animal. I would love this region to be more dog friendly, 
and with more responsible dog owners. 

District Plan re-zoning: Rural Residential 

The rules around RRZ-S7 (Home Business) are draconian and will inhibit economic growth in the region. 
Dictating working hours and only allowing one member of staff etc. is ridiculous. (So you could have a noisy 
family of eight in a property, with young kids screaming at all hours, and teenagers coming and going in their 
cars all the time, plus one staff member… but a childless couple who make no noise can only have one staff 
member too. That makes absolutely no sense.) 

Also, how will this be monitored? Will the Council waste more ratepayers’ funds employing staff to spy on 
ratepayers? Or will neighbours be encouraged to nark on each other, to divide our communities? 

How on earth are people meant to pay the already far-too-high rates when their ability to work and earn is 
being curtailed? This whole section needs to be deleted. Let people work and earn money on their property. 
So long as they don’t make excessive noise, odour or dust, let them earn a crust for heaven’s sake. People 
need to build up a business to a reasonable size before they can justify the additional costs of moving into 
commercial premises, and that’s not going to happen if the Council is prohibiting business growth. 

And if I’m still working at my computer at 9pm at night, is the Council going to spy on me and fine me?! What 
a ridiculous rule. 

I also don’t understand RRZ-S5 (Coverage): “the combined building and impervious surface coverage of the 
gross site area of any site must be no more than 12.5%”. This seems a very small percentage, and it means 
that many people can’t tarmac their driveways – which seems daft in a region where there are already issues 
with dust. (Personally, dust triggers my asthma and all the gravel roads and driveways in the area don’t help. 
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Figures from the Asthma & Respiratory Foundation NZ: 1 in 7 children have asthma; asthma is the 3rd most 
common cause of death in NZ; the cost to the country each year is $6bn.)  

The percentage in the current district plan is 30% (or 5,000m²), which seems far more reasonable and 
realistic. Bear in mind that the zone is RURAL Residential, so as well as housing, people need sheds, 
workshops, greenhouses, and other ancillary buildings to service their property and lifestyle. The 12.5% limit 
doesn’t allow for this, and is at odds with the zone description and purpose. 

RRZ-P5 (Avoiding intensive indoor primary production) makes no sense. Other cities around the world 
encourage urban/vertical farms that produce nutrient rich food such as microgreens, hydroponic vegetables, 
and mushrooms. This is short-sighted, especially when healthy eating should be encouraged at a time of 
soaring obesity rates and high food prices. Growing healthy food indoors, such as microgreens and 
mushrooms, does not create any noise, odour or dust, so the rationale behind banning this eludes me. 

RRZ-R8 (Rural Produce Retail) – PER-2: Council should not have the authority to restrict what someone 
wants to sell. And why on earth should the shop be 30m away from a boundary, this is random and illogical. I 
don’t see any such limitations for Educational Facilities, yet screaming children are far noisier than someone 
buying vegetables, for example. 
Why is the Council so anti small business? 

Some clauses are missing from the proposed new District Plan, that exist in the Rural Living Zone rules of 
the current District Plan: 

• 8.7.5.1.10 – Keeping of Animals: the 50m minimum boundary should be maintained or increased,
having recently experienced issues with a neighbour breeding dogs outside in their garden.

• 8.7.5.1.12 – Helicopter landing area: This rule should be kept.

Better rules and procedures need to be made to cover the problem of dogs barking non-stop and at night. 

Community outcomes 

All cultures should be embraced equally. One culture should not be elevated above others; we are a modern 
society. Equality, please, and no racism. For that reason, I am against Maori wards, as I am anti-apartheid.  

Summary 

The plans submitted for consultation fall far short of the ambition and innovation required. It’s a difficult 
position for Councils where there has been a large underspend on infrastructure for decades and the funding 
from Central Government has and still is inadequate. But there is no use just carrying on the same old 
unsustainable way and old ideas. Methods need to be challenged, as does Central Government. 
Overcharging residents in Kerikeri for rates could have major negative consequences for the town’s 
continued growth and scupper the Council’s money grab. Moreover, the Council is seriously out of touch with 
the financial challenges and realities of its residents. Many measures in the re-zoning are anti small 
business, yet somehow we are expected to pay for rate increases over 13 times the rate of inflation in the 
space of a year. The proposed changes would see an increase in poverty, homelessness, and 
malnourishment.
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Three waters 
P5.I am pleased to see forward planning with expansion of Kerikeri waste water in yrs. 8 to 10 shown 
the 10 year capital programme.  

Nearly 20 years as Per the Waipapa commercial/industrial area opened there is still no waste water 
system programmed for Waipapa.  

There is no waste water project programmed for Riverview or Skudders Beach with potential, even 
likely pollution, of KK Inlet from their septic tanks.  

It seems necessary for FNDC to join the MOU non-binding agreement. It appears that numerous 
Councils, including FNDC, are unable to fund the 3 waters demands of their district and that 
depreciation has not been necessarily used for this purpose With so many 3 Waters systems 
distributed throughout the Far North, that FNDC has li]le choice and we have the impression that 
FNDC has insufficient expertise. We would not be happy however to be incorporated with Auckland 
because of its size and would prefer to be associated with other Northland Councils  

P5. Adaption to Climate Change While the recognition in the LTP is welcomed. To date the 

Council commitment in practice has been underwhelming. Our sister organisation Carbon Neutral 
Kerikeri has been seeking to influence Council to contribute to the discussion by proposing Council 
employees make use of its Carbon Calculator. Behavioural change in the community is essential and 
if Council employees have appropriate leadership and adopted a culture this would greatly influence 
the community. We consider that a champion for climate change as a high-level appointment would 
make a considerable difference.  

P5. Transport and roading I welcome the cooperation between the four councils. This is a 

marked contrast to the fractious relationship which FNDC had with NRC about 6 or 7 years ago. The 
CBD planning and a bypass • _At the last 3 year review, roading in Kerikeri, which included yet 
again a CBD bypass, was lost because Council voted in lieu to have a strategic plan for roading for all 
the Far North. 

• _I am astonished that the CBD bypass is again not incorporated in the LTP.

• _Another three years has passed by without action.

• _The greater Kerikeri population is about 16,500, about 26% of the entire Far North population,
and continues to grow. This far exceeds the often quoted Kerikeri figure of about 7,500 which
comprises just the town ship and township surrounds but excludes outer areas where many Kerikeri
people live.

• _The KK population visits the CBD for services, schooling etc., while some traffic passes through it.
Both streams must use the Kerikeri Road one way system which passes through the CBD. The
Regional Land Transport Plan does list a project named the Kerikeri Strategic Network Plan in 2021-
2024, We welcome this planning at last. Congestion is now daily not just at holiday peaks. Planning is
well overdue and growth continues, but only $1.2M is allocated for it presumably for study and fees
and will take years to plan and implement.

• _I trust that the CBD bypass will be included in the above Strategic Network Plan. For us it is a long-
needed project of community well-being and social interconnectivity.
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• _The reason for using the name ‘bypass’ is to differentiate it from a mere road which tends to mean
vehicles to a road engineer and apparently to the Council. To the community it means a short, local
adjunct and necessary condition for our wellbeing in the CBD of the CBD, although it may be part of
a wider community network. It is about facilitating pedestrians, cycling and minimal traffic in the
main Street.

• _It is part of a well-defined urban planning project and must not wait until the entire KK road
strategy is resolved. It will be part of a wider Kerikeri roading network but there is no reason to delay
it since it will not inhibit the future. The Kerikeri-Waipapa Structure Plan 2007 never led to a plan for
the Kerikeri CBD, as intended. We have failed to get support from successive Councils to plan for the
CBD to make it more pedestrian friendly and also safer for pedestrians.

• _I view our main street as a space to embrace living and community interaction to achieve a
better and safer quality of life. We view our main street as a space to be shared by
pedestrians, cyclists and low-speed vehicles. In short it is about our well-being.

• _A Kerikeri two-way CBD bypass would enable traffic through the main street, dominated by cars,
contrary to modern urban design practice, to be minimised and made more pedestrian friendly.
11000 v.p.d pass through the Kerikeri Road/Cobham Road roundabout much of it passing through
the CBD.

The FN 2100 Plan for 2021 to 2024, P25 & 26, includes: 
• _Putting the wellbeing of the communities and people first. Developing and enhancing social
connectivity and well-being
• _Develop or enhance social connectivity wellbeing measures
• _Take stock of plans and strategies of agencies and community groups that share common
wellbeing outcomes with Council
• _Develop and implement a placemaking policy, including the form in which community views are
captured and realised to ensure wellbeing principles are central to any spatial or placemaking plan
or project
• _Apply the placemaking policy to developing spatial plans for:

• Kaikohe
• Kerikeri/Bay of Islands/ Russell
• Doubtless Bay
• Kaitāia
• Moerewa/Otiria
• Pukenui
• Kawakawa
• South Hokianga
• North Hokianga
• Karikari Peninsula.

 Kerikeri is further advanced than other Far North townships. We have a Structure Plan which 
remains valid for the CBD and have had recent well attended public consultation by Our Kerikeri. 

Council has failed for a long period to take into account the well-being of our community and its 
social connectivity and to plan for it. We need a placemaking plan for the CBD in the form in which it 
captures our community views as expressed by Our Kerikeri public meetings with 300 people 

a]ending. Funding the bypass If the CBD bypass is accepted by NZTA it would provide a 69%
subsidy. Council already owns the land.

Volume 6 19



What I want included in the Draft LTP: 

1. A project for the spatial plan of the CBD which captures the community wellbeing and social
connectivity principles already expressed publicly by the community and promoted in the FN 2100
Plan
2. A project for a CBD bypass as an integral part of the above to minimise traffic in the Main
Street.
3. Consider funding the council 31% contribution, assuming an NZTA subsidy, from a targeted rate
for KK for the CBD bypass. Council already owns the land.
4. Work in partnership with Council to achieve these goals.

Further LTP roading comments 
Wider planning does not appear to be included in terms of climate change or known Kerikeri 
developments in the LTP.  
Contributions towards a safe cycling network for Kerikeri is crucial in enabling an alternative 
commuter options and equity for our community.  
Not only to ease current traffic congestion but also to ease future congestion from infrastructure 
projects already funded. With improvements to Kerikeri Domain Recreation and Leisure 
infrastructure additional traffic is expected in CBD. 

 The new Sports Hub development in Waipapa must drive spend on viable safe cycling access 
options for equity reasons, allowing children without the support of parental transport to access the 
facility. It is a very short drive from our most populated areas to the location but it is a very long 
walk.  

What most likely has not been considered as yet is the latent statistics around additional traffic 
created in and around the Waipapa area due to the Sports Hub. With all traffic arriving and leaving 
via State Highway 10, the new Waipapa Roundabout will be under increasing pressure as will the 
Sports Hub SH 10 intersection.  

I question why so much is being spent on tourism cycling infrastructure and not on door to door safe 
cycling access for our people. Who are we looking after here? 

 Wellbeing of our community members is a local government policy directive, the LTP seems to be 
largely ignoring this. Pushing safe cycling infrastructure from tourism routes into residential and 
business districts will add huge well-being value to both our residents and tourists alike.  

What we would like in the 10 year plan Include projects to recognise developments associated 
with connectivity to the new Sports Hub particularly for cycling.  

P6 Community Facilities: 
It is acknowledged that Far North Holdings Ltd has been efficient at planning for and implementing 
projects and FNDC was thus able to take quick advantage of the Provincial Growth Fund e.g. Paihia 
and Russell wharf upgrades and the Kerikeri Airport well ahead of other parts of the country. It is 
important that these projects are run by an organisation with business skills rather than in house by 
Council. There has however been some criticism about FNHL not consulting adequately with the 
community for some projects and its community consultation needs to be considered by Council 
without strangling an otherwise effective organisation with red tape. 
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P6 Strategic Planning: 
I am surprised to learn that there have been improvements made in strategic planning although they 
are needed. We are certainly not aware of any fruits of it for Kerikeri. Information from VKK and Our 
Kerikeri vanishes into council. There is no two-way-exchange of information and we feel that there is 
a lack of information and consultation. Inputs into Climate Change seem to have been ignored.  

P6 Crown Funded Economic Stimulus Projects: 
It is good to have won some funding for projects in the Far North. However, the procedure of FNDC 
Admin applying for funding of projects under urgency under exclusion of Councillors (!!) and the 
public based on “shovel-ready” rather than “future oriented” projects in consideration of Climate 
Change is seen as inappropriate. Numerous projects are “nice to have” but not essential.  
The high pressure climate under which funding has been granted has also lead to minimisation of 
community input, lack of climate change lens, innovation and inefficiency in terms of long-term 
thinking.  

P7 Our Infrastructure Strategy: 
The planning is described as responsible and forward-looking for the next 30 years with the 
expectations that the asset infrastructure will work for the next 10 years. We certainly hope that 
there will be improvement as there are numbers of l water and wastewater systems being used on 
expired consents and/or not working properly. (See above P5 Three Waters). The very lengthy 
planning and rounds of public consultation for the Kerikeri wastewater plant resulted in an 
enormously expensive and already nearly fully utilised facility.  

P9 Key Financial Goals 
- Moderate impact of funding depreciation on strategic assets:
See above P5 - The proceeds of depreciation need to be kept in reserve to fund maintenance, repair

and renewal. Misappropriation leads to increased cost later.
- Limit Debt: To strictly limit debt at this time of extremely low cost borrowing, when some
infrastructure improvements/renewals are urgently required may not be the best strategy
Borrowing at low cost to build the infrastructure now at lower prices than in the future. This will
support the economy and reduce unemployment, especially with local procurement. - Use low
interest borrowing possibilities provided by the Local Government Commission/Central
Government.

P18 Housing for the Elderly: 
Option 4 is preferred. 

P20 Enable sustainable economic development: 
Prefer Option 2 in order that FNDC has a stronger voice at the table 

P22 Fairer and Simpler Rates: 
Option 1 - keep the existing land-based system. In the past VKK has supported rating by capital value 
but circumstances are now different.  

The LTP consultation document assumes that the value of a ratepayer’s property is ‘considered the 1 

b_e_s_t_ _m_e_a_s_u_r_e_ _o_f_ _a_ _p_e_r_s_o_n_’s_ _a_b_i_l_i_t_y_ _t_o_ _p_a_y_’ _(p.22, 
para 2).  

That was true in the past. But now the value of a person’s house is no longer a good measure of 
their ability to pay. 
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 Statistics show that many people’s incomes in New Zealand have fallen a long way below house 
values, and ‘New Zealand has one of the highest house price-to-income ratios in the world.’ 2 

Average property values in NZ rose by more than 11% during 2020, for example, and prices of many 
basic goods have also increased, while many people’s income fell behind.  

The value of a house is not a good indicator of a person’s income in areas of the District where 
property values have experienced significant inflation (such as Kerikeri), for the following reasons: 
• _Many residents bought their home several years ago, before house values became grossly
inflated.
• _Many people could not afford to buy their existing house if they had to purchase it now.
• _A significant percentage of people around Kerikeri have low or very modest incomes – many
retired people, for example, rely on a state pension and don’t have significant savings (or earn
almost no interest on bank savings), so house value is definitely NOT an indicator of their income.

 Basing the rates on the paper value of a person’s home is simply unfair and unaffordable in the 
situation where incomes have fallen a long way behind house prices.  

Although some people in the District have very high incomes, many of us have low or modest 
incomes and simply cannot afford the huge rate increases proposed by Council.  

Examples of proposed rate increases in the coming decade: 
The LTP consultation document (p.23) gives an example of proposed rate increases in Kerikeri for 
the next 10 years, based on a house with average land value $271,289 and capital value $672,475: 
1) https://www.fndc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/documents/spp/long-term-plan-2021-31-consultation-

document. pdf
2)The ratio was calculated by dividing nominal house prices by nominal disposable income per head and is
considered a measure of affordability. Statista.com, https://www.statista.com/statistics/1026956/house-price-
to-income-ratio-new-zealand/
#:~:text=New%20Zealand%20has%20one%20of,considered%20a%20measure%20of%20affordability.

• _Rates for that house would rise from approx. $2500 last year, to about $4000 in 4 years’ time
(2025/26) and more than $5000 in 2030/31.
• _That indicates a rate increase (since last year) of more than 100% over the coming decade.
• _Annual average increase is about 9.4% per year for 11 years.
These eye-watering rate increases are way higher than the general level of inflation.

Rates as percentage of income: 
The LTP example for Kerikeri (p.23) indicates that rates will take a large portion of the income of 
people on low or modest incomes:  
• _A retired couple that has a joint after-tax income of $34k (i.e. annual superannuation after tax,
and receiving negligible interest on any bank savings) would be expected to pay rates of $3000 in
2021-22 (almost 9% of their total income) rising to $5000 (taking 15% of their total income).

 However, it is well known that Northland’s inhabitants include a high percentage of retirees without 
other income than their Super. They might own a property with a high capital value, but have no 
regular income to pay high rates. Younger property owners might have to use a large income portion 
on mortgages.  
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Development Contributions 
Development contributions should be re-instated without further delay. Kerikeri has been growing 
rapidly without necessary infrastructure. The Council lacks funding sources. Necessary investment in 
roading, water services and other infrastructure will result in unaffordable and unfair rate increases. 
Investment contributions vanished by Council decision with rapidity. We do not understand the 
difficulty or reluctance to reinstate them. 
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Growth with Vision 

5 Manako Place, RD 3 
KERIKERI 0230 

visionkerikeri@gmail.com 
www.visionkerikeri.org.nz

Submission	on	FNDC	LTP	2021-31	

Vision for Kerikeri & Environs (VKK) is a community group focussing on sustainable town planning 
www.visionkerikeri.org.nz in considera?on of the four aspects of community wellbeing - social, 
economic, environmental and cultural.  Together with our spun-off sister organisa?on, the charitable 
Carbon Neutral NZ Trust, we are also raising awareness about Climate Change and what households 
can do to mi?gate by using our free and easy carbon calculator www.carbonneutraltrust.org.nz. 

Three	waters	
P5.We are pleased to see forward planning with  expansion of Kerikeri waste water in yrs. 8 to 10 
shown the 10 year capital programme.  

Nearly 20 years aPer the Waipapa commercial/industrial area opened there is s?ll no  waste water 
system programmed for Waipapa. 

There is no waste water project programmed for  Riverview or Skudders Beach with poten?al, even 
likely pollu?on, of KK Inlet from their sep?c tanks. 

It seems necessary for FNDC to join the MOU non-binding agreement. It appears that numerous 
Councils, including FNDC, are unable to fund the 3 waters demands of their district and that 
deprecia?on has not been necessarily used for this purpose With so many 3 Waters systems 
distributed throughout the Far North, that FNDC has li]le choice and we have the impression that 
FNDC has insufficient exper?se. We would not be happy however to be incorporated with Auckland 
because of its size and would prefer to be associated with other Northland Councils 

P5.	Adaption	to	Climate	Change	
While the recogni?on in the LTP is welcomed. To date the Council commitment in prac?ce has been 
underwhelming. Our sister organisa?on Carbon Neutral Kerikeri has been seeking to influence 
Council to contribute to the discussion by proposing Council employees make use of its Carbon 
Calculator. Behavioural change in the community is essen?al and if Council employees have  
appropriate leadership and adopted a culture this would greatly influence the community. We 
consider that a champion for climate change as a high-level appointment would make a considerable 
difference. 

P5.	Transport	and	roading	
We welcome the coopera?on between the four councils. This is a marked contrast to the frac?ous 
rela?onship which FNDC had with NRC about 6 or 7 years ago. 

The	CBD	planning	and	a	bypass	
• At the last 3 year review, roading in Kerikeri, which included yet again a CBD bypass, was lost 

because Council voted in lieu to have a strategic plan for roading for all the Far North. 
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•  VKK is very disappointed that the CBD bypass is again not incorporated in the LTP. 

• Another three years has passed by without ac?on.   

• The greater Kerikeri popula?on is about 16,500, about 26% of the en?re Far North 
popula?on, and con?nues to grow.  This far exceeds the oPen-quoted Kerikeri figure of 
about 7,500 which comprises just the town ship and township surrounds but excludes outer 
areas where many Kerikeri people live. 

•  The KK popula?on visits the CBD for services, schooling etc., while some traffic passes
through it. Both streams must use the Kerikeri Road one way system which passes through 
the CBD.  

The Regional Land Transport Plan does list a project named the Kerikeri Strategic Network Plan in 
2021-2024, We welcome this planning at last.  Conges?on is now daily not just at holiday 
peaks. Planning is well overdue and growth con?nues, but only $1.2M is allocated for it 
presumably for study and fees and will take years to plan and implement. 

• We trust that the CBD bypass will be included in the above Strategic Network Plan. For us it 
is a long-needed project of community well-being and social interconnec?vity.

• The reason for using the name ‘bypass’ is to differentiate it from a mere road which tends to 
mean vehicles to a road engineer and apparently to the Council. To the community it means 
a short, local adjunct and necessary condition for our wellbeing in the CBD of the CBD, 
although it may be part of a wider community network. It is about facilitating pedestrians, 
cycling and minimal traffic in the main Street. 

• It is part of a well-defined urban planning project and must not wait un?l the en?re KK road 
strategy is resolved. It will be part of a wider Kerikeri roading network but there is no reason 
to delay it since it will not inhibit the future.  The Kerikeri-Waipapa Structure Plan 2007 never 
led to a plan for the Kerikeri CBD, as intended. We have failed to get support from successive 
Councils to plan for the CBD to make it more pedestrian friendly and also safer for 
pedestrians. 

• We view our main street as a space to embrace living and community interaction to
achieve a better and safer quality of life. We view our main street as a space to be 
shared by pedestrians, cyclists and low-speed vehicles. In short it is about our well-
being. 

• A Kerikeri two-way CBD bypass would enable traffic through the main street, dominated by 
cars, contrary to modern urban design prac?ce, to be minimised and made more pedestrian 
friendly. 11000 v.p.d pass through the Kerikeri Road/Cobham Road roundabout much of it 
passing through the CBD. 
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The FN 2100 Plan for 2021 to 2024, P25 & 26, includes: 

• Puing the wellbeing of the communi?es and people first.  Developing and enhancing social 
connec?vity and well-being  

• Develop or enhance social connec?vity wellbeing measures  

• Take stock of plans and strategies of agencies and community groups that share common 
wellbeing outcomes with Council 

• Develop and implement a placemaking policy, including the form in which community views 
are captured and realised to ensure wellbeing principles are central to any spa?al or 
placemaking plan or project 

• Apply the placemaking policy to developing f spa?al plans for: • Kaikohe • Kerikeri/Bay of 
Islands/ Russell • Doubtless Bay • Kaitāia • Moerewa/O?ria • Pukenui • Kawakawa • South 
Hokianga • North Hokianga • Karikari Peninsula. 

Kerikeri is further advanced than other Far North townships. We have a Structure Plan which remains 
valid for the CBD and have had recent well a]ended public consulta?on by Our Kerikeri. 

Council has failed for a long period to take into account the well-being of our community and its 
social connec?vity and to plan for it.  

We need a placemaking plan for the CBD in the form in which it captures our community views as 
expressed by Our Kerikeri public mee?ngs with 300 people a]ending.  

Funding	the	bypass	
 If the CBD bypass is accepted by NZTA it would provide a 69% subsidy. Council already owns the 
land. 

What we want included in the Dra5 LTP: 

1. A project for the spa?al plan of the CBD which captures the community wellbeing and
social connec?vity principles already expressed publicly by the community and promoted
in the FN 2100 Plan

2. A project for a CBD bypass as an integral part of the above to minimise traffic in the Main
Street.

3. Consider funding the council 31% contribu?on, assuming an NZTA subsidy,  from a targeted
rate for KK for the CBD bypass.  Council already owns the land.
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4. Work in partnership with Council to achieve these goals. 

Further	LTP	roading	comments	
Wider planning does not appear to be included in terms of climate change or known Kerikeri 
developments in the LTP.  

Contribu?ons towards a safe cycling network for Kerikeri is crucial in enabling an alterna?ve 
commuter op?on and equity for our community. Not only to ease current traffic conges?on but also 
to ease future conges?on from infrastructure projects already funded.  

With improvements to Kerikeri Domain Recrea?on and Leisure infrastructure addi?onal traffic is 
expected in CBD. The new Sports Hub development in Waipapa must drive spend on viable safe 
cycling access op?ons for equity reasons, allowing children without the support of parental transport 
to access the facility. It is a very short drive from our most populated areas to the loca?on but it is a 
very long walk.  

What most likely has not been considered as yet is the latent sta?s?cs around addi?onal traffic 
created in and around the Waipapa area due to the Sports Hub. With all traffic arriving and leaving 
via State Highway 10, the new Waipapa Roundabout will be under increasing pressure as will the 
Sports Hub SH 10 intersec?on.  

We ques?on why so much is being spent on tourism cycling infrastructure and not on door to door 
safe cycling access for our people. Who are we looking aPer here. Wellbeing of our community 
members is a local government policy direc?ve, the LTP seems to be largely ignoring this. Pushing 
safe cycling infrastructure from tourism routes into residen?al and business districts will add huge 
well-being value to both our residents and tourists alike. 

What	we	would	like	in	the	10	year	plan	
Include projects to recognise developments associated with connec?vity to the new Sports Hub 
par?cularly for cycling. 

P6	Community	Facilities:	
 It is acknowledged that Far North Holdings Ltd has been efficient at planning for and implemen?ng 
projects and FNDC was thus able to take quick advantage of the Provincial Growth Fund e.g. Paihia 
and Russell wharf upgrades and the Kerikeri Airport well ahead of other parts of the country.  It is 
important that these projects are run by an organisa?on with business skills rather than in house by 
Council. 

There has however been some cri?cism about FNHL not consul?ng adequately with the community 
for some projects and its community consulta?on needs to be considered by Council without 
strangling an otherwise effec?ve organisa?on with red tape. 
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P6	Strategic	Planning:	
We are surprised to learn that there have been improvements made in strategic planning although 
they are needed. We are certainly not aware of any fruits of it for Kerikeri. Informa?on from VKK and 
Our Kerikeri vanishes into council. There is no two-way-exchange of informa?on and we feel that 
there is a lack of informa?on and consulta?on.  Inputs into Climate Change seem to have been 
ignored.  

P6 Crown Funded Economic S?mulus Projects:  
 It is good to have won some funding for projects in the Far North.  However, the procedure of FNDC 
Admin applying for funding of projects under urgency under exclusion of Councillors (!!) and the 
public based on “shovel-ready” rather than “future oriented” projects in considera?on of Climate 
Change is seen as inappropriate.  Numerous projects are “nice to have” but not essen?al.   
The high pressure climate under which funding has been granted has also lead to minimisa?on of 
community input, lack of climate change lens, innova?on and inefficiency in terms of long-term 
thinking. 

P7 Our Infrastructure Strategy:  
The planning is described as responsible and forward-looking for the next 30 years with the 
expecta?ons that the asset infrastructure will work for the next 10 years.  We certainly hope that 
there will be improvement as there are numbers of l water and wastewater systems being used on 
expired consents and/or not working properly.  (See above P5 Three Waters).  The very lengthy 
planning and rounds of public consulta?on for the Kerikeri wastewater plant resulted in an 
enormously expensive and already nearly fully u?ilised facility.   

P9	Key	Financial	Goals	
- Moderate impact of funding deprecia?on on strategic assets: See above P5 - The proceeds of 
deprecia?on need to be kept in reserve to fund maintenance, repair and renewal.  Misappropria?on 
leads to increased cost later. 
- Limit Debt:  To strictly limit debt at this ?me of extremely low cost borrowing, when some 
infrastructure improvements/renewals are urgently required may not be the best strategy 
 Borrowing at  low cost to build the infrastructure now at lower prices than in the future. This will 
support the economy and reduce unemployment, especially with local procurement.  - Use low 
interest borrowing possibili?es provided by the Local Government Commission/Central Government. 
  
P18	Housing	for	the	Elderly:	
 Op?on 4 is preferred. 

P20	Enable	sustainable	economic	development:	
Prefer Op?on 2 in order that FNDC has a stronger voice at the table   
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P22	Fairer	and	Simpler	Rates:		
Op?on 1 - keep the exis?ng land-based system.  In the past VKK has supported ra?ng by capital value 
but circumstances are now different.  

The LTP consulta?on document  assumes that the value of a ratepayer’s property is ‘considered the 1

best measure of a person’s ability to pay’ (p.22, para 2). 

That was true in the past. But now the value of a person’s house is no longer a good measure of their 
ability to pay.  

Sta?s?cs show that many people’s incomes in New Zealand have fallen a long way below house 
values, and ‘New Zealand has one of the highest house price-to-income raDos in the world.’  2

Average property values in NZ rose by more than 11% during 2020, for example, and prices of many 
basic goods have also increased, while many people’s income fell behind.  

The value of a house is not a good indicator of a person’s income in areas of the District where 
property values have experienced significant infla?on (such as Kerikeri), for the following reasons: 

• Many residents bought their home several years ago, before house values became grossly 
inflated.  

• Many people could not afford to buy their exis?ng house if they had to purchase it now.   
• A significant percentage of people around Kerikeri have low or very modest incomes – many 

re?red people, for example, rely on a state pension and don’t have significant savings (or 
earn almost no interest on bank savings), so house value is definitely NOT an indicator of 
their income. 

Basing the rates on the paper value of a person’s home is simply unfair and unaffordable in the 
situa?on where incomes have fallen a long way behind house prices. 

Although some people in the District have very high incomes, many of us have low or modest 
incomes and simply cannot afford the huge rate increases proposed by Council. 

Examples of proposed rate increases in the coming decade: 
The LTP consulta?on document (p.23) gives an example of proposed rate increases in Kerikeri for the 
next 10 years, based on a house with average land value $271,289 and capital value $672,475: 

  h]ps://www.fndc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/documents/spp/long-term-plan-2021-31-consulta?on-1

document.pdf 

 The ra?o was calculated by dividing nominal house prices by nominal disposable income per head and is 2

considered a measure of affordability. Sta?sta.com, h]ps://www.sta?sta.com/sta?s?cs/1026956/house-price-
to-income-ra?o-new-zealand/
#:~:text=New%20Zealand%20has%20one%20of,considered%20a%20measure%20of%20affordability. 
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• Rates for that house would rise from approx. $2500 last year, to about $4000 in 4 years’ ?me 
(2025/26) and more than $5000 in 2030/31. 

• That indicates a rate increase (since last year) of more than 100% over the coming decade.  3

• Annual average increase is about 9.4% per year for 11 years. 
These eye-watering rate increases are way higher than the general level of infla?on. 

Rates as percentage of income:  The LTP example for Kerikeri (p.23) indicates that rates will take a 
large por?on of the income of people on low or modest incomes: 

• A re?red couple that has a joint aPer-tax income of $34k (i.e. annual superannua?on aPer 
tax, and receiving negligible interest on any bank savings) would be expected to pay rates of 
$3000 in 2021-22 (almost 9% of their total income) rising to $5000 (taking 15% of their total 
income).  4

5. However, it is well known that Northland’s inhabitants include a high percentage of re?rees 
without other income than their Super.  They might own a property with a high capital value, 
but have no regular income to pay high rates.  Younger property owners might have to use a 
large income por?on on mortgages. 

Development	Contributions	
 Development contribu?ons should be re-instated without further delay.  Kerikeri has been growing 
rapidly without necessary infrastructure. The Council lacks funding sources.  Necessary investment in 
roading, water services and other infrastructure will result in unaffordable and unfair rate increases. 
 Investment contribu?ons vanished by Council decision with rapidity. We do not understand the 
difficulty or reluctance to reinstate them. 

 An increase from about $2500 (last year) to $5097 (in 2030/31) indicates almost 104% increase over 11 years.3

 These examples have not taken account of likely future infla?on, but the general picture would be the same 4

wherever incomes remain significantly below house values and con?nuing infla?on in the cost of living. 
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Surname Lusty 

First name Maryann 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS88 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Machanek 

First name Christine 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga 

ID Number IBS77 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname MacInnes 

First name Jonathan & Susan 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission FNDC Rates Review 2021 

Notes 1. Move to capital value rating
We OPPOSE the move to a capital value rating system for the
following
reasons:
? An assumption has been made that rate payers who own more
expensive houses can afford to pay more rates because their
income is
higher e.g. “owners, of an old, single-bathroom house next door
are
rated at the same level as the more expensive house, even though
their
footprint (and perhaps income) is much less”. This is not
necessarily the
case. Our property maybe valued at $1M but that does not mean
we
have the income to match.
? We purchased our property in 1988 and at the time it was the
cheapest
house in town. We already pay excessive rates (over $4000pa) for
which
we see little investment from Council in storm water management,
improvements, etc. in our area. We feel strongly that paying
excessive
rates via a capital value rating system would not guarantee an
investment by council in our area to improve storm water issues,
roads,
footpaths, lighting, etc. We have notified Council on numerous
occasions
in relation to storm water issues affecting us, and these requests
for
service have been ignored.
The big question regarding capital value rating is around
affordability. If the
rating system moves from land value to capital value we are at risk
that it will
become too costly to live where and how we choose. We simply
could no
longer afford to live where we have chosen to for the past 33 years
and would
be forced out of the area.
The proposed changes may simplify the rating system, but we do
not believe it
is fairer, especially when the assumption is that because your
property is worth
more you should pay more.
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2. Reduce commercial Rates
We OPPOSE the commercial rate being reduced so significantly. A
commercial
ratepayer is making a living from their business and can deduct
commercial
rates as an expense, whereas the home owner cannot.3. Reduce
availability charge
We OPPOSE the reduction of the availability charge. If a property
can connect
to a Council water or wastewater scheme, but they choose not to,
then the
status quo should remain and the property owner should pay $271
without a
reduction.
Property owners who are connected should not have to subsidise
those who
do not wish to connect, when they have the option to, and the
service has
been provided to their boundary.

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS52 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname MacIntosh 

First name Ian & Trish 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission received 

Notes Refer to Submission 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS18 

Date 1/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Name Ian and Trish MacIntosh 

Roadshow Event Russell 

Contact details Contact details withheld for privacy

Request We wish to speak to our submission 

Issue Note/Description 

Coastal 

management 

the documents list this but the statement is blank with no further details. How 

are we expected to provide a submission on this when there is no information 

given by Council? 

District Plan Provide us with a full copy of this please. It should have been made available in 

full before the consultation process commenced. We need to know the details 

otherwise we are not making an informed submission. It is Councils 

responsibility to provide it and the website doesn't have it, we looked. Also the 

website is confusing and not user friendly. 

Consultation 

deadlines 

These are unrealistic and haven't given the ratepayers a fair amount of time to 

read, comprehend and then submit. We believe that the timeline should be 

pushed out another 60days and that Council comes back to Russell to meet with 

the community on these matters. Disappointed that no Councillors came to 

Russell for the roadshow.  

Climate Change Climate Change is a huge topic for the Russell community. Coastal erosion is rife 

and goes unmonitored, in the mantime Far North Holdings Ltd gets away with 

building more and more berths etc to encourage more cruise ships etc into our 

harbours, which the locals DONT want. 

Refuse Poisons and toxins from the Russell refuse staions are leaching into the harbour 

nearby via the creek that runs alongside the dump. This is further poisoning our 

harbour. What isbeing done to monitor this? Also, is the community consulted 

before tenders go out to the companies that monitor the dump site? What is the 

procurement process for these tenders? Cheap is not alway best. 

Civil Defence Our sirens don't work and didn't go off. There are 800 + residents in the Tapeka 

area who had not siren alerts and in other areas there is no cellphone coverage. 

This is a public danger. 

Civil Defence We don't have decent CDEM high-vis gear or working radios. Can Council help us 

get these? 

Civil Defence Our CDEM team is made up of aging volunteers and we need help with 

encouraging younger volunteers to join.  
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Civil Defence We urgently need multilingual signage. We have tourists who don't speak 

english and  in the event of another emergency the non-english speaking tourists 

can't read the signage that tells them where to go in an emergency.  

Emergency 

Srvices 

The volunteer fireservice in Rawhiti is being closed which places that community 

in immenent danger because the nearest emergency services are in Russell, 

Paihia or Kawakawa and getting to rawhiti from all of these ares would take too 

long. Can Council intervene? This community is in a difficult location and needs 

all it's services. 

Sewage  Raw sewage is being dumped into Orongo Bay and Tapeka Beach which is 

affecting the Oyster farms who are local businesses and should be supported. 

What is Council doing to stop this? 

Roading Council/NZTA - our road was resealed recently, there was nothing wrong with it. 

There are many other roads in the Russell community that needed sealing (and 

have requested sealing for years), why not seal those roads instead of resealing 

perfectly good roads?  

Plain language When Council is drafting all of their policies and documents can they use PLAIN 

language please. No Jargon. 

Elected 

Members 

What are the Councillors and community board members, the CEO and GMs 

paid? Where can we access that that information?  

Council Assets Is there a list of Council assets in the LTP or online. Where can we access that 

information? 

Duffus Trust What are Councils Legal obligations in regards to the Duffus Trust? They are in 

desperate need of Council assistance. Mayor Carter has made promises of 

assistance for years and nothing has happened.  

Russell Sports 

Ground 

Greywater and sewage rises up above ground level where the kids play sport, 

why hasn't this been addressed? 

Matauwhi Bay 

Boatclub 

This is sinking due to coastal erosion. 
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Surname Manning 

First name David & Maria 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission & Rep Review Additional Information 

Notes Refer to submission documents 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS67 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Marks 

First name Maiki 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission to Long Term Plan 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS98 

Date 7/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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(Contact details withheld for privacy) 
PAIHIA 
BAY OF ISLANDS 

6 April 2021 

Submission by Maiki Marks to Far North District Council 
Long Term Plan 2021 - 2023 

Tena koutou  

I wish to speak to my submission 

INTRODUCTION 

The core business of Council I would like to see funded from our rates are:- a quality and 
affordable sewerage scheme, water supply, storm-water system, transportation network 
(roads, footpaths, lighting), reserves management, and competent and timely performance 
of functions such as resource (land-use) management under the RMA, waste 
management and oversight of building work under the Building Act, as well as 
environmental monitoring & compliance, and planning for climate change. 

We ask that these activities be conducted in the most cost effective and efficient way. 

Stick to core business. Stop tinkering with nice to haves 

I ask that you stop working to deliver lots of nice to have things- such as even more cycle 
trails to attract or entertain visitors, and more and more grants for private companies to run 
events of uncertain economic benefit.   

Address the risks and issues associated with our outdated, non-complaint oxidation 
ponds – the so called Paihia Waste Water Treatment Plant in the Waitangi Forest 

I am disappointed ratepayers in our ward have not been given an opportunity to comment 
on options and means to replace the Waitangi ponds sewage scheme with something not 
subject to “extreme risk”. I ask that we be given opportunity to discuss a replacement 
scheme at an alternative site to meet the needs of a growing ratepayer & resident 
population, as well as tourists & visitors.  

The previous LTP (2015-25) consultation document allocated $5million to attach an 
Ammonia treatment plant to achieve compliance with the discharge consent conditions. 
Now this LTP refers to $9million to also deal with Nitrogen.  This is a significant $4m 
increase, and escalating total cost – and yet it still does nothing to mitigate the “extreme 
risks” associated with this scheme, that led Council to decide to build a new $multimillion 
scheme for Kerikeri rather than just pipe that areas sewage to the Waitangi ponds – 
reportedly with ample capacity should that site not have been subject to “extreme risk”. 
Nor does this additional $9m do anything to provide additional capacity for the growing 
resident population and should the visitor economy again emerge as a significant influence 
on demand in the medium-term future (3yrs, as per your own forecasts on the recovery of 
this sector). 
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The consultation documents provide a paragraph commenting on the need to address 
replacement of the scheme because of treaty claims on the forest, but there is no 
indication of any steps within a process to identify solutions to that issue. 

Rather than spending $9m just to achieve compliance with discharge consents, we need 
Council to act now, to take steps towards avoiding the “extreme risk” you have identified, 
from being realised in the near future.  

You ignored the best solution according to your consultants, which was to deliver a 
combined Bay of Islands Scheme, in favour of two separate schemes for Kerikeri and 
Paihia. You chose that option with Kerikeri Ratepayers in mind, as you avoided the risk to 
the Waitangi Ponds for that area, and yet you have done nothing to mitigate this “extreme 
risk” that remains for the Paihia Ratepayers.  

Surely it would still make sense to combine the waste water streams from this area with 
that of the growing Kerikeri area, into the one scheme, as that is the solution you have 
already embarked upon – and make it of sufficient scale to receive and treat waste-water 
from this wider area.  

The distance to combine these two areas is less than that between New Plymouth and the 
outlying areas hooked into that towns scheme (e.g. Hawera). It is stuck in the mud, closed-
minds and narrow thinking that insists on treating these two growth areas in terms of both 
resident population and economic activity and insists on pursuing two separate schemes in 
the face of all the evidence pointing to one combined scheme being the best option, and 
most affordable for all Ratepayers served by the current two scheme solution. 

Having said that, we agree with our neighbours in the Kerikeri Ratepayers Association, 
that the type of reticulation system and waste water treatment plant you have selected are 
unnecessarily expensive when other more affordable treatment solutions are available. 

When will council decide on an alternative site for the Paihia Waste water treatment plant? 

Focusing on your proposals for the Paihia and District area  

The proposed LTP envisages rates rises. For us – the portion of the increase to achieve 
compliance with current consent conditions for our sewage ponds, is we believe, not all 
that we will have to cover in the near future, to retain an operative, outdated scheme and 
pipe network in this area.  

You have also raised the projected cost for a new potable water treatment source and 
plant (which you decided was the best option as part of decisions on LTP 2015-2025), now 
priced from approximately $6.3M at that time, to up to $12M now.  We must ask why, if 
that is a more accurate representation of the likely cost, you have not represented the 
options of storing raw water and more treated water, as either or both options together 
could mitigate risk associated with the location of the current plant, until such time that 
flood hazard risk is mitigated through better management of the Waitangi River 
Catchment. 

Indeed, we have consistently advocated for stronger protection of the Waitangi River as a 
town supply or drinking water source, and that has been acknowledged by the NRC, in its 
Waitangi River Catchment Management Plan. The catchment is currently a focus for 
Riparian planting and fencing, and other bank stabilisation works has taken place (around 
Top Energies site, that was severely eroded during the 2014 flood that closed our Water 
Treatment Plant – because of the amount of silt carried in the water). 
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Another project that was not actually flagged in the Proposed Long Term Plan 2015-25, so 
was not “consulted upon”, but which was included in the adopted LTP 2015-25, at a 
significant new cost of $4.3m at that time, was to build a seawall to protect wharf assets 
(owned and operated by FNHL and several private developers), as well as SH11 and 
private property opposite the waterfront in central Paihia. Several locals wrote submissions 
to you in 2016 asking why our Territorial Authority would be volunteering to pay for a 
natural hazard mitigation structure in the marine environment, when this is not a core 
function of a T.A., had not been consulted upon with Ratepayers and with not disclosure 
as to who the beneficiaries would be and who would be paid to pay for the structure. 
Consequently, in 2018-28, Long Term Plan – there was no mention of the Seawall. It 
appeared to have been dropped from the Work Program.  There was a new line item 
however, some $5.4m had been allocated to Stormwater Mitigation, which we presumed 
was to improve the inadequate stormwater network such as it is around this Ward (such as 
in School Rd, were flooding of private properties continues to occur). 

We note that the seawall, waterfront reclamation and beach replenishment, and the 
creation of a park on the top of whatever is engineered as ‘the reclamation’ (between the 
SH and the waterline) project still no longer appears in the proposed LTP consultation 
document (refer to the map of key initiatives). Now there is a so-called “steering group”, 
led by FNHL, Business Paihia and Focus Paihia – driving to deliver this project (and an 
additional reclamation needing another $3m) and claiming some $1.75m has been 
pledged (allocated somehow) towards whatever is to constitute “the park”, meaning just 
$3.5m or so was actually needed for the reclamation that the PGF has agreed to help fund 
(along with seawall/s).   

This whole initiative had been a FNHL development or proposal. That CCO had won 
consents to progress in 2009, but failed to deliver in the required time-frame (2019). In 
2013 they gave part of the consent to a private developer who built the deck (as  private 
structure, not the public one we all understood it was to be, when consented). We 
assumed the rest of the waterfront proposal was dead in the water… until a PGF 
announcement in 2020 resurrected it. Then we found that FNHL had applied for 
extensions to its consents, and these were granted as a ‘non-notified application’. If it is 
still your intention to build a seawall and a reclamation using Ratepayer funds or not, 
because if it is, you still have not told us which Ratepayers will be made to pay for it, and 
how much each. Will this be a targeted Rate, or is this a “District Facility” – covered by the 
general rate. Who will own these structures, and will any part of it be Gazetted as a 
Reserve. Who will depreciate them, and insure them against public liability…. Etc. There 
are a lot of unanswered questions, and yet you, our Council, has apparently allocated $5.4 
towards it under the line item “stormwater mitigation” – in 2018-28 LTP. 

It is relevant that the structures over the foreshore and seabed, occupied by Charlottes 
Kitchen, Alongside and Zane Greys – not to mention the other businesses operating on 
the wharf or off the wharf – are NOT ratepayers. As there is no DP - title associated with 
these structure, there is no Ratepayer to send any Rates demand to. The Waterfront 
Building (FNHL structure) is occupied by multiple leases, and has been the subject of an 
objection in the past, because the entire building was being Rated as one SUIP, when 
clearly it supports water and sewage connections to very many businesses on the wharf 
and adjacent to it. 

There is a question of equity, in compelling Commercial and Residential Ratepayers to pay 
very high Rates (based on L.V. + the differential) to pay for hazard protection works for the 
benefit of competitors in trade, who are not contributing Ratepayers.  
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I think a sea wall – designed to a scale to protect the foreshore from forecast climate 
change impacts - is necessary. However, we think a combination of targeted rates for 
those who directly benefit from this effort at risk mitigation (as proposed for Kerikeri Flood 
Spillway for example), and partnering up with the owner/manager of the maritime assets 
and waterfront facilities, along with seeking a grant from NZTA (as well as the $8m 
pledged from the PGF), is the way to progress getting that hazard mitigation infrastructure 
in place. 

However, I do not agree that $1.75m ought to be allocated for the ‘park’ on the top of the 
reclamation. The minimalist, natural character restoration approach is all that is needed 
and would be most widely accepted and appreciated by local residents. We do not want a 
theme park on the waterfront. The uninterrupted views of the Bay, afforded from that 
stretch of waterfront, unencumbered with trees, buildings or play structures is highly 
regarded, with most visitors stopping to take photographs on that stretch of waterfront. 

It is also inequitable, that a particular private (vested) interest is leading the charge to raise 
an additional $3m to undertake the rest of the reclamation (interfering with the mouth of 
the School Rd stream, near Maiki Hill), and in doing so reported to a meeting attended 
mainly by supporters of that proposal – spoke of “leveraging” off the $1.75m allocated by 
FNDC (or is it FNHL) towards the park, to be able to fundraise for this extra reclamation.  

I suggest that if there is any “leveraging” to be done off $1.75m allocated towards “a park” 
that, it be applied to borrowing to support the establishment of a fit for purpose Community 
Centre and Haven of History, as these two local groups have been collaborating towards 
such an initiative for two years. They have a business Case prepared, and have land in 
central Paihia. The support of Council, via ‘leveraging’ $1.75m would go a long way to 
making that project viable in time for the 200th Anniversary of Marsden Williams mission 
station establishing in Paihia. 

You, Council, have taken on the cost of maintenance for the cycle-trail – a non-essential 
piece of infrastructure (the economic development brainchild of a John Key led 
Government in 2009). We note that you took on this expense without consulting the 
Ratepayers, and have out-sourced Governance of it to a unelected body, that is now 
funded by Ratepayers.  We object to the continuing use of Ratepayers as a slush fund for 
economic development initiatives of questionable value. There has been little reporting of 
the direct employment or spin-offs from the creation of the coast to coast cycleway. And 
yet, now, in the proposed LTP 2021-31 you proposed to spend another $35m to “extend” 
the cycleway. There has been no consultation with Ratepayers on these extensions, or 
explanation as to why our Council would want to undertake such an initiative, when it 
struggles to provide water and waste water treatment schemes for these same areas.   

I observe FNDC and the NRC contributing Ratepayer sourced funds towards the Waitangi 
Mountain Bike Park, a Kawakawa Freedom Camping/Tourist Hub/Community Facility. 

I must ask why such facilities are free to users, with all costs passed to Ratepayers. If 
these are economic development stimuli, then surely the costs ought to be recoverable. 
Perhaps the management of these facilities ought to be shifted to the FNHL, which could 
charge ‘concessions’ of businesses associated with these new facilities, in much the same 
way as marine based businesses must pay for their use of the wharf facilities around the 
Bay of Islands.   

I also note that you intend to establish more sports facilities at Kerikeri – to the tune of at 
least $10m allocated to date. That is in addition to the $3m pledged by PGF, towards the 
Kerikeri Domain, the cost associated with having demolished the pavilion that had been 
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home to several clubs on the Domain, and the allocation of over $1m (at least) to the 
Squash Club. This is on top of the considerable investment into the Heritage grounds 
(Rugby and Netball) and the BaySports facilities at Waipapa, as well as Cherry-Tree 
Clubhouse (for the arts). 

We, here in the Paihia-Opua-Te Haumi-Waitangi and Haruru Falls/Watea area, object to 
your continuing obsessive focus on Kerikeri as the sole location for all community facilities 
being funded from across the entire Ward (or so it appears from here) – apart from the Bay 
of Islands Rec Centre that we all get targeted rate of $5/SUIP whether or not we avail 
ourselves of it, or some rugby fields.  We have requested upgrades to the Bledisloe 
Domain, and stated that is inadequate for the longer term (as leased land, and limited 
ability to be developed to an ideal extent), and we have consistently asked why our 
Community Centre can’t make use of the War Memorial Hall, or perhaps Williams house or 
otherwise be assisted to find a permanent, fit for purpose home.  

We urge you to consider dispersing community facilities across the communities of this 
Ward, to enable accessibility for more people.  It is not equitable to have residents from 
everywhere outside of Kerikeri having to travel to Kerikeri, while those in Kerikeri enjoy a 
very wide array of Ratepayers funded facilities in easy reach. Locating so many facilities 
within the Kerikeri area exacerbates the transport network and parking issues in that 
township. There are other locations, more accessible and more easily developed than 
continuing to prise community facilities for this Ward into Kerikeri. 

I believe Paihia Residents and Ratepayers are poorly served with community facilities. We 
have a very small Village Green and a Community Hall used frequently by commercial 
interests (a Craft Market on cruise ship days, the Farmers Market and numerous events).  
The Horotutu Park is a great addition to our small town and is used by visitors and 
residents all the year round. 

Our small library in Williams House is cramped and inadequate, as we must compete with 
the numerous visitors who fill its small spaces and spread across the gardens to use the 
free Wifi.   

There are no adequate active sports facilities and no community centre – both ought to be 
made available to us in our local community rather than being constantly told to travel to 
Kerikeri.  We do not find Kerikeri accessible – it is time-consuming and costly to get there, 
and there is a lack of parking for the elderly, and our children are shepherded onto buses 
soon after 3pm to be brought home from school. Only those with sufficient time and money 
can allow their children to participate in extra-curricular activities after school – parents of 
children who participate in these extra curricula activities have to make a return trip which 
is costly and time consuming,  Their working days and evenings are mostly in hospitality or 
retail. 

To cater for the young and elderly folk we need a local active sports facility and a 
community centre space. A community centre to meet the needs of residents and 
ratepayers, not another tourist attraction.  

Proposed Rates increases are unaffordable 

Elderly home-alone ratepayers on fixed incomes cannot sustain the increases in general 
rates, water and sewerage that you envisage. There are a growing number of elderly on 
fixed incomes living in our area and across the District.  These residents are not the ones 
causing the increased demand for new capacity and/or for new infrastructure.  Retired 
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people have already paid for what we have. There needs to be a greater proportion paid 
by those causing the increased demand or wanting new facilities (such as mountain bike 
parks or cycle trails, and sports grounds). I see no good reason why these facilities are 
able to be accessed free of charge, and yet the elderly who have no use for them have no 
choice but to pay something towards them as Rates.  That is unfair. 

I ask that you make those who use these new facilities pay including those who benefit 
indirectly (eg accommodation and hospitality sector).  

Ratepayers who bought their homes before the 1980s, have been hit by having to continue 
paying rates for an oxidation pond and sewer scheme they have already paid for many 
times over. The ratepayers of Opua, Paihia, Waitangi and Haruru Falls are paying a high 
proportion of operational expenses for our very cheap to run aging system.  This situation 
is simply not fair and requires urgent attention by Council. 

Additionally, untreated/treated industrial waste water is fed into the Oxidation Ponds 
Scheme that discharges into the Waitangi wetlands and on to the sea. 

Concerns regarding council processes, procedures and practice: 

At Opua (see attachment para 3).  The Combined Council Operational Plan Review for 
Doug’s Opua Boatyard sets out sustainable systems of operational management and 
maintenance in conjunction with conditions of consent regarding discharge to air, land and 
water from the processes of maintenance, repair and construction of vessels.  

The Review assumes some of these activities would be conducted on private boatyard 
land.  Since February 2017, the boatyard owner removed all spurs from his boatyard land. 

Maintenance and repair activities according to his resource consents are required to be 
conducted entirely on his private land. Yet this can’t be achieved, because the means to 
place boats entirely on his own land have been removed. Since Feb 2017, all of these 
boatyard activities have been conducted partially or completely on the esplanade reserve, 
over which an access easement was provided for hauling boats in and out of the water 
to/from the boatyard only. 

At a meeting in November 2017, at the Council offices Kerikeri, FNDC Officials told 
members of the Opua Coastal Protection Society, that they were allowing the exercise of 
easements granted to the boatyard owner despite these being under appeal.  For some 
years we have provided council with photographic evidence of breaches of resource 
consent conditions, and mis-use of the easements, and yet FNDC has not issued any 
abatement notices. And neither has the NRC. 

FNDC appear to have stopped writing about easements recently after Court of Appeal 
Judge Winklemann questioned whether the easements were being exercised and what did 
Council get out of it – implying their ought to have some recompense (charge/lease/fee) 
for allowing commercial industrial boatyard activities on public land under easements.  
Council lawyer did not know the figure but said funds have been paid into the Reserves 
Fund.  I ask what figure has been paid into this fund and what has accumulated over 
the years, and if any has been spent, how has it been used? 

See below extracts from Mr Schmuck's marina application to Northland Regional Council 
publicly notified 20 December 2017 
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The Northland Regional Council has issued repeated "Abatement Notices" against the Far 
North District Council because of this schemes on-going failure to comply with its 
discharge conditions. The FNDC appear to be struggling to install an Ammonia Treatment 
Plant at the site, to reduce the level of ammonia in the discharge. The scheme fails in all 
weather extremes, so whether it is hot and sunny, humid and overcast, or torrential rain, or 
regular rainfall - the system has performance issues. I can not comprehend how a 
biological treatment system can receive industrial waste from this boatyard or any other 
light industry - it is simply inadequate for that purpose.  

Remedies sought 
1. Implement a consultation process to design and deliver a cost effective

rating system for all.

2. Consult ratepayers on necessary upgrades, modifications, and possible
replacement of the current Paihia sewage treatment scheme to another site.
Stop treated/untreated industrial wastes being fed into the Oxidation Ponds.

3. All documents for consultation must include all information and written in
everyday language.  This planning should affordable, cost effective for all
ratepayers in the area.

4. We ask for transparent and inclusive processes to be utilised at all times for
all items.

5. Many ratepayers in the Far North do not have access to computers, and many
have low literacy.  The consultation document does not encourage ratepayers
to write their own concerns for core council functions.  These must be spelt
out.  Cycle trails are not a core business of Council.

6. Notify annual fees/charges for commercial industrial boatyard use of
esplanade reserve at Walls Bay Opua to the Reserves Fund and say how
these funds are being used?

Pedestrian Environment 
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Our pedestrian environment in Paihia is not safe or user friendly for a growing 
number of elderly who wish to purchase and use mobility scooters.  This issue also 
reduces the mobility of a significant number of residents and reduces accessibility 
to community facilities and to the CBD. 

Reasons 

I have many friends as they have aged rely on a walking stick or walking frame to achieve 
mobility. From this they move onto a mobility scooter.   Some who are recovering from a 
stoke use crutches or a wheelchair and walking frame. 

Pedistrian pavements in and around Paihia are in very poor condition. 

This CBD area and the walkway around the Bluff to Waitangi Countdown is now a very 
busy pedestrian environment.  I believe Paihia and Russell have the busiest volume of foot 
traffic in the Far North during the summer peak and particularly when a cruise ship is in the 
Bay.   
Over the years FNDC have permitted increasing numbers of ‘alfresco dining’  on 
pedestrian pavement, whereby hospitality businesses spread tables and chairs out along 
the pavement. 
FNDC have also permitted street-hawkers, buskers and stalls on the pavement as well as 
in the War Memorial Hall and on the Village Green. Signage has been placed along the 
footpath. 

With the increasing number of visitors arriving by Cruise ships, by other boats and by bus, 
our local pedestrian environment has become congested, cluttered, chaotic and a danger 
to senior citizens as well as to those with disabilities or impairments of various kinds.  
A great deal of time and money has been spent on ramps to improve access to public 
buildings that the state of our footpaths means it is difficult to safely navigate the 
pedestrian approaches to these buildings.  Pedestrian areas have not been widened to 
accommodate the volumes of foot traffic now seen in our CBD, particularly during the 4-5 
months of the summer season.   

Our pavements are broken up and irregular. They offer such a bumpy ride on some routes, 
that the elderly on mobility scooters prefer to use the road carriageway.  I have a friend 
who has had a stroke and finds the road a safer place to use her walking frame than the 
footpath.  Obviously this is dangerous as it puts them at risk from vehicles being driven in 
a 50km zone. 
I ask that the entire area’s pedestrian pavement be assessed urgently to evaluate its 
suitableness as a surface for walking frames and mobility scooters.  In my view, some 
areas are inadequate and are dangerous.  

In Paihia, retired people make up a significant proportion of the resident population (at 
approximately 33%) and has been the fastest growing number of our community.  This 
area continues to attract retired folk from other parts of the District, the country and from 
around the world.  

While other submitters may well represent the interests of the hospitality sector and the 
visitor economy, I suggest that you must pay as much consideration to the needs of local 
residents, of whom very many are elderly.  Meeting the needs of the elderly, also serves 
the needs of those with disabilities and of the very young  all of whom share the same 
vulnerabilities as the very elderly. 
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Designing and maintaining our public spaces to provide for these groups reduces risk and 
hazards for all groups.  The increase in cost is offset by the savings of avoiding accidents, 
and the improved sense of inclusiveness from being able to accommodate all members of 
our community and their visitors.  

I ask that you acknowledge that Senior Citizens are the fastest growing group in terms of 
residents in our community, and so must plan accordingly for us as well as for visitors.  
I also believe it very likely that increasingly it is elderly visitors who are making the Bay of 
Islands a destination as evidenced by the upsurge in cruise ship visits.  Cruising is the sort 
of holiday retired folk chose to make, and Paihia is not yet, a particularly friendly 
destination for the elderly.  

If cruise ship visitors were largely able-bodied young and middle-aged people, there 
wouldn’t need to be a constant run of shuttle services between the Waitangi wharf and the 
Paihia CBD – these shuttles reflect the fact that very many passengers on cruise ships are 
elderly.  

It must also be noted that there are some seriously scary drop-offs from the pavement to 
the beach along the coast in our area.  While a new “temporary” barrier was erected 
following erosion of part of the beach in 2014 – there have been no barriers erected to 
protect elderly people navigating a narrow footpath shared with high numbers of 
pedestrians – from toppling off the pavement down a bank onto the beach below.   
I believe it is your responsibility to raise this particular hazard with the NZTA – but also to 
ensure that whatever barrier is provided is in keeping with the high quality visitor 
environment we need to support with good urban design. 

In addition to poor maintenance of the footpaths, it must be noted that there are still many 
parts of Paihia and surrounding suburbs that have no footpath - including the extent of 
School Rd, Bay View Road, Joyces Rd and Kings Rd.  
With the lack of public parking facilities in town, it would make good sense to plan to 
establish not only adequate footpaths, but also dedicated walkways and cycleways 
including some that ought not necessarily be associated with roads within our growing 
township.   

Remedies sought: 
7. Initiate a programme to widen the pedestrian pavements in central Paihia (and

Russell) and potentially in other areas with high proportion of senior citizens competing
with high numbers of visitors (who may also be senior citizens, as seen in Paihia on
cruise ship days);

8. Initiate a repairs and maintenance programme to ensure the footpaths are even and
safe for mobility scooters and those reliant on walking sticks and mobility frames;

9. Establish better controls on the occupation of the footpath by alfresco dining;

10. Establish a pedestrian friendly precinct in the one way section of Williams Rd
(accessible only to short term drop-off/pick up for retailers and mobility parking spaces.

11. Establish better controls on free-standing signage on pavements (or ban these), so
they don’t clutter the pavement and present a hazard to senior citizens and disabled
and young people;

12. Reduce the speed limit along the water-front (Marsden Rd / SH11) and within the CBD
(Bay View to Kings Rd) to 30km/hour.
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13. Initiate a programme to widen the pedestrian pavements in central Paihia (and
Russell) and potentially in other areas with high proportion of senior citizens competing
with high numbers of visitors (who may also be senior citizens, as seen in Paihia on
cruise ship days);

Public Parking – and A Transit Hub 

There is a lack of public parking and also a lack of dedicated off-street mobility 
parking spaces, and of short term pick up / drop off bays. 
There are insufficient parking spaces for residents and visitors in Paihia.  There are few 
mobility parking spaces, and they are not necessarily near what we are trying to access. 
More consultation is needed with the community, to identify suitable locations for more 
mobility spaces, and for more public parking in general. 
Refer to the discussion above as to why more parking, and mobility parking in particular is 
needed. 
The expected growth in tourism arising out of the intended developments on the 
waterfront, not to mention the uptake of vacant lots in Watea and other 
developments in the area suggests Council needs to act now to secure additional 
parking facilities and a public transport hub in central Paihia.   

Remedies sought 
Address the shortfall in parking capacity in the CBD – particularly during the peak season 

and on cruise ship or other ‘event’ days. 

Address the lack of off-street mobility parking, particularly in association with our 
community facilities. 

Address the lack of a public transport hub and/or drop-off/pick-up bays in the CBD – 
suitable for use by elderly residents and visitors. 

Lack of Community Facilities 

There are few community facilities in Paihia. Those that we do have are small, and 
we compete for access with visitors, or with casual commercial use of community 
space. 

Ratepayers & Residents observe our community facilities being hired out to those wanting 
to take advantage of commercial opportunities associated with the visitor economy.  Pop-
up markets have become a regular feature in our community spaces.  This use of 
community facilities makes it difficult for residents to use these spaces.  

We never know from one day to the next if we can use our Village Green or the 
Community Hall.  We have been told by businesses to avoid town on cruise ship days. 
That is not always feasible.   These uses of our community spaces is so high now, that 
thought needs to be given to establishing a dedicated pop-up market space or trade hall 
(akin to the Pack-house Market in Kerikeri) as a private venture or perhaps with the 
support of FNHL.  There is ample room for such a venture at Waitangi, on National Trust 
land or in association with Te Tii Marae. 
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Similarly, consider the scale of the Williams House library – given its frequently over-
whelmed with visitors seeking to use the computer and the free wifi.  Consider if it is 
adequate given the growing residential population in this area, along with its character 
(retired folk) together with the likely growth in visitor numbers.  

Remedies Sought 
1. Limit or restrict the use of our community facilities (road and recreation reserves, the

Village Green and Paihia War Memorial Hall) by commercial users, so that local
residents can continue to avail themselves of these facilities for community purposes.

2. Find alternatives spaces and arrangements for those wanting to take advantage of
business opportunities associated with cruise ship days.

3. Consider establishing a community centre, to house an expanded library
service (catering to residents and visitor demands) and better able to provide
for the community.

Housing for the Elderly 

At a recent Ratepayer Association hosted public meeting attended by over 100 residents 
in Kerikeri, people were asked to put their hand up if they though Council should transition 
its pensioner housing to another social housing provider (even with stipulations as to 
current tenancies and retaining equivalent stock). Not a single person agreed with Council, 
to transition pensioner housing. Indeed, it was suggested that more pensioner housing is 
required, as our aging population sees many very concerned they will not be able to stay 
in their homes and there is a serious deficit of 1 and 2 bedroom units on easy care 
sections, or of bedsits within easy access proximity to community facilities.  

Rather than transitioning out of pensioner housing, there is an urgent need to invest in 
more pensioner housing, as rural and small townships housing stock continues to decline 
and as the market has failed to deliver options for senior citizens to be able to down-size. 

Enable Economic Development 

Council has misinterpreted feedback from the community that we support sustainable 
economic development as a strategic priority, as meaning Ratepayers are willing to pay 
even more towards our Regional Economic Development Agency, and towards the 
“Investment and Growth Reserve”.  The consultation document refers to Far North District 
Council ‘having an opportunity to provide funds to the I & G Reserve.’ 

The point is - Ratepayers already have that opportunity. Far North Ratepayers do already 
fund Northland Inc. and the I&G Reserve. There is no need for FNDC to double-dip into 
the same pockets, and make us contribute via FNDC as well as directly to the NRC.  
FNDC ought to be consulted by Northland Inc, and the Regional Council, and coordinate 
to ensure a fair distribution of programs or projects around the Northland Region.  FNDC 
has already signaled an intention to increase its spend on ‘future planning’ (up to 12c/$1 of 
spend) and it could reasonably be expected that the products of that planning will be a 
significant contribution towards Northland Inc’s work to promote sustainable economic 
development. The significant investment in upgraded infrastructure outlined in the 10yr 
LTP is also the opportunity the Northland Inc ought to focus on, when considering our 
contribution to any “investment and growth reserve”.  
What FNDC needs to do, to enable sustainable economic development, is to establish a 
fair rating system, that addresses the question of what or who is driving costs, demanding 
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delivery of the services FNDC is tasked with providing (that enables economic activity to 
take place, as efficiently as possible), and allocate a fair share of those costs to those who 
drive costs, or the ‘beneficiaries’ of the councils work program. 

Our Financial Strategy 

Ratepayers are alarmed at the suggestion (p9 of the consultation document), that debt 
which currently sits at less than 100% of annual revenue, be allowed to climb in the first 4 
yrs to 175% of annual revenue (excluding capital subsidies), but then from year 5, the limit 
will increase to 280% of revenue (based on Council obtaining a credit rating).  We want to 
see Development Contributions reinstated.  

We also want to see effort made to control what appears to be unfettered growth of the 
FNDC itself, as evidenced by the rapid increase in the ‘wages and salaries budget’ (up 
from $16m in 2014, to $28m per annum in 2020). 

We also want to see greater effort to recover costs directly – for example, why does a 
seniors group have to pay $25 to play cards in the War Memorial Hall built in 1946, while 
squash, rugby and netball etc players are not asked to contribute anything towards their 
recreational pursuits. 
Cycleways and mountain bike parks attract spending by Council, with an additional $35m 
forecast for extending the cycleway network during the next 10 years. Yet these facilities 
are not ‘Ratepayers’.  

Whomever has a business associated with these facilities, is not necessarily paying any 
Rates, let alone a commercial rate.  For example, hiring bikes or selling food and coffee 
out of shipping containers on D.o.C. forestry land, does not contribute anything towards 
the Rate take. It is not clear how these facilities are benefitting Ratepayers, as a broad 
public interest, greater than the private benefit to users. It is not clear why fees for use of 
the facility would not be charged, in much the same way that a dog owner must pay to 
register their dog. 

CBD Targeted Rates 

Currently there is a CBD Targeted Rate for Paihia. However, Council does not have any 
projects in central Paihia to justify this rate. The Corporate Assumptions and Infrastructure 
Strategy erroneously state Levels of Service with respect to ‘town maintenance’, that do 
not apply in Paihia given Council has an additional preferred supplier arrangement with a 
local Community Trust to provide a higher level of service during the summer season.   We 
do not believe that additional L.o.S. does justify the $70,000 per annum take from the 
community as a Targetted CBD Rate.  

Council has not consulted with the community over the use of a CBD Targeted Rate. 
There is a growing shift of opinion away from public litter bins, towards each of the 
businesses in the town reducing their supply of ‘waste’ products to customers or being 
able to receive returns.  Rather than doubling the Targeted Rate (as Council did in 2014) 
without consulting the community but in response to a submission from Focus Paihia, we 
ask for this Targeted Rate to be halved or even quartered, to better reflect the real cost of 
the additional level of service (re: town maintenance) being provided by Focus Paihia for 
that township. 

It is rumored that a similar CBD Targeted rate is being requested, or will be considered, for 
the Kerikeri area – to fund a new Community Trust, with a similar mission to that operating 
in Paihia.  There has been no consultation with the community by Council, to support any 
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additional CBD targeted Rate being added. It is not clear what such a fund would be for, 
and there is no clear accountability through the Community Board or elected reps on 
Council.  

Reserves 

Ensure all reserves are cared for and protected for current and future 
generations and that reserves have correct signage: 

Council is the administering body for all reserves in the District.  We are disturbed at the 
way some of our reserves are being mismanaged - Panhandle at Kerikeri and Walls 
Bay Esplanade Reserve at Opua.  The Walls Bay sign was the first step achieved after 
the Walls Bay Esplanade Reserve Management Plan was adopted by Council – 
February 2013.  It was removed and defaced – Bay of Islands Harbour.  

Doug’s Opua Boatyard and Bay of Islands Harbour signs appeared on the reserve 
together.  Council  staff replaced the restored Walls Bay sign Thursday 12, December 
2013 at 1pm, by 5pm was gone again. FNDC staff had installed a hidden camera, the 
person removing the sign was captured on camera.  Council has not prosecuted 
person/s responsible. 

Questions for Mayor & Elected representatives: 

Who removed the sign from the reserve and took it to Council? 
Who were the staff who received the stolen sign? 
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Who placed the sign in a FNDC owned shed?hy was I not told Council had the sign when I 
began a “Campaign to build a fence and replace the Walls Bay Esplanade Reserve sign - 
October 2015 – February 2016? 
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Surname Martin 

First name Claire 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission 

Notes To all Councilors and policy influencers: 
I do not believe the rating system should be changed and I fail to 
see how your proposed new system is fairer or simpler. Regarding 
the general rates and roading charges. They seem fair and logical 
because everyone uses these services regardless of their income, 
property value, etc. and should pay a fair share of these costs. Land 
is something all ratepayers have and seems to be a reasonable to 
base the rates on this value. To change to a capital rating system, 
you are moving to a system of taxing people on their life style 
choices. Someone who invests their time and energies into their 
house and property will pay much higher rates then someone who 
has the same ability to pay but chooses to invest their income into 
ventures travel, big boats or fancy cars. This is supposed to be a 
“user pays economy and we should all contribute based on our 
share of the costs - not on our lifestyle choices or perceived ability 
to pay. While I can see that those in lower income areas will benefit 
from a reduction in their rates, I believe you have lost sight on the 
impact the increase will have on many families in Kerikeri and 
surrounds who are assumed to have ability to pay higher rates but 
are actually struggling just as much as those families on other areas 
due to the higher mortgage, insurance and rate charges they would 
be paying in Kerikeri. There also is no consideration for older 
residents on fixed income who have spent their lives becoming 
freehold only to discover that they are unable to pay their rates. 
While the commercial rates have been dropped, it seems that they 
have just been transferred on to the residential ratepayer. The 
commercial properties generally are income generating and can 
take the rates as a business expense. Residential ratepayers to not 
have that luxury and it only further reduces the amount of money 
they can spend in the community with effects everyone. Rates are 
a continual complaint for most people I am familiar with. They are 
quite high and continually rise. In our particular family, they are our 
biggest monthly expense. No one should be taxed out of their 
home and it is important that Council take a realistic look at rates 
across the district and make a concerted effort to cut costs and 
limit borrowing so it is not necessary to have such large yearly 
increases. Northland is a lovely place but there is a point that 
people will be forced to move to more affordable areas. 
Long Term & District Plan Submission 
As both the Long Term and District plans are entwined and impact 
one another, my submission covers both. 
In general, both the long term and district plans submitted lack 
vision, innovation, and long term planning for growth and in my 
opinion are unsustainable. 
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1) Debt levels of $333M by 2031 will create an unsustainable debt
burden on rate payers if and when interest rates increase. The
mechanism that interest payments cannot exceed 10% of revenue
cannot be guaranteed in a rising interest rate environment and
debt cannot be reduced overnight. I understand Councils get
special rates via the Government however Reserve Bank interest
rates have averaged 7% since 1985. The only way to reduce debt if
interest rates rise is an extreme increase to rate payers or a Central
Government bailout. Potentially allocating 10% of income to
interest repayment on an on-going basis is not a smart policy and
does now allow for debt capacity in the future when required.
2) By 2031 the average residential rate payer in Kerikeri will be
paying well in excess of $100 per week in rates including connected
services but not including the NRC levy, no matter what rates
model is used going forward. This will be unaffordable for many,
not just in Kerikeri or Russell but even in lower rateable areas. We
cannot have continued increases in rates that far exceed the rate of
inflation and on the current inflation rate would be more than
double.
3) The Far North, like much of the country has a major
infrastructure deficit and the Plans are looking to address this
partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund
increases in financing costs, infrastructure spending and increased
operational costs. I understand this creates a conundrum, how do
we pay for infrastructure and increased costs without dramatically
increasing debt and income. i.e. rates?
The answer is twofold:
a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget
has ballooned in recent years and this needs to be curbed.
Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am
sure the Council thinks it already does this as a matter of course,
but the evidence strongly suggests otherwise.
b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has
one of the lowest central government redistributions to regions in
the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only if the
Local Governments around the country stand together can this be
altered. The current model of bidding / competing for funds and
not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from
Central Government needs to be challenged and needs to be done
as a combined voice from all Councils. There has been for decades
a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so
Councils scrap to obtain their fair share and this funding has in the
past been a political hot potato, with areas that are marginal seats
receiving more funding than others. Northland’s recent change in
the political landscape is a perfect example of this. Regional
infrastructure or Local Body government funding should be
apolitical. I realise this is not just a Far North but a nationwide
issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There is
$3.8Bln up for grabs right now; per capita the Far North should be
entitled to at least $60M of this. Ensure we at least get that.
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4) The LTP is also impacted by the DP and this is where
considerable changes to the DP can positively impact the outcomes
for the LTP. Kerikeri being the growth engine of the Far North
needs far more land rezoned for residential development close to
town. The south side of Waipapa Road between Rainbow Falls road
and Waipapa needs to rezoned to rural living from rural
production. This area is already compromised and also backs onto
the land holding the Council has purchased for the new Waipapa
Sports Hub. By rezoning this area it will create more land supply
close to town and also an opportunity for the Council to develop
their own subdivision with the surplus land not required for the
Sports Hub. This could be a substantial revenue earner for the
FNDC. The area of benefit for the Kerikeri sewerage scheme needs
to be expanded immediately. In the LTP it is scheduled for 2029 at
an estimated cost of $35M. If this was brought forward creating
1000+ new connections not only would there be a significant saving
in inflationary costs the large increase in the rate payer base would
largely pay for the capital cost within 10 years. It would also create
more supply of land / housing close to town, something we need as
a town, a region and as a country.
5) Within the capital works program in the LTP I cannot see any
budget for the change to the Kerikeri one way system or to create a
bypass. Nor any other major roading projects such as the long
mooted road from SH10 Bulls Gorge connecting Maraenui, Hall
roads and through to Mill Lane. This is a long term plan is it not?
Kerikeri is one of the fastest growing small towns in New Zealand
and yet as far as I can see there is no substantial investment in new
roads to divert traffic from the CBD. It’s quite incredible! Where is
the planning for growth?
6) I am confused whether a developer contribution levy will be re-
introduced in the LTP? It’s not clear one way or the other. In the
past developer contributions were too high in relation to property
values, however they should never have been scrapped altogether,
rather the contribution should be a percentage of around 3% of the
developed value or and paid once the development is completed
from the sale proceeds.
7) Largely we have moved away from septic tanks to bio-systems
for sewerage in areas not connected to the sewerage system. This
has created quite a substantial cost to any build and on-going
maintenance required and yet there has been no revision of lot
sizes with this advance in technology. Do we still need minimum
3,000m² sections to cater for sewer drainage when using a bio
system? In the 1980s sections much smaller than that were
approved in coastal zones and are still on septic systems. We
obviously don’t want to revert to that however what work has
gone into calculating the land size required when utilising a bio-
system versus an old fashioned septic system? Efficiency of land
use in the right areas for housing is critical and can be one
component, of many to help with housing affordability.
In summary, unfortunately the plans submitted for consultation fall
far short of the ambition and innovation required. It’s a difficult
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position for Councils where there has been a large underspend on 
infrastructure for decades and the funding from Central 
Government has and still is inadequate. But there is no use just 
carrying on the same old unsustainable way and old ideas. 
Methods need to be challenged as does Central Government. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS30 

Date 5/04/2021 
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Surname Mason 

First name David 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP & DP Submission 

Notes Refer to Submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS64 

Date 6/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Submission on FNDC plans: Long Term Plan, Representation, Rates Review 

First the consultation  

This consulation had all the hallmarks of ‘going through the motions’ and left me with little faith that 

you really do want my opinion. A meeting, touted as a chance to have my voice heard, was 

scheduled for Wednesday March 24, in Rawene. We heard about it on Tuesday the 23rd through an 

article in the Northern Advocate and scrambled to attend. Half an hour before the meeting was due 

to start we learned it was not on and that Rawene was not on the schedule. My partner called FNDC 

and was told the meeting had been rescheduled for the following day at 2pm. Later again that 

changed to 4pm. Surprisingly about 20 – 25 people turned up plus a large FNDC contingent.  A 

boisterous meeting ensued. 

Shall I take it as a compliment that you expected us to have read, discussed and absorbed four 

separate policy proposals, the meat of which was very difficult to find on the FNDC site, and come 

prepared with considered responses?  

Please record my feedback on your consultation process as deeply unimpressed. 

Long Term Plan 

I’ve tried to read the LTP with a view to commenting directly on the plan but it’s too long and time 

too short for that approach. I still can’t believe FNDC have the audacity to request feedback on such 

a complex document with a 2 week timeframe. 

Things I want in the long term plan: 

1. Footpath along Parnell  Street completed to the hospital

2. A schedule for maintaining road verges, footpaths and storm water ditches without using

chemical sprays.

3. Policy to support and promote the installation of fresh water tanks on residential properties

such as:

i) A support and advisory service

ii) Assistance with costs such as cost savings on bulk buying of tanks, pumps and piping.

4. Replace the Rawene, Omapere/Opononi and Kaikohe waste water treatment plants with a

treatment plant that produces solids suitable for garden compost, land based disposal

systems to irrigate surrounding land.

5. Rates review. We were asked to choose between the current method of setting rates based

on land value and a method based on land plus improvements value.  In the few minutes I

have had to consider this matter I lean toward a third method, rates based on FNDC services

provided.  I know the law says rates must be based on property values. Laws can be

changed.

6. Representation

i) I believe this is a matter separate from the LTP. But here are my thoughts.

If the government has its way with taking control of all NZ waters District Councils will shrink

drastically in size, amalgamate with others or just disappear. The representation structure

will go the same way. For what it’s worth, I vote against water management being taken
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from District Council control and centralised. There are better ways to deal with government 

concerns over water. 

As things stand I’m ok with the representation structure as it is. I’m not ok with how it 

works.  

The most commonly voiced perception of the FNDC I’ve heard is that it is a remote, 

bureaucratic and unresponsive organisation best avoided.  I often hear that matters brought 

to Community Board meetings on behalf of community members or organisations die at that 

meeting.  The board does not hear back from the council and the community does not hear 

back from the board.  

I want every matter raised at the Community Board to be tracked to its conclusion. I don’t 

expect every matter taken to the board to have a successful outcome for those who raise 

the matter. I do expect a decision and that decision is delivered to the person or group that 

raised it.  

ii) Maori Wards. If Hokianga tangata whenua want Maori Wards then I vote for them

too.

7. Employment. If this is not among the council’s responsibilities it should be. Without more

employment opportunities my little neck of the woods will become a rather beautiful 
retirement village.

District Plan

I cannot get to grips with this plan in the time available. The one matter that interests me is 
identification of sites of historical significance. My cursory glance at the map of Rawene does 
not identify any Maori sites of significance. There is a site called Okura on the ridge which 
I’m told has huge signifance to Tangata Whenua as does the land currently occupied by the 
sewerage ponds. Further to the latter, the council has really gone out of its way to desecrate 
this site by successively using it for a town dump, an abattoir and now a sewerage treatment 
plant.

There are likely many more sites of historical and current importance.

Submitted by 

David Mason and Janet Nixon 

(Contact details withheld for privacy)
Rawene 

4.04.21 
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Surname Maxwell 

First name John 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Recyling stations in Russell 

Notes Long history of campaigning for recycling stations that are 
managed by Resilient Russell. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS1 

Date 11/03/2021 
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Surname Megginson 

First name Gareth 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS78 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Milner 

First name Paul & Jill 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Rates increase 

Notes Re rate increase.. RA 5016355-9 
 RA 5016356-7 
 RA 5016357-5 

We find the increase for next year 2022 is totally unacceptable. 
Some of the problems we experience are. 
We have no individual mail delivery. 
We supply our own water. 
We supply our own sewage 
We don’t get our road verges mown. Gets very untidy and 
expensive to cover ourselves with this cost. 
A Street lamp post has disappeared from our streets and has not 
been replaced. 
Trees planted on this new subdivision which were to be maintained 
by council have been totally neglected and in the main died. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS20 

Date 3/04/2021 
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Surname Montague 

First name Alexia 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS75 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Morrison 

First name Peggy 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Not known. Awaiting supplementary material due by Monday 12 
April. Late submission. They got confused with other submissions. 

Notes Thank you for the opportunity to add a late submission. 
We understand for the Council to provide services to our 
community, they require an income to operate with. 
We consider it a privilege to live in New Zealand, the country in 
which my Husband, George, and I were born. George is first 
generation NZ born from Scottish heritage. My whakapapa links 
back to Kupe in the Hokianga. We were both raised in the Kaipara 
District before eventually purchasing our family farm in the Far 
North. Our family has been farming the same property and 
contributing to our local community for over 40 years. Having 
never lodged submissions over taxes and rates before, we have 
accepted these as part of our expenses and responsibility to 
contribute to the region in which we have chosen to be part of. 
However, our property is about to pass over to the third 
generation, and we need to ensure the viability of our operation 
will continue for future generations.  We feel the proposed rates 
increase of more than 30% could be stifling for a young couple to 
cover, in addition to the increased debt level the property will be 
under. We understand costs will increase, and the Council requires 
more revenue, resulting in higher rates, however 30% is 
unreasonable in one financial year. 
To put this into perspective, we currently require 37 bulls to pay 
our rates bill. With the proposed increase in rates, this expense will 
now require 49 bulls. Our immediate response to increase 
production would be to start using nitrogen – something we have 
chosen not to use in the past. Simultaneously, the central 
government is suggesting farmers reduce their stocking rates by 
15% for environmental purposes. With a reduction in stocking rates 
and significant increases in expenses, the obvious option is 
innovation. Innovation requires time and capital, therefore we are 
asking for a modest increase in our rates of 5-10% rather than the 
30% proposed. 
District Council’s Financial Strategy area - Without delving in 
further, on the surface our other concern is while there is modest 
increases going forward to up the rates intake by $34m over 
10years, a Debt/revenue Ratio running from 91.4% to 162.2% in 10 
years is questionable. Is this good business practice? 
In closing we would like to acknowledge the time and efforts of 
Mayor, Councilors, Staff and their families/support partners, who 
have chosen to hold (often thankless) positions in Council.  We 
recognise your efforts and dedication. 
Kind regards 
George & Peggy Morrison 
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Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku 

ID Number IBS103 

Date 9/04/2021 
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Surname Muller 

First name Jon 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Far North Long Term Plan 2021-2031 - GE Free 

Notes Refer to Submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS55 

Date 6/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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INTRODUCTION

An unprecedented drive is under way to promote new genet-
ic modification techniques that are collectively termed gene 
editing – most notably CRISPR/Cas. The agricultural biotech 
industry claims that these techniques can provide solutions 
to our food and farming problems, including the challenges 
posed by climate change, pests, and diseases.

This guide looks at the claims and shows them to be at best 
misleading and at worst deceptive. Each of the eight chap-
ters focuses on one claim about gene editing and presents 
the evidence proving it to be false.

In the EU, all of the claims are brought with the intention of 
questioning the existing GMO regulations and getting GMOs 
engineered with gene editing excluded from them. These 
regulations exist in order to protect public health and the 
environment and to give consumers and farmers the right to 
know what they are eating and planting in their fields.

It is worth noting that those who want to exclude gene edit-
ing from the GMO regulations also question those regulations 
as they apply to older-style GMOs. They say GMOs are bene-
ficial and safe, and cast doubt on the need for safety assess-
ments and labelling.

However, to exempt gene editing from the GMO regulations 
– or to dismantle the regulations for all GMOs – would be a
step backwards and a dangerous weakening of EU health and
environmental standards. This is because many of the risks
attached to older-style GMOs still apply to gene-edited GMOs,
and they also present new and special risks.

This guide focuses mainly on gene editing in plants because 
this is the area that has caught the imagination of GMO devel-
opers, researchers, and the media worldwide, though some 
information on livestock gene editing is also included. 

It shows that gene editing is a costly and potentially dan-
gerous distraction from the real solutions to the challenges 
faced by our food and farming sectors. These are mentioned 
throughout and form a major focus of the final chapter.
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The agricultural biotech industry and affiliated 
groups are promoting the use of new genetic 
modification techniques known as 
gene editing in food and farming. 
The main technique that has 
caught the imagination of the 
industry and its supporters 
is the CRISPR/Cas gene 
editing technique. 

The industry is using gene 
editing to manipulate the 
genomes of crop plants and 
livestock animals, in order 
to confer new traits. 
They make a range 
of claims for these 
techniques – for 
example, that gene 
editing is precise, 
safe, and so highly controlled 
that it only gives rise to 
predictable outcomes. They 
also say that gene editing 
is widely accessible and 
quicker than conventional 
breeding, and that it gives us 
the tools to enable us 
to meet the challenges 
of environmental 
degradation and climate change.

However, none of these claims stand up to 
scrutiny, as shown by the evidence presented 
in this guide. All are exposed as false or 
misleading. 

The claims are being 
used to argue for these 
techniques to be exempted from 
the EU’s GMO regulations. This would mean 
that products of these techniques would not 
be subjected to safety testing, traceability, 
or GMO labeling, and EU countries could 
not ban their cultivation. As a result, these 
GMOs would end up on our fields and plates 

Summary

untested and unlabelled, and farmers and 
food producers – including those operating 
under organic systems – would have no way of 
avoiding them.

The misrepresentation begins with the 
terminology used to describe them. Contrary 
to industry claims, gene-
editing techniques are not 
breeding techniques, but 
are genetic modification 
techniques that share some of 
the same methods as old-style 
genetic modification.

Also contrary to the claims 
made, these techniques are 
not precise or controlled, nor do they have 
predictable outcomes. 
In addition to the intended genetic change, 
gene editing causes many unintended changes 
and genetic errors. This can include the 
inadvertent addition of foreign DNA from 
other species, or even entire foreign genes, 
into the genome of gene-edited organisms, 
even when the intention is specifically 
to avoid this. 

The effects of these changes on the 
composition of gene-edited crops, 
foods, and animals, as well as the 
consequences to health and the environment, 
have not been investigated and remain 
unknown. In food crops, they could include 
the production of unexpected toxins and 
allergens, or altered levels of existing toxins 
and allergens.
The industry says that the changes made by 
gene editing in crops and livestock animals are 
small and the same as could happen in nature. 
But this claim is proven false by the 
worrying surprises that have already come 
to light. For example, the company that 
developed gene-edited hornless cattle 
claimed they were free from unintended 

effects of the gene editing. But the cattle were 
revealed by US regulators to contain bacterial 
DNA and foreign genes that confer resistance 
to antibiotics. 

Also, CRISPR gene editing of rice plants was 
shown to cause a wide range of unintended 

mutations, both at the 
intended editing site and at 
other locations in the genome. 

The researchers who made 
this discovery warned that 
CRISPR gene editing ”may 
be not as precise as expected 
in rice”. They added, ”early 
and accurate molecular 

characterization and screening must be carried 
out for generations before transitioning 
of CRISPR/Cas9 system from lab to field” 
– something that is not generally done by
developers.

Gene editing 

causes many 

unintended 

changes and 

genetic errors
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Conventional breeding, in contrast, continues 
to be highly successful in achieving such traits 
and far outstrips GM approaches.

It is not enough to 
focus on genetics 
as the solution 
to agricultural 
problems – whole 
systems approaches 
are needed. This 
would entail a large-
scale shift to proven-successful agroecological 
systems of farming, which include low-input, 
genuinely sustainable, and regenerative 
methods. These methods are already available 
and only need to be properly supported to 
enable broader rollout

Gene editing is a costly distraction from these 
systems-based solutions. Its exclusion from 
EU GMO regulations would serve to boost 
a questionable experiment with unknown 

consequences for 
people, animals and 
the environment. It 
would also deprive 
European consumers, 
farmers and breeders 
of the right to know 
where these GMOs are 

and impede advances in non-GM approaches, 
including organic and agroecological systems. 
It would represent a significant weakening of 
EU health and environmental protections 
and undermine the rollout of proven 
effective and sustainable solutions to 
our food and farming challenges.

Given the inherent 
inaccuracy of gene-editing techniques and the 
challenges of producing gene-edited plants or 
animals that perform as expected, claims that 
gene editing can produce useful traits far more 
quickly than conventional breeding are highly 
questionable. Even if the time taken to gain 
regulatory approval is 
excluded, it is unlikely 
that the time needed to 
commercialize gene-
edited crops will be 
significantly shorter 
than with conventional 
breeding. Moreover, 
achieving useful traits 
in crops or animals 
is not just a matter of 
speed – it is a question 
of using the best tools 
for the job, and GM 
approaches are not an efficient route. 

Despite years of research and permissive 
regulatory regimes in some countries, only 
two gene-edited products have successfully 
made it to market and neither was produced 
with the much-hyped CRISPR/Cas tool.

The claim that gene editing, in particular 
through CRISPR/Cas, will make agricultural 
innovation accessible to publicly funded 
breeding programmes is disproven by the 
fact that the technology is already owned and 
controlled by a very few large corporations, led 
by Corteva and Monsanto/Bayer. While 

evaluation and research licences can be 
obtained cheaply or free of charge, commercial 
licences and associated royalty payments 
on product sales will remain too expensive 
for anyone apart from large multinationals. 
Gene-edited products are also patented: in 
crop plants, patents cover seeds, plants, and 
often the harvest, raising issues of consolidated 
control of the food supply, farmers’ autonomy, 
and loss of food sovereignty.

A form of emotional blackmail is being 
used to convince policymakers of the moral 

imperative to embrace 
new GM technologies. 
The promise is that these 
technologies will enable 
the development of crops 
that require less pesticide 
and are adapted to climate 
change. 

However, the same 
promises were also made 
for first-generation GM 
crops and proved false. 
New GM techniques are 

unlikely to succeed where “old GM” failed, 
because desirable traits such as pest and disease 
resistance and adaptation to climatic changes 
are genetically complex traits that cannot be 
achieved by manipulating one or a few genes. 

A form of emotional 

blackmail is being 

used to convince 

policymakers of the 

moral imperative to 

embrace new GM 

technologies

Gene editing is a costly 

distraction from real, 

systems-based solutions
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European institutions also avoid the terms 
“genetic modification” and “GMO”. The 
Council of Ministers introduced the term 
“novel genomic techniques”,6 which the 
Commission adapted to “new genomic 
techniques”.7 The Commission also talks about 
“new techniques in biotechnology”.8

The use of the term “breeding” appears to be 
an attempt to give an air of naturalness to the 
new genetic engineering techniques and thus 
convince the public to accept them. It may 
also be an attempt to make the application 
of GMO regulations appear counterintuitive 
and illogical: If gene-edited products are 
not GMOs, why should they be regulated as 
GMOs?

However, gene-editing techniques are not 
breeding techniques. They are technically and 
legally GM techniques, give rise to genetically 
modified organisms (GMOs), and fall within 
the scope of EU GMO laws, as confirmed by 
the European Court 
of Justice ruling of 
2018.9,10

EU law defines a 
GMO as an organism 
in which “the genetic 
material has been 
altered in a way 
that does not occur 
naturally by mating 
and/or natural 
recombination’’.11 This 
wording accurately 
describes the way 
in which older-
style transgenic and 
new GMOs, such as 
gene-edited plants, are produced. Genetic 
modification employs artificial techniques 
that require direct human intervention in the 

genome. In contrast, the terms “mating and/
or natural recombination” describe natural 

processes used in 
conventional plant and 
animal breeding. 

EU GMO law exempts 
some GMOs, such as 
those produced using a 
decades-old technique 
called mutation 
breeding (also called 
random mutagenesis), 
from its requirements 
for authorisation, 
traceability and 
labelling. But this is 
only possible if they 
were produced using 

techniques that have a “long safety record”.9 
This is clearly not the case with gene editing.

MYTH

Gene-editing techniques are 

“new breeding techniques’’, 

“precision breeding’’ or 

“breeding innovation’’.

1. Gene editing is
genetic engineering, 

not breeding

The agricultural biotechnology industry 
and its lobbyists often refer to new genetic 
modification (GM) techniques, especially 
gene editing, as “breeding innovation”, 
“precision breeding techniques” and “new 
breeding techniques”.1,2,3,4 They strenuously 
try to avoid the terms “genetic modification” 
and “genetic engineering”. Corteva, the 
company that controls the use of CRISPR 
gene editing in crop plants, even argues that 
“CRISPR-produced plants are not GMOs”.5

REALITY 

Technically and legally, 

gene-editing techniques 

are genetic modification 

techniques, not 

breeding methods. EU law defines 

a GMO as an organism 

in which “the genetic 

material has been 

altered in a way 

that does not occur 

naturally by mating 

and/or natural 

recombination’’ 
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While the initial break 

in the DNA can be 

targeted to a specific 

site in the genome, the 

subsequent “repair’’ 

cannot be controlled 

by the genetic engineer

1312

Old and new GMOs have more in common 
than proponents would have us believe. Of 
three steps involved in genome editing – 
gene delivery, gene editing, and whole plant 
regeneration in tissue culture – the first and 
last essentially re-
main the same. The 
first step, delivery of 
foreign genetic ma-
terial into the plant 
cells (also called 
GM transforma-
tion) is usually done 
with the help of 
small circular DNA 
molecules (plasmids) 
that are introduced 
into the cells using 
a soil bacterium 
called Agrobacterium tumefaciens or a 
method called particle bombardment. The 
plasmid then inserts itself into the plant 
cell ’s DNA.

Regarding the “editing step’’, the majority of 
gene-editing applications involve first cut-
ting the DNA with enzymes, called nucleas-
es, which are supposed to act only at chosen 
sites in the genome of a living cell.

These gene-editing applications are called 
“site-directed nuclease” or “SDN” proce-
dures. The SDN creates a double-strand 
break in the DNA. The enzymes most 
commonly used for this cutting are the Cas 
family of proteins (for CRISPR) and FokI 
(for TALENs and Zinc Finger Nucleases).12

The cutting event triggers alarm signals 
in the cell, as broken DNA is dangerous to 
the organism.   So the cell initiates a DNA 

repair process to mend the double-strand 
DNA cut. While the initial break in the DNA 
can be targeted to a specific site in the genome, 
the subsequent “repair” is carried out by the 
cell ’s innate repair mechanisms and cannot 

be controlled by the 
genetic engineer.’

The repair is often 
not clean or precise, 
but can result in 
“chromosomal may-
hem” in the genome, 
to cite the title of 
a commentary on 
studies on CRISPR/
Cas gene editing in 
human embryos.13 

The result of the repair is called the “edit”. 
Researchers must select from many edited 
organisms to obtain the one they desire.12

HOW DOES GENE 
EDITING WORK?

Some divide SDN procedures into SDN-1, SDN-2, and SDN-3.14 They can be defined as follows:

• SDN-1 refers to disruption
of the function of a gene (also
known as gene knockout).
The repair of the double-
strand break in the DNA
results in either a deletion
(removal) of part of the gene
or the insertion of additional
DNA base units, which are
taken from the genome of the
organism that is being edited.
This disrupts the sequence of
the gene and thus knocks out
its normal function.

• SDN-2 refers to gene
alteration. While the break is
repaired by the cell, a repair
template is supplied that is
complementary to the area
of the break, which the cell
uses to repair the break.
The template contains one
or several DNA base unit
sequence changes in the
genetic code, which the repair
mechanism exchanges into
the plant’s genetic material,
resulting in a mutation of the
target gene. The mutated gene
will then produce an altered
protein product with an
altered function.

• SDN-3 refers to gene
insertion. The DNA break is
accompanied by a template
containing a gene or other
sequence of genetic material.
The cell’s natural repair
process uses this template to
repair the break, resulting in
the insertion of new genetic
material (foreign DNA, which
can include a whole new gene).
The aim is to confer novel
functions and characteristics
on the organism.

Another gene-editing technique is oligonucleotide-directed mutagenesis (ODM). ODM does 
not cause a double-strand break in the DNA. Instead it involves the introduction of short 
sequences of synthetic DNA and RNA – called oligonucleotides – into the cells. The oligo-
nucleotide interacts with the cell ’s DNA, tricking the cell ’s repair mechanisms into altering 
the cell ’s own DNA to match that of the oligonucleotide.

All these techniques will change the biochemistry of the plant – this is the aim of gene 
editing – so that a new trait can result. 

GENE EDITING IS 
GENETIC MODIFICATION
Although GM and conventional breeding will result in the creation of new varieties, the two 
are distinct methods and are not interchangeable. Gene editing is clearly a GM technique but 
conventional breeding is not, however hard the agricultural biotech industry tries to blur the 
boundaries.
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MYTH

Gene-editing tools such as 

CRISPR/Cas bring about 

changes in the genome in a 

precise and controlled way, 

with predictable outcomes. 

REALITY 

Gene editing is not 

precise, but causes many 

genetic errors, with 

unpredictable results, 

in addition to any 

intended genetic 

change.  

2. Gene editing
is not precise and 

causes unpredictable 
genetic errors

The agricultural biotech industry and its allies 
claim that gene-editing tools such as CRISPR/
Cas bring about changes in the genome in a 
precise and controlled way.1,2,3 Some even claim 
that they bring about only the specific intended 
changes and nothing else.4,5 They argue that 
gene-edited products should therefore be 
excluded from the regulatory oversight applied 
to older-style transgenic GMOs,3,5 where (in 
most cases) DNA is introduced from another 
species into a part of the genome that cannot be 
determined beforehand.

However, 
these claims do 
not survive scrutiny.A 
large and ever-growing number of 
scientific studies in human, animal and plant cells 
show that gene editing is not precise but gives 
rise to numerous genetic errors, also known as 
unintended mutations (DNA damage). 
These occur at both off-target sites in the 
genome (locations other than that targeted for 
the edit) and on-target (at the desired editing 
site). The types of mutation include large deletions, 
insertions, and rearrangements of DNA.6,7,8
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INADEQUATE SCREENING 
FOR UNINTENDED MUTATIONS

A study on rice varieties found that CRISPR 
gene editing caused a wide range of undesirable 
and unintended on-target and off-target 
mutations. The 
researchers 
were aiming 
to improve the 
yield of already 
high-performing 
varieties of rice 
by disrupting 
the function of 
a specific gene, 
in an SDN-1 
(gene disruption) 
procedure.15 

They were trying 
to produce small insertions and deletions of 
DNA base units in the genome. However, what 
they got was quite different. In many cases 
they found large insertions, deletions, and 
rearrangements of DNA, raising the possibility 
that the function of genes other than the one 
targeted could have been altered.15 

As for the hoped-for increased yield, the 
opposite was found – yield was reduced.15 
This should not come as a surprise, as yield is 

a genetically complex trait that involves the 
functioning of many, if not all, gene families 
of the plant. Thus altering the function of one 

gene to improve 
yield could be 
viewed as a futile 
exercise.

The researchers 
warned that 
CRISPR gene 
editing “may be 
not as precise 
as expected 
in rice“. They 
added, ”early 
and accurate 

molecular characterization and screening 
must be carried out for generations before 
transitioning of CRISPR/Cas9 system from lab 
to field”.15 Developers do not generally do this, 
or if they do, the results are not published. 

The researchers concluded, “Understanding 
of uncertainties and risks regarding genome 
editing is necessary and critical before a new 
global policy for the new biotechnology is 
established”.15

Most studies that look for unintended 
mutations in gene-edited plants grossly 
underestimate the number of mutations 
resulting from gene editing and associated 
processes such as tissue culture (growth of plant 
tissues or cells in a growth medium). This is 
true both for studies that conclude that gene 
editing causes many such mutations and those 
that conclude that it causes few or none. 
The reason is that the authors of these studies 

use inadequate detection methods – short-range 
PCR and short-read DNA sequencing – to look 
for mutations. They only look at short stretches 
of the DNA around the targeted editing site and 
computer programme-predicted off-target sites. 

As Kosicki and colleagues found in a study 
on human cells, short-range PCR and short-
read DNA sequencing can miss major genetic 
errors, such as large deletions and insertions 

GENE EDITING PRODUCES A 
RANGE OF UNINTENDED 
MUTATIONS
Even the simplest application of gene editing (so-called SDN-1), 
which is intended to destroy a gene function, can lead to unwanted 
mutations.11,12,13 These mutations can lead to the creation of new 
gene sequences producing new mutant proteins, with unknown 
consequences to the health of consumers of the gene-edited 
organism. In addition, alterations in the pattern of gene 

function can take place 
within the organism 
whose genome has 
been modified. 

In plants, these 
alterations can lead to 
compositional changes, 
which, scientists warn, 
could prove to be 
toxic and/or allergenic 
to human or animal 
consumers.6,8,14 

Unintended mutations 
and their effects are under-
researched in plants 
compared with human 
and animal cells. But 
since the mechanisms 

of gene editing and subsequent DNA repair are the same 
between animals and plants, there is every reason to 
believe that the types of unintended mutations seen in 
human and animal cells will also be found in plants. 
Recent research in rice plants attests to this fact.15 

These mutations occur at various stages of 
the process, including stages that gene editing 
has in common with old-style transgenic 
GM methods, such as tissue culture and GM 
transformation by Agrobacterium tumefaciens 
infection (in which this soil bacterium is used 
to insert the foreign genetic material into the 

DNA of plant cells).9

Even the intended changes can cause 
unintended effects (“pleiotropic effects”) 
in the edited organism,10 since genes and 
their protein or RNA products act in 
networks and not in isolation. 

In plants, alterations in the 

pattern of gene function 

can lead to compositional 

changes, which could prove 

to be toxic and/or allergenic 

to human or animal 

consumers

Unwanted 

mutations can lead 

to the creation of 

new gene sequences 

producing new 

mutant proteins, 

with unknown 

consequences to the 

health of consumers 

of the gene-edited 

organism
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“OLD” MUTAGENIC GM TECHNIQUES 
ARE USED IN GENE EDITING
First-generation genetic engineering techniques 
are still often used to introduce CRISPR editing 
tools into plant cells. Plasmids containing 
genes encoding the CRISPR/Cas editing tool 
are introduced into the cells using either 
Agrobacterium tumefaciens infection or particle 
bombardment.6 In addition, tissue culture is 
used to grow the 
plant cells. All three 
processes are highly 
mutagenic.25 The 
mutations caused 
by these processes 
will be in addition 
to the unwanted 
mutations caused 
by the gene repair 
process (the actual 
”edit”).

A study by Tang 
and colleagues on CRISPR gene-edited rice 
illustrates the mutagenic nature of these 
processes. The study found that many off-target 
mutations resulted from the tissue culture, 
and yet more resulted from Agrobacterium 
infection (around 200 per plant). In contrast, 
seed saved from non-GM rice plants had only 
30–50 spontaneous mutations per plant.9 Thus 

the study found that the CRISPR process, taken 
as a whole, caused large numbers of off-target 
mutations and far more than conventional 
breeding.

Ironically, this study is often cited as an example 
of the precision of this gene-editing tool. 

This is because 
it found that the 
CRISPR editing 
tools themselves 
did not introduce 
many off-target 
mutations into 
the plants’ DNA.9 

However, this 
finding is likely 
not accurate, due 
to the researchers’ 
use of inadequate 
screening methods 

(see “Inadequate screening for unintended 
mutations”, above) – they did not use long-read 
DNA sequencing. Also, the findings must be 
viewed in the context of the above-mentioned 
separate study on rice that found that CRISPR 
gene editing caused a wide range of unintended 
on-target and off-target mutations.15 

THREAT TO HEALTH AND 
ENVIRONMENT
Based on the above evidence, gene editing is neither precise nor controllable, but could 
inadvertently produce traits that threaten public health and the environment.

CIBUS’S CANOLA: “PRECISION” GENE 
EDITING OR ACCIDENT IN A PETRI DISH?
In September 2020, the biotech company Cibus 
claimed that its herbicide-tolerant SU Canola 
(oilseed rape) was not gene-edited but was the 
result of random mutation caused by tissue 
culture – effectively, an accident in a laboratory 
Petri dish. This claim came after the company 
had for many years 
said (including to 
regulators) that SU 
Canola was made 
with its “precision 
gene editing” 
technique, called 
oligo-directed 
mutagenesis 
(ODM).19,20,21 
In fact, ODM constitutes the very foundation of 
its business model.22

Indeed, numerous public records point to the 
fact that Cibus used gene editing in the process 
of engineering SU Canola.19,20,23 But it turned 
out that the oligonucleotide used was designed 
to produce a different genetic change from 
the one that was found to confer herbicide 
tolerance in SU Canola and that Cibus described 
in its patent application.21 So the “precision” 
tool did not work as intended, leading Cibus

 to announce that the crop was not gene-edited 
after all. 

It would appear that Cibus made that claim 
only to evade EU GMO regulations. The timing 
is remarkable: Shortly before Cibus made its 

statement,20 a 
scientific paper had 
been published, 
reporting the 
development of 
the first publicly 
available detection 
method for SU 
Canola.24 However, 
under EU law, 

even if the specific mutation that confers the 
herbicide tolerance was not the intended result 
of the ODM editing process, the fact that the 
ODM tool was used to develop the SU Canola 
means that it is a GMO. Since it has no EU 
authorisation, its presence in EU imports would 
be illegal.23

This episode raises questions about Cibus’s 
honesty and transparency. But more 
importantly, it shows that the precision and 
control claimed for the ODM gene-editing 
technique was false. 

and complex rearrangements of DNA.16,17 The 
researchers concluded that a combination 
of long-range PCR and long-read DNA 
sequencing is needed to spot the full range of 
unintended mutational effects.16 FDA scientists 
have made the same recommendation, with 
regard to gene-edited animals.18 

This principle applies to plants just as much as 
animals, since the mechanisms of gene editing 

and the subsequent repair that forms the “edit” 
are the same. 

In a scientific review, Kawall and colleagues 
confirmed that the “vast majority” of studies 
on gene-edited plants used biased detection 
methods to screen for genetic errors, meaning 
that they will miss many such errors. Among 
studies on gene-edited animals, none included a 
thorough analysis of genetic errors.6 

The vast majority of 

studies on gene-edited 

plants used biased 

detection methods to 

screen for genetic errors

A study on CRISPR gene-

edited rice has found 

that many off-target 

mutations resulted from 

tissue culture, and yet 

more resulted from 

Agrobacterium infection
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Lobbyists claim that gene editing techniques 
“generally create plant products that may also 
be obtained using earlier breeding methods”1 
such as mutation breeding, or that could result 
“from spontaneous processes in nature”.2

Mutation breeding (also called random 
mutagenesis) is a decades-old technique in 
which seeds are exposed to chemicals or 
radiation to induce mutations in the hope that 
one or more may result in a useful trait. The 
lobbyists say that gene editing is more precise 
than muta

tion breeding, yet mutation bred plants are 
exempted from the requirements of the GMO 
regulations, so gene-edited plants should also 
be exempted.3 

However, claims that gene editing can produce 
organisms that could arise in nature or through 
mutation breeding are entirely theoretical. 

MYTH

Changes brought 

about by gene editing 

are the same as could 

happen in nature or 

mutation breeding.

3. Gene editing causes
genetic changes that

are different from those 
that happen in nature

REALITY 

Gene editing causes genetic 

changes that are different 

from those that happen 

in nature or mutation 

breeding and their 

consequences are poorly 

understood.
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Evidence shows that 
mutations induced by gene 
editing are not the same as 
those induced by chemicals 
or radiation in mutation 
breeding. For example, a 
scientific review shows that 
gene editing can produce 
changes in areas of the genome 
that are otherwise protected 
from mutations. 
In other words, gene editing 
makes the whole genome 
accessible for changes.5

Dr Michael Antoniou says 
that mutations induced by 
mutation breeding will more 
often than not occur in 
areas of the genome 
that are non-coding 
and non-regulatory 
and therefore are 
unlikely to affect 
gene function. 

With gene editing, in 
contrast, mutations 
are more likely to 
happen at locations 
in the genome that 
directly affect the 
function of one or 
more genes. First, there 
is intentional targeting of 
a gene’s coding region or its 
regulatory elements to alter its 
function. Gene editors will 
preferentially target sites that 
are relevant for protein 
production and gene 

regulation for alterations, 
since the objective is to change 
a trait. Second, much of the 
off-target mutation-causing 
activity of the gene-editing 
tool will occur at locations 
within the genome with a 
similar DNA sequence to 
the intended target site. This 
means that if the intended 
gene editing target site is a 
gene’s coding region or its 
regulatory elements, off-target 

mutations will 
occur in other 

genes with a 
similar DNA 

sequence. 

As a result, off-target 
and unintended on-
target mutations 

are likely to 
affect important 

protein-coding 
gene regions 

and gene 
regulatory 

activity.  

A separate scientific review 
shows that gene-editing 
techniques enable complex 
alterations of genomes that 
would be extremely difficult 
or impossible to achieve with 
conventional breeding or 
mutation breeding. In gene 
editing, so-called multiplexing 
approaches allow the targeting 
and alteration of multiple 
gene variants, which can 
be members of the same or 
different gene families.6 

In summary, gene editing 
can cause specific unintended 
effects and can be used 
to generate novel genetic 
combinations that cannot 
readily be achieved using 
conventional breeding or 
mutagenesis techniques. It can 
overcome genetic limitations 
that exist in conventional 
breeding.6 

These unique attributes of 
gene-editing applications show 
that they pose unique risks, 
justifying strict regulation.

MUTATIONS FROM GENE EDITING ARE 
DIFFERENT IN TYPE FROM THOSE FROM 
CONVENTIONAL OR MUTATION BREEDING

No one has proven that any given gene-edited 
organism is the same as a naturally occurring 
vor mutation bred organism, either at the level 
of the genome or in terms of its molecular 
composition (the proteins and natural chemicals 
that make up the structure and function of the 
organism). 

Indeed, if someone were to produce 
a gene-edited organism that was the 
same as a naturally bred one, this 
would call into question any patent 
on the gene-edited organism, as 
patents require an “inventive step”.

Dr Michael Antoniou, a molecular geneticist 
based at a leading London university, said 
that claims that the mutations induced by 
gene editing are the same as could happen 
in nature or mutation breeding are 
scientifically unfounded. Moreover, he 
said there is no evidence demonstrating 
that gene editing 
is more precise, in 
the sense of causing 
fewer mutations, 
than conventional 
breeding or 
mutation breeding.

He said “Gene 
editing can cause 
large deletions, 
insertions, and 
rearrangements in 
DNA, which can 
affect the function of multiple genes at off-
target and on-target sites.” I am not aware of 

any studies 
using reliable 
screening methods 
that compare the 
frequency of these 
types of  large-scale 
DNA damage in 
conventionally bred, 
mutation bred, and 
gene-edited plants. 
What we do know 
is that there is 
clear experimental 
evidence showing 

that assumptions that gene editing only causes 
small insertions and deletions at off-target and 
on-target sites are false.”4

NO EVIDENCE THAT CHANGES 
FROM GENE EDITING ARE FEWER 
THAN FROM CONVENTIONAL 
OR MUTATION BREEDING

“Gene editing can cause 

large deletions, insertions, 

and rearrangements in 

DNA, which can affect the 

function of multiple genes 

at off-target and 

on-target sites’’ 

- Dr Michael Antoniou
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Claims that gene editing is “breeding”, that it 
is “precise”, and that outcomes are “nature-
identical” are often made to imply that gene-
edited organisms will be safe-by-design. 

Some GMO 
developers have 
gone further, 
explicitly claiming 
that gene-edited 
plants are just as safe 
as conventionally 
bred ones. 
Bayer claims that 
compared with 
conventional breeding, CRISPR/Cas gene 
editing is “simpler, faster and more precise, 
with no impact on the safety of the final crop 

compared 
to traditional 
plant breeding”.1 
And Corteva says that 
CRISPR-edited plants are 

“as safe as plants found 
in nature or produced 
through conventional 
breeding”.2

The agbiotech 
industry argues that 
it would therefore be 
“disproportionate” to 
subject these products 

to GMO regulatory requirements aimed at 
ensuring their safety.3 Corteva sees no need to 
conduct safety testin on its gene-edited crops 

MYTH

The precision and control of 

gene editing mean that it is 

safe-by-design.

REALITY 

The unintended 

outcomes of gene 

editing lead to risks, 

which are poorly 

understood.

4. Gene editing is risky
and its products can

be unsafe
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The evidence shows that the genetic changes 
brought about by gene editing are different 
from those that would happen in nature or 
mutation breeding and their outcomes and the 
risks attached to them are poorly understood. 

With this in mind, gene editing must remain 
under the EU’s GMO regulations and the risk 
assessment should be broadened to take account 
of the special risks attached to the technology.

CRISPR inventor Jennifer Doudna has made 
clear that the aim of CRISPR gene editing is not 
to replicate or enhance nature but to redesign 
and replace it. She wrote:
“Gone are the days when life was shaped 
exclusively by the 
plodding forces of 
evolution. We’re 
standing on the cusp 
of a new era, one in 
which we will have 
primary authority over 
life’s genetic makeup 
and all its vibrant and 
varied outputs. Indeed, 
we are already supplanting the deaf, dumb, and 
blind system that has shaped genetic material 
on our planet for eons and replacing it with 
a conscious, intentional system of human-
directed evolution.”7

However, given that scientists do not fully 
understand the function of the vast complex 
networks of genes and their products that 
constitute a healthy functioning organism, 
they are not remotely close to being able to 

predict the outcome 
even of a single gene 
manipulation. Thus it 
is difficult to see how a 
new era in human-led 
predictable, directed 
evolution has dawned. 
From this perspective, 
when it comes to 
evolutionary processes, 

it is arguably genetic engineering that is a “deaf, 
dumb, and blind system”, rather than nature.

The limitations imposed by natural processes 
may help, rather than impede, evolution.

REDESIGNING NATURE

NOT NATURE-IDENTICAL
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(retroviruses include cancer-causing “onco-
retroviruses” and human immunodeficiency 
virus, HIV, which can lead to AIDS). Thus gene 
editing is a potential mechanism for horizontal 
gene transfer (the transfer of genetic material by 
any method other than “vertical” transmission 
of DNA from parent to offspring) of disease-
causing organisms, including, but not limited 
to, viruses.14 

The study also found 
that DNA from the 
genome of E. 
coli bacteria can 
inadvertently 
integrate into the 
target organism’s 
genome. The source 
of the E. coli DNA 
was traced to the 
E. coli bacterial
cells used to produce the vector plasmid. The
plasmid is a small circular DNA molecule that
carries the genes giving instructions for the
manufacture of the CRISPR/Cas components
(and in SDN-2 applications, the DNA
repair template) into the cells. Importantly,
the researchers used standard methods of
vector plasmid preparation, so this type of
contamination could happen routinely.12

These findings are clearly relevant to gene-
edited animals, but how do they relate to plant 
gene editing? Tissue culture medium containing 

components from animals is not used in making 
gene-edited plants, so the presence of animal 
DNA is not a concern. 

However, in cases where genetic engineers 
deliver the gene-editing tool into plant cells 
encoded by a plasmid, there are two ways in 
which foreign DNA can become inadvertently 
integrated into the genome of the plant being 

edited. First, the 
plasmid encoding 
the gene-editing 
tool, either as a 
whole, or fragments 
thereof, can become 
integrated. Second, 
DNA from the 
genome of the E. 
coli bacteria used 
to propagate the 
plasmid can often 

contaminate the final plasmid preparation used 
in the gene-editing process, and thus could end 
up being integrated into the gene-edited plant’s 
genome. 

Foreign plasmid or bacterial genomic DNA 
could be inadvertently incorporated during 
plant gene editing. Therefore regulators must 
legally oblige developers to conduct appropriate 
in-depth molecular genetic characterisation of 
their products to ascertain if such an outcome 
has taken place or not.

and says it tests CRISPR-produced plants in 
“the same way” as it tests conventionally bred 
plants.4

However, as 
we have seen in 
previous chapters, 
gene editing is 
not precise, nor 
are the outcomes 
identical to those 
of conventional breeding. While the initial cut 
in the DNA can be targeted to a specific region 
of the genome, the subsequent DNA repair 
process causes unwanted mutations both at 
on-target and off-target sites in the genome.5,6,7 

Techniques common to both gene editing and 
older transgenic GM methods, such as tissue 
culture and GM transformation, will lead to 

additional mutations 
(see chapter 2). 

These unintended 
genetic changes will 
alter the pattern of 
gene function within 
the organism. 

In plants, this can alter biochemical pathways 
and lead to compositional changes, which, 
scientists warn, could include the production of 
novel toxins and allergens or altered levels of 
existing toxins and allergens.8,9,10

The presence of unintended mutations has been 
well documented in human and animal cells and 
has begun to gain more attention in plants.11 
However, another unwanted outcome of gene 
editing has received 
little attention and 
it is unclear to what 
extent it occurs in 
animal and plant 
cells and what the 
effects might be. 

This outcome was highlighted in a study by 
Japanese researchers. The study found that 
even SDN-2 (gene alteration) applications 
of CRISPR/Cas gene editing, which aim not 
to introduce foreign DNA, resulted in the 
unintended incorporation of foreign and 
contaminating DNA into the genome of gene-
edited organisms.12 This unwanted result is not 

restricted to CRISPR but has been found with 
other types of gene editing, too.13

Specifically, the researchers looked at the 
effects of CRISPR/
Cas gene editing 
in mouse cells 
and embryos and 
found that edited 
mouse genomes 
unintentionally 

acquired bovine or goat DNA. This was traced 
to the use, in standard culture medium for 
mouse cells, of foetal calf serum and goat serum 
extracted from cows or goats.12 

Even more worrisome, amongst the DNA 
sequences inserted into the mouse genome 
were bovine and goat retrotransposons 
(jumping genes) and mouse retrovirus DNA12 

GENE EDITING CAN UNINTENTIONALLY 
ADD FOREIGN DNA IN THE GENOME
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Edited mouse genomes 

unintentionally acquired 

bovine or goat DNA

Gene editing is a 

potential mechanism for 

horizontal gene transfer 

of disease-causing orga-

nisms, including, but not 

limited to, viruses

Volume 6 85



2928

Claims of nature-identical or safe-by-design 
gene-edited products should be viewed with 
scepticism, as demonstrated by the case of the 
gene-edited hornless cattle. 

In 2019 researchers at the US Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) analysed the genomes of 
two calves13 that had 
been gene edited by 
the biotech company 
Recombinetics using 
the TALEN tool 
in an SDN-3 (gene 
insertion) procedure. 
The aim of the genetic 
manipulation was to prevent the animals from 
growing horns by inserting into their genome 
the POLLED gene, taken from conventionally 
bred hornless cattle. 

Recombinetics scientists had claimed 
that the gene editing used in the 
cattle was so precise that “our 
animals are free of off-target 
events”.22 The company’s 
executives had told Bloomberg 
in 2017, “We know exactly 
where the gene should go, and 
we put it in its exact location,” 
and “We have all the scientific 
data that proves that there are 
no off-target 
effects.”23 

A commentary by academic 
researchers, some of 
whom were associated 

with Recombinetics, claimed that the gene 
editing used in the cattle was precise, that the 
changes brought about are largely identical 
to what could have arisen naturally, and that 
any animals with unwanted traits would be 
excluded from breeding programmes.24 

However, all these 
claims were proven 
false by what the FDA 
scientists found.

At one of the target 
sites of the gene-
editing procedure 

within the calves’ genome, the POLLED gene 
had inserted as planned. However, at the other 
intended gene editing site, two copies of the 
entire circular plasmid DNA construction 

that carried the 

GENE-EDITED CATTLE CONTAINED 
ANTIBIOTIC RESISTANCE GENES

The distinction between SDN-1, -2, and -3 
is not useful for differentiating levels of risk 
for each type of gene-edited organism. This is 
because SDN-1, -2, and -3 refer to the intention 
of the gene editing and not the actual outcome, 
whereas the outcome of a gene-editing event 
can be very different from the intention. 

Also, even small changes in the genome can 
cause large effects.15,16 The London-based 
molecular geneticist Dr 
Michael Antoniou said,
 “The size of genetic 
changes does not 
determine risk, since 
small genetic changes 
may result in dramatic 
and novel effects. 
For example, a small 
deletion or insertion 
following a gene-
editing event could 
result in creating a new 
gene sequence, which 
can give rise to a novel mutant protein with 
unknown functional consequences. This is why 
all of the mutations caused by gene editing must 
be assessed on the basis of what they do, as well 
as what type and how numerous they are.”

SDN-1 and -2 applications are often assumed to 
be less disruptive than SDN-3 because there is 
no intention to permanently integrate foreign 
DNA into the genome. However, there is no 
evidence that the mutations caused are fewer, 
smaller, or less risky in type. In fact, major 
mutations, including large deletions, insertions, 
and rearrangements of DNA, have been found 
to be generated even by SDN-1 procedures.17,18

Indeed, all types of gene editing – SDN-1, -2, 
and -3 – can be carried out at multiple locations 
of the genome using multiplex approaches, 
which target several genes at once, or in 
repeated, sequential applications.19,20,21 Thus 
claims that the changes made are “small” and 
“similar to what might happen in nature” are 
misleading, as several individually small changes 
can combine to produce an organism that is 
very different from the parent organism. While 

even small changes can 
produce large effects, 
a number of small 
changes made via gene 
editing can result in 
even greater changes, 
which increases 
the possibility of 
unintended alterations 
in the edited plant’s 
biochemistry and 
overall composition, 
with unknown 
consequences for 

both crop performance and the health of the 
consumer.

Thus the risks of both small and large changes 
must be carefully assessed. Although unwanted 
genetic changes have been studied in gene-
edited organisms to some extent, 
no safety studies have been carried out 
with gene-edited products. Such studies are 
compulsory under EU laws before a GMO 
product can be placed on the market. 

SDN DISTINCTIONS NOT USEFUL 
FOR JUDGING RISK
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GMO developers often claim that gene-edited 
organisms with genetic errors and unwanted 
traits will be 
eliminated 
from breeding 
programmes,24 
or that the errors 
can be removed 
by subsequent 
backcrossing; thus 
they are nothing 
to worry about. 

However, the case of the gene-edited cattle 
that turned out to unexpectedly contain 
antibiotic resistance genes (see above) shows 

that GMO developers cannot be relied upon to 
identify genetic errors and unwanted traits13 

and that strict 
regulation must 
be in place to 
enforce thorough 
screening.28

Experience with 
first-generation 
GM crops shows 
that backcrossing 
as conducted 

by GMO developers does not reliably remove 
unwanted traits and that crops with such traits 
have reached the market.

ORGANISMS WITH UNWANTED MUTATIONS 
MAY NOT BE REMOVED FROM BREEDING 
PROGRAMMES

The supposedly slow speed of conventional breeding 
programmes relative to gene editing was cited by 
both sets of authors.22,24

However, this does not seem to be true for Europe.27 
According to a breeder of polled Holsteins in 
Pennsylvania, USA, Europeans “aggressively selected 
for the trait, and now they are years ahead of us as 
far as polled genetics. Animal welfare legislation in 
Europe based on consumer pressure will drive even 
further use of polled.”27

Hendrik Albada, co-owner of the Hul-Stein Holstein 
herd in the Netherlands, said polled sires are popular 
in Europe based on genetic merit alone 

– almost 10% of the cows in Germany in 2015 were
bred to a polled bull.27

It seems that conventional breeding has already 
achieved what GMO advocates claimed could only be 
done quickly through gene-editing technology. The 
cost and time involved are not prohibitive; polled 
cattle are produced with high genetic merit; and 
good progress has been made in availability of polled 
sires.

This example shows that society needs to critically 
evaluate claims that gene editing is the only or best 
solution to a given problem.

The failure of the gene-edited hornless cattle venture 
raises an obvious question: Why didn’t the developers 
simply cross the gene into the elite Holstein breed 
through breeding, instead of gene editing the Holstein?

The team of academic scientists cited above, some of 
whom were associated with Recombinetics, wrote 
that in principle, conventional breeding could achieve 

this end, but in practice the cost would be prohibitive: 
“No breeder can afford to undertake this approach.”24 

In a separate paper, Recombinetics scientists cited a 
shortage of breeding sires producing commercially 
available POLLED semen and the poor “genetic merit” 
of polled Holstein sires – they said breeding for the 
POLLED trait brings along other undesirable traits 
such as poor milk yield.22 

WHY GENE EDITING 
RATHER THAN BREEDING?

POLLED sequence, which acted as the repair 
template DNA in the SDN-3 procedure, 
had been unintentionally integrated. These 
unintentionally integrated plasmids contained 
complete gene sequences that confer resistance 
to three antibiotics (neomycin, kanamycin, and 
ampicillin).13 

It is not known if 
the presence of these 
antibiotic resistance 
genes could affect 
the health of the 
animal or of people 
who consume its 
products. However, 
one risk that merits 
investigation is that 
these genes could 
transfer to disease-causing bacteria, which 
would then become resistant to antibiotics, 
threatening human and animal health.25 

The Recombinetics scientists had missed these 
unintended effects because they used inadequate 
analytical methods.22 Tad Sontesgard, CEO of 
Acceligen, a subsidiary of Recombinetics that 
owned the animals, said, “It was not something 

expected, and we didn’t look for it”. He admitted 
that a more complete check “should have been 
done”.23 

As a result of the FDA scientists’ discovery, 
Brazil cancelled its plans to create a herd of the 

gene-edited hornless 
cattle.26

Developers cannot be 
trusted to self-regulate 
and determine for 
themselves whether 
the changes induced 
by gene editing are 
safe or the same 
as could happen 
in nature. Strict 
regulation must 

be in place to ensure thorough screening 
for unintended effects. As commonly used 
screening methods will miss many mutations, 
a combination of long-range PCR and long-
read DNA sequencing must be used, as noted 
in chapter 2. In addition, safety studies must 
be conducted to better understand the risks to 
public health and the environment posed by the 
gene-edited organism.
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COMPARING GENE EDITING WITH 
MUTATION BREEDING IS MISLEADING

Advocates of gene editing claim that it is 
more precise and thus safer than mutation 
breeding.34 But this claim is misleading because 
it is the wrong comparison. Although mutation 
breeding is used alongside conventional 
breeding, it is a 
minority method 
that cannot 
be equated to 
conventional 
breeding. The 
standard method 
of conventional 
breeding is 
cross-breeding 
and selection of 
desired traits. The 
process can be made quicker and more efficient 
by using the biotechnologies known as marker 
assisted selection and genomic selection35,36 (use 
of these technologies does not in itself result 
in a GMO). Standard conventional breeding 
has an undeniable history of safe use and is the 
technique that should be used as the comparator 
to gene-edited crops.

As we have seen in chapter 3, gene editing is 
different from mutation breeding and would 

lead to different risks. Just how risky mutation 
breeding is for health and environment remains 
unknown because controlled studies have not 
been done, though there is suggestive evidence 
that it may be less risky than gene editing.8 

Nevertheless, 
for the plant 
itself, mutation 
breeding is 
widely recognized 
as risky, 
unpredictable, 
and inefficient 
at producing 
beneficial 
mutations. 

Plant cells can be killed by exposure to the 
chemical or radiation, while many of the 
resulting plants are deformed, non-viable, and/
or infertile.37,38,39

Mutation breeding is recognised under EU law 
as genetic modification. It is exempted from the 
requirements of the regulations because (despite 
the absence of research on risk) it is deemed to 
have a history of safe use.40 But this clearly does 
not apply to gene editing, which has no history 
of use, let alone safe use.8

It is a common misconception that gene-edited 
organisms are safer than older-style GMOs. 
But there is no 
scientific basis 
to this notion, 
as confirmed by 
Bayer scientist Dr 
Larry Gilbertson, 
who said that 
the risks of new 
techniques like 
gene editing and 
older techniques 
of genetic 
modification are 
the same: “I don’t 
think there’s a 
fundamental 
difference in the risk between these two 
technologies since they’re both fundamentally 
just changes in DNA.”32

In 2018 this scientific reality was reflected 

in the European Court of Justice ruling that 
gene-edited organisms (called in the case “new 

techniques/
methods of 
mutagenesis”) 
must be regulated 
in the same way 
as older-style 
GMOs. 
The court 
explained: 

“The risks linked 
to the use of those 
new techniques/
methods of 
mutagenesis 
might prove 

to be similar to those which result from the 
production and release of a GMO through 
transgenesis, 
since the direct modification of the genetic 
material of an organism through mutagenesis 

GENE-EDITED ORGANISMS NOT SAFER 
THAN OLDER-STYLE GMOS

For example, in the case of glyphosate-tolerant 
NK603 maize, an increase in certain compounds 
was found in the GM crop compared with the 
non-GM parent, which could prove either 
protective or toxic, depending on context. In 
addition, metabolic imbalances were found in 
the GM maize, which could affect nutritional 
quality.29 These unwanted changes may 
explain adverse health impacts observed from 
consumption of the maize.30 In the case of GM 
MON810 Bt insecticidal maize, it contained 
an allergen, zein, that was not present in the 
parent crop.31 It is possible that the developer 
did not notice these changes, or if they did, 
deemed them unimportant.

With GM vegetatively propagated crops, 
such as potatoes, bananas, and fruit trees, 
the presence of large numbers of unwanted 
mutations is inevitable. This is because 
propagation takes place not by seeds produced 
by sexual reproduction (pollination), but by 
various asexual methods, including growing 
from tubers (e.g. potatoes), cuttings (e.g. 
bananas), and grafting (e.g. fruit trees such as 
apples) – generating a new plant from a part 
of the parent plant. This means that mutations 
caused by genetic engineering processes 
(including gene editing) cannot be bred out 
by backcrossing and will persist into the final 
marketed product.

“The risks linked to the use 

of those new techniques/

methods of mutagenesis 

might prove to be similar 

to those which result 

from the production and 

release of a GMO through 

transgenesis’’

- European Court of Justice

Just how risky mutation 

breeding is for health and 

environment remains 

unknown because 

controlled studies have not 

been done

makes it possible to obtain the same effects 
as the introduction of a foreign gene into 
the organism (transgenesis) and those new 
techniques make it possible to produce 
genetically modified varieties at a rate out 
of all proportion to those resulting from 
the application of conventional methods of 
mutagenesis.”33

Gene-editing techniques pose new and different 
risks compared with older-style transgenic GM 

techniques. Some scientists therefore argue that 
the EU’s risk assessment guidelines should be 
expanded to take these risks into account.8,15,16 

Interestingly, neither the Bayer scientist, nor 
the European Court of Justice, nor the scientists 
who warn of the special risks of gene editing 
support the notion that gene-edited organisms 
are safer than older-style transgenic GMOs. 
These claims are based on marketing concerns, 
not science.
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Gene editing technology produces unintended 
outcomes, which can pose risks to human 
and animal health and the environment. Even 
if developers are optimistic that unwanted 
outcomes can be eliminated, they do not:
• properly screen for them – arguably because
that would defeat the purpose of using gene
editing to gain time
• reliably remove them

• always have the ability to remove them (with
vegetatively propagated crops).

For these reasons, stringent regulatory 
oversight is crucial, as FDA scientist Steven M. 
Solomon recommended for gene-edited animals 
in the US,28 and as the European Court of 
Justice has ruled with regard to all gene-edited 
organisms in the EU.33
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In fact, patents generally encompass specific 
genomic sequences independently of how they 
are derived. For example, crops developed 
through mutation breeding can be identified 
on the basis of the 
specific sequences that 
characterise them and 
that are described in the 
patent. 

When these specific 
sequences are known, 
not only the developer 
but also others can 
develop specific 
detection methods for 
these crops. This has 
been done for Cibus’ 
SU Canola. Cibus has 
developed its own detection method to identify 
its product, and submitted it to Canadian 
authorities,3 but the authorities refused to make 
it available to Canadian NGOs on grounds 
that it was confidential business information. 
However, a team of scientists has developed 
an open-source detection method for this GM 
crop based on publicly available information.4 

SU Canola represented a particularly 
challenging case, since the alteration in 
its genetic blueprint consists of only 
a “single base pair” (DNA base unit) 
change within a specific gene. The 

researchers confirmed that a single base pair 
change can be detected with standard GMO 
detection technology based on polymerase chain 
reaction (PCR) methodology. Thus it is likely 

that detection methods 
can be developed for 
most, if not all, gene-
edited organisms, 
according to the 
researchers, provided 
enough information on 
the nature of the edit is 
available.4

They stated: “Our work 
demonstrates that it may 
be possible to develop 
event-specific, GMO 
regulation compliant 

detection methods for virtually any gene-edited 
organism based on information disclosed by 
the developer or gathered from the public 
domain.”4

Industry associations have claimed that many 
gene-edited products cannot be distinguished 
from products developed with conventional 
breeding.1 And according to Bayer, a change 
made through gene editing is “indistinguishable 
from a conventional breeding breakthrough or 
a natural mutation”.2

The objective of these 
claims seems to be 
to persuade the EU 
authorities not to even 
try to apply the EU’s 
GMO regulations to 
gene editing.

However, already-available, standard GMO 
detection techniques allow unambiguous 

detection 
and 
identification 
of a wide range of 
genetic modifications, 
from the smallest – e.g. 

a point 
mutation of 
a single nucleotide 
(DNA base unit) – to the 
largest, e.g. insertion of 
large genetic sequences, 
provided information 
on the genetic change 
is available. Also, any 

patented seed product can be distinguished 
from other products. Otherwise it would be 
impossible to enforce patent rights. 

MYTH

Gene-edited products 

cannot be distinguished 

from products developed 

through conventional 

breeding.

5. Gene-edited products
are detectable

REALITY 

Methods can be 

developed to detect all 

products of gene editing, 

provided information 

on the genetic change 

is available.

When the specific 

sequences that 

characterise a crop 

are known, not 

only the developer 

but also others can 

develop specific 

detection methods 

Any patented seed 

product can be 

distinguished from 

other products
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In the meantime, transparency must be 
demanded from developers of gene-edited 
organisms. Under the EU’s GMO regulations, 
agricultural biotech companies are required 
to provide a detection 
method and “reference” 
sample material for each 
GMO that is authorised, 
though the sector has 
not yet submitted any 
gene-edited GMOs to be 
marketed in the EU. 

Meanwhile researchers 
at North Carolina State 
University are calling 
for a coalition of biotech industry, government 
and non-government organizations, trade 
organizations, and academic experts to work 
together to provide basic information about 
gene-edited crops to lift the veil on how plants 
are modified and provide greater transparency 
on the presence and use of gene editing in food 
supplies. They believe that such transparency is 
crucial to building public trust and confidence 
in gene-edited products.9

However, the primary responsibility for 
transparency over gene-edited products lies 
with their developers. It cannot be the job 
of governments, civil society, or academia 
to fill knowledge gaps created by industry 
secrecy. 

Once information has been disclosed by the 
developer, it should be organised in a publicly 
accessible resource. We can use what is already 
there – the Biosafety Clearing-House of the 

Cartagena Protocol 
on Biosafety,10 the 
EUginius GMO database 
of the Federal Office of 
Consumer Protection 
and Food Safety (BVL) 
in Germany and 
Wageningen Food 
Safety Research in The 
Netherlands,11 and the 
register set up by the 
European Commission 

for EU-authorised and withdrawn GMOs.12 
The EU must ensure that countries wishing to 
export to the bloc participate in these registers.

The European Commission’s register of EU-
authorised GMOs is required by EU law to also 
“contain, where available, relevant information 
concerning GMO which are not authorised 
in the European Union”.13 The Commission 
and/or member states should work with 
international partners to meet this requirement.

Critics of the open-source SU Canola test have 
focused on the fact that it does not detect the 
GM method used. Some – like the European 
Plant Science Organisation (EPSO) – also said 
that it does not solve the problem of unknown 
genetic modifications.5 

However, EU law does not require that 
detection tests are able to specify the GM 
method used to develop 
the crop. A scientific 
review by researchers 
from Germany’s Federal 
Office of Consumer 
Protection and Food Safety 
(BVL) and Julius Kühn 
Institute recognised that 
GMO detection methods 
generally do not allow any 
conclusions on the process 
used, whether they be 
gene-editing techniques 
or older-style transgenic genetic modification 
techniques. However, the researchers 
commented that “bioinformatics and statistical 
considerations might help to evaluate whether a 
detected sequence was potentially introduced by 
genome modification”.6

The detection of unknown GMOs has never 
been solely reliant on the detection methods 
used in the laboratory. The EU’s Joint Research 
Centre said in 2017 that the most efficient way 
to test imports for unknown GMOs was to 
check authorisations in other countries, patent 
applications, scientific publications, and other 
information to apply a targeted approach. The 
laboratory detection test can then be used to 
provide confirmation of information gathered 
through other means.7 
In addition, it is unlikely that a large number 
of unknown gene-edited crops will be in 

circulation. Seed companies talk about gene 
editing when they use it because they want to 
be able to profit in the marketplace from the use 
of these new GM techniques. 

So far, only two gene-edited crops have been 
commercialised : Cibus’s SU Canola and 
Calyxt’s “high oleic” asoybean with an altered 
oil profile. Thus far it has proved possible to 

track a significant number 
of gene-edited products 
developed worldwide for 
commercial markets, as 
the Julius Kühn Institute 
in Germany has done 
for a peer-reviewed 
publication.8

Also, the potential for 
unknown GMOs to slip 
through official controls is 
not new. The same is true 

for the GM crops that have been successfully 
regulated in Europe and other countries for the 
last two and a half decades.

Today’s strategies for screening for unknown 
GMOs do not capture all of them. They only 
identify those that carry certain common 
genetic sequences that are used as “screening 
targets”. But the number of GM crops lacking 
common sequences has been increasing in 
recent years. It is possible that currently there 
are unauthorised GMOs in the marketplace 
that have not been detected because they do not 
carry any common sequences. No one claims 
that for this reason, the EU GMO legislation 
is impossible to enforce and thus useless. 
By analogy, no one would suggest legalising 
burglary because criminal laws do not prevent 
all burglaries.

UNKNOWN GENE-EDITED CROPS 
Unknown gene-edited crops are just another 
category of GM products that GMO screening 
methods can miss and that must be detected 
by event-specific methods such as the one 
developed for SU Canola. The presence of gene-
edited products in the commercial food system 
does not create a new set of circumstances that 

demands fundamental changes in the regulatory 
regime for GMOs.

The researchers who developed the test for SU 
Canola believe it may be possible in the future 
to develop screening methods for various 
classes of gene-edited crops.4

TRANSPARENCY REQUIRED

The detection of 

unknown GMOs 

has never been 

solely reliant on 

the detection 

methods used in 

the laboratory

It cannot be the job 

of governments, civil 

society, or academia 

to fill knowledge 

gaps created by 

industry secrecy
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Advocates claim that gene-editing techniques, 
especially those using the CRISPR/Cas system, 
can democratise genetic engineering because 
they are cheaper and easier to apply than older 
genetic modification techniques. Jennifer 
Doudna, one of CRISPR’s inventors, said the 
technology “became a democratising tool that 
allowed labs to do experiments that in the 
past had been prohibitive for various reasons, 

whether 
due to expense 
or just technical 
difficulty”.1 Bayer calls CRISPR 
the “most ‘democratic’” gene-editing tool, which 
is so “cheap and simple” that it can be used by 
“universities and institutes that do not have 
major research budgets”.2

1. European Seed. 22 European business organisations
ask the EU for pro-innovation rules for plant breeding.
European-Seed.com. Published April 24, 2019.
Accessed January 12, 2021. https://european-seed.
com/2019/04/22-european-business-organisations-ask-
the-eu-for-pro-innovation-rules-for-plant-breeding/

2. Bayer. Here are the facts about agriculture and
nutrition. Published online November 2018. https://
release.ace.bayer.com/sites/default/files/2020-04/here-
are-the-facts-about-agriculture-and-nutrition-brochure.
pdf

3. Government of Canada. DD 2013-100: Determination
of the safety of Cibus Canada Inc.’s canola (Brassica napus
L.) event 5715. www.inspection.gc.ca. Published April 16,
2015. Accessed January 3, 2021. https://www.inspection.
gc.ca/plant-varieties/plants-with-novel-traits/approved-
under-review/decision-documents/dd-2013-100/
eng/1427383332253/1427383674669

4. Chhalliyil P, Ilves H, Kazakov SA, Howard SJ,
Johnston BH, Fagan J. A real-time quantitative PCR
method specific for detection and quantification of
the first commercialized genome-edited plant. Foods.
2020;9(9):1245. doi:10.3390/foods9091245

5. EPSO. EPSO statement “Detecting a point mutation
does not clarify its origin.” EPSO. Published September
9, 2020. Accessed January 12, 2021. https://epsoweb.org/
epso/epso-statement-detecting-a-point-mutation-does-
not-clarify-its-origin/2020/09/09/

6. Grohmann L, Keilwagen J, Duensing N, et al.
Detection and identification of genome editing in plants:
Challenges and opportunities. Front Plant Sci. 2019;10.
doi:10.3389/fpls.2019.00236

7. European Network Working Group of GMO
Laboratories. Detection, Interpretation and Reporting on
the Presence of Authorised and Unauthorised Genetically
Modified Materials.; 2017. https://gmo-crl.jrc.ec.europa.
eu/ENGL/docs/WG-DIR-Final-Report.pdf

8. Menz J, Modrzejewski D, Hartung F, Wilhelm R,
Sprink T. Genome edited crops touch the market: A view
on the global development and regulatory environment.
Front Plant Sci. 2020;11. doi:10.3389/fpls.2020.586027

9. Kuzma J, Grieger K. Community-led governance for
gene-edited crops. Science. 2020;370(6519):916-918.
doi:10.1126/science.abd1512

10. Conventional on Biological Diversity. Biosafety
Clearing-House. The Biosafety Clearing-House (BCH).
Published 2021. Accessed January 29, 2021. https://bch.
cbd.int/

11. EUginius. EUginius: The European GMO database.
Published 2021. Accessed January 29, 2021. https://
euginius.eu/euginius/pages/home.jsf

12. European Commission. Genetically modified
organisms: Community register of GM food and feed.
webgate.ec.europa.eu. Published 2017. https://webgate.
ec.europa.eu/dyna/gm_register/index_en.cfm

13. European Parliament and Council. Regulation (EC)
No. 1830/2003 of the European Parlliament and of the
Council of 22 September 2003 concerning the traceability
and labelling of genetically modified organisms and the
traceability of food and feed products produced from
genetically modified organisms and amending Directive
2001/18/EC. Official Journal of the European Union.
Published online October 18, 2003:L 268/24-L 268/28.
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?uri=OJ:L:2003:268:0024:0028:EN:PDF

REFERENCES

MYTH

Gene editing, and the 

CRISPR tool in particular, 

puts the power of genetic 

engineering into the 

hands of hundreds of 

thousands of scientists, 

including those 

working in publicly 

funded institutes and 

small companies.

6. Gene-editing
technology is owned 
and controlled by big 

corporations

REALITY 

Gene editing technology 

for agricultural use is 

already firmly under 

the control of the 

multinationals that 

dominate the seed and 

agrochemicals markets. 

Corteva has become 

the main gatekeeper of 

CRISPR patents in the 

agricultural arena.
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Corteva (the agricultural division spun off 
from DowDuPont) is the main gatekeeper for 
CRISPR patents in the agricultural arena10 and 
has gained unprecedented market power due to 
its ability to grant access to this patent pool.6 To 
understand why, 
we need to learn 
the history of the 
CRISPR licensing 
agreements.

The story begins 
with two biotech 
startups co-founded 
by the inventors of CRISPR technology. 
The first, Caribou Biosciences, was co-founded 
in 2011 by one of the inventors of CRISPR-
based gene-editing technology, Jennifer 
Doudna from the University of California. The 
second, ERS Genomics, was co-founded in 2013 

by another CRISPR technology inventor 
and patent owner, Emmanuelle Charpentier, 
as a “licensing engine” that “exists to make the 
[CRISPR] technology more broadly available 
under appropriate commercial licences”. 

ERS Genomics 
has signed non-
exclusive and 
exclusive licensing 
agreements 
with companies 
operating in 
different fields.8 

DuPont (later DowDuPont and now Corteva) 
concluded its licensing agreement with 
Caribou Biosciences in 2015. In the deal, 
DuPont received exclusive rights for CRISPR 
technology applications in major row crops 
and non-exclusive rights in other agricultural 

CARIBOU BIOSCIENCES 
AND ERS GENOMICS

LICENSING AGREEMENTS

Claims of democratisation through new GM 
techniques must be viewed in the light of the 
fact that these 
techniques are 
patented, as are 
their products 
– the plants
and animals
developed using
them. Patents are
monopoly rights.
Patent holders
have the right for
up to 20 years to 
prohibit others from exploiting the patented 
invention or to charge royalties for its use. 
This is not just about limiting commercial 
exploitation, but also further innovation. 
Exclusive patent rights prohibit others from 

building on the protected invention, as research 
exceptions to patent rights are usually very 

strictly formulated. 

The Broad Institute 
of MIT and Harvard, 
the University of 
California, the 
University of Vilnius 
in Lithuania, and 
the University of 
Vienna are the 
main institutional 
“inventors” of CRISPR 

technology.6,7,8,9 Between them they have 
filed (and fought each other over9) hundreds 
of foundational patents, some of which have 
already been granted in Europe.6

TECHNOLOGY PATENTS

It is further argued that if gene editing were 
exempted from the EU’s burdensome and 
expensive-to-comply-with GMO regulations, 
it would be removed from the control of the 
big agbiotech multinationals and be made 
available to public research institutes and 

universities, non-profit organisations, 
and small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs).3,4 The seed industry claims 
that GMO regulations “prevent most of 
Europe’s plant breeding companies from 
developing and using these methods”.5 

Once technology patents are granted, patent 
owners can conclude licensing agreements with 
companies allowing them to use the technology 
in certain areas or in a specific application. 
These agreements can be exclusive or non-
exclusive. Other companies can obtain licensing 
agreements only if the rights to use the patents 
are granted non-exclusively to a licensee. 
An overview of CRISPR-based gene-editing 
technology licensing agreements was published 
in Science in 2017.8 

In the areas of CRISPR gene-edited plants 
and livestock, licensing agreements reached 
by patent owners, the Broad Institute and 
the University of California (or its spinoff 

company Caribou Biosciences), with licensees 
DowDuPont (now Corteva) and Bayer/
Monsanto, are particularly important.6,8 
DowDuPont concluded licensing 
agreements not only with one of 
the holders of the foundational 
CRISPR technology patents (the 
Broad Institute), but also with 
all relevant institutions, 
including the companies 
Caribou Biosciences and 
ERS Genomics, and the 
University of Vilnius.3,6

Patent holders have the 

right for up to 20 years 

to prohibit others from 

exploiting the patented 

invention or to charge 

royalties for its use

The story begins with 

two biotech startups co-

founded by the inventors 

of CRISPR technology
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Both Bayer/Monsanto and DowDuPont have 
applied for patents on glyphosate-tolerant 
plants produced with the CRISPR-mediated 
gene-editing process. This means that the core 
agricultural GMO 
business – the 
marketing of 
herbicide-tolerant 
plants such as soy, 
corn, oilseed rape/
canola and cotton 
– can continue
to be protected
by new patent
applications in the
future.6

The owners of 
the patents are largely the same multinationals 
that dominate the GMOs and agrochemicals 
markets. Christoph Then wrote in 2019 : 
“DowDuPont leads the field in the new genetic 
engineering methods for crops, with around 60 

international patent applications, while Bayer/
Monsanto follows in second place with more 
than 30. Calyxt… comes in at more than 20. 
Syngenta and BASF are also involved, and a few 

patents have also 
been applied for by 
traditional breeding 
companies such as 
Rijk Zwaan and 
KWS.”6

A 2016 review of 
the intellectual 
property rights 
landscape by Egelie 
and colleagues 
found that “larger 
industry players, 

with Dow and DuPont at the forefront, already 
appear to be more in control of the technology’s 
agricultural and food applications.”15

In a discussion dominated by concerns about 
gaining access to CRISPR technology, it is 
easy, as pointed out by Maywa Montenegro de 
Wit of the University of California, to forget 
the crucial issue of farmers “losing access to 
traditional cultivars that might be displaced 

with expanded markets in new biotech crops, or 
mined as genetic resources for breeding gene-
edited varieties”.1 There is a danger that farmers 
will be forced to pay for access to gene-edited 
seeds and breeds, but lose access to non-GM 
seeds and breeds in the process. 

LOST ACCESS TO 
TRADITIONAL CULTIVARS

PATENTS ON “NEW GM” CROPS 
DOMINATED BY DOWDUPONT, 
BAYER/MONSANTO

Jean Donnenwirth of DowDuPont (now 
Corteva) presented the company’s agreements 
on 5 November 2018 at a meeting between the 
EU Commission and various interest groups, 
according to Dr Christoph Then of Testbiotech, 
who was present. According to Donnenwirth, 
DowDuPont succeeded in combining 48 basic 
patents into a common patent pool (35 patents 
from the Broad Institute, 4 from the University 
of California, 2 from the University of Vilnius, 
and 7 from DowDuPont).6 

Donnenwirth said that access to this number 
of patents is necessary for full use of the 
technology in plant breeding. DowDuPont 
can offer bundled, non-exclusive licenses 
giving access to this patent pool. The 

conditions include appropriate fees, reporting 
obligations, compliance with guidelines, and 
confidentiality.6 The first company to licence 
CRISPR technology under these conditions in 
2018 was the US company Simplot, 
which develops GM potatoes.13 In 2019, a 
French company, Vilmorin & Cie, followed.14

Christoph Then commented, “DowDuPont 
has unprecedented market power thanks to 
the possibility of granting access to this patent 
pool: What is on the one hand touted as a 
‘democratisation’ of patent law turns out, on 
closer examination, to be a means of controlling 
competitors and protecting a dominant 
position. DowDuPont becomes, so to speak, the 
gatekeeper of an international patent cartel.”6

DEMOCRATISATION OR PATENT CARTEL ?

The ‘democratic’ credentials of gene editing 
are determined not only by access to the 
technologies but also by access to their products 
– gene-edited crops and seeds. But just like the
technologies, the products are circumscribed by 
intellectual property rights.

According to Christoph Then, patent 
applications involving new and old genetic 
engineering relate to plants with modified 
growth and yield, composition, or resistance to 
disease, as well as technical modifications of the 
nucleases. As a rule, the patents cover methods, 
seeds, plants and often also the harvest.6

ACCESS TO THE TECHNOLOGY FOR SMES 
ACTING ALONE IS ILLUSORY
Could the de-regulation of gene editing help 
empower small and medium size enterprises 
(SMEs) to develop the gene-edited crops and 
foods that will enable us to meet the challenges 
of climate change?4,16

This prospect is highly unlikely, according to 
molecular geneticist Dr Michael Antoniou, 
who has many years’ experience of developing 
patented biotech products for medical research 
with SMEs and larger companies.4

applications.11 In 2016 Caribou reached a deal 
with the company Genus in which the latter 
received an exclusive licence to use CRISPR 
technology in certain livestock species.12

DuPont also reached an exclusive licensing 
agreement in 2018 with ERS Genomics. The 
agreement gave DuPont exclusive rights to 

use CRISPR technology in the agricultural 
area. ERS Genomics also granted sub-licensing 
rights to DuPont. DuPont’s agricultural division 
was spun off in 2019 as an independent entity 
named Corteva. Thus Corteva achieved its 
dominance of the CRISPR technology in the 
agricultural field. Both Bayer/Monsanto and 

DowDuPont have applied 

for patents on glyphosate-

tolerant plants produced 

with the CRISPR-

mediated gene-editing 

process
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Experience with genetic engineering to date 
shows that patent law has been the driving 
force behind development. The advent of 
genetic engineering 
marked the first time 
that patent law was 
systematically applied 
to plant breeding. Large 
agrochemical companies, 
which had previously 
protected their pesticides 
with patents, now also 
applied for patents on 
GM seeds and at the 
same time bought up 

many plant breeding companies.17 

With new genetic engineering techniques, 
this strategy has continued and been expanded. 

Already, corporations 
such as Corteva and 
Bayer/Monsanto control 
large parts of the 
seed market.17 Patented 
genetic engineering 
techniques such as 
CRISPR gene-editing 
technology help them 
extend and deepen this 
control.6 

PATENTS THE DRIVING FORCE OF OLD 
AND NEW GENETIC ENGINEERING

GAME FOR BIG PLAYERSHe explained that different types of licences 
exist for technologies like CRISPR gene editing, 
which industry-based researchers (including 
those working in SMEs) must take out at 
different stages of product development. These 
include evaluation, research, and commercial 
licences. Evaluation licenses are granted to 
researchers by the patent owners or their 
sub-licensing affiliate companies to allow the 
researchers to do preliminary work to see if 
the technology could 
be useful. If the 
researchers want to 
pursue a particular 
application, they can 
apply to the patent 
owners for research 
licenses.4

Evaluation and 
research licences are 
often granted quite 
cheaply, and fees 
can even be waived 
altogether, since the
technology owners 
want it to be used to 
develop a product 
that can be 
commercialised. 
Even when evaluation and research licence 
fees are charged, a typical SME could afford 
them.4 But at the commercialisation stage, 
things can quickly get very expensive, with 
technology patent holders demanding high 
payments for use of the technology, in the form 
of commercial licence fees and royalty payments 
on product sales. 

As an example, Corteva has made a 
commitment to allow free access to the CRISPR 
technology for “universities and nonprofit 
organizations for academic research”. The 
company has claimed that this will put the 

CRISPR technology “in the hands of many”, 
resulting in “a wide array of benefits for the 
global food supply”.3 But scientists will only be 
able to use CRISPR for basic non-commercial 
research, not for developing commercial 
products. Maywa Montenegro de Wit 
concluded: “Despite the opening up of CRISPR 
IP [intellectual property] for non-commercial 
research, CRISPR’s commercial development 
remains tightly bound up in patents and 

licensing agreements 
– a landscape already
showing strong
signs of agroindustry
dominance.”1

Plant breeders 
using conventional 
breeding to develop 
a new plant variety 
can protect it through 
plant breeders’ rights. 
But if they decide to 
use CRISPR (whether 
or not the technology 
is regulated as GM), 
they will need to 
learn to navigate a 
far more complex 

and expensive process. They will have to 
compensate the CRISPR patent holder(s) both 
at the research and development stage and also 
at the commercialisation stage. 
Patent and licensing fees will raise the cost of 
variety development considerably. 

Patenting fees can easily accumulate to six-
figure sums, since patents must be applied for 
– and patent lawyers engaged – in each territory
where intellectual property rights are sought.
The patenting process can drag on for years,
with lawyers’ fees rising all the while.4 

Due to the expense involved, SMEs on their 
own will never be able to afford the patents 
and commercial licensing agreements that 
govern gene editing. 
So the system in 
the agricultural 
biotech market is, 
and will remain, that 
researchers based in 
small companies or 
universities, often with 
industry funding, “invent” a GMO and partner 
with investors and/or a large company to 
patent the product, obtain regulatory approval, 
and bring it to market. The inventors and their 
institutions enjoy a profit-sharing arrangement 
with the investors or large partner company. 
Often in this process, the SME is bought up by 
larger companies.4

This business model is not considered a 
cause for lamentation. On the contrary, 
it is celebrated as a path to success for all 

involved, including 
the individuals and 
SME that invented the 
product.4 

However, at the end of 
the day, gene editing is 
a game for big players 

and will remain so. The notion that CRISPR 
will grant small players access to the technology 
is a myth.

“Despite the opening up 

of CRISPR IP for non-

commercial research, 

CRISPR’s commer cial 

development remains 

tightly bound up in 

patents and licensing 

agreements’’

- Maywa Montenegro

de Wit

At the end of the day, 

gene editing is a game 

for big players and 

will remain so

The advent of 

genetic engineering 

marked the first 

time that patent law 

was systematically 

applied to plant 

bree ding
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Gene editing is promoted as the fastest and most 
efficient way to achieve plant breeding goals.1,2 

According to Corteva, “CRISPR-produced plants 
can be developed in just a few years versus what often 
takes decades”,3 and Bayer insists that useful crops can 
be developed “in a fraction 
of the time compared to older methods”.4 

The companies often suggest it is onerous regulations that hold back what 
would otherwise be rapidly introduced gene-edited products. Corteva argues that “treating CRISPR-
produced crops as GMOs would substantially slow down their path to market and adoption of CRISPR 
innovation in agriculture.”3
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MYTH

Gene editing achieves 

desired traits more 

quickly than 

conventional breeding. 

7. Gene editing is not
a fast or reliable route 
to desired outcomes

REALITY 

There are many lengthy 

steps in bringing a 

gene-edited product to 

market, even without 

considering regulation, 

and conventional breeding 

is more successful in 

achieving desired traits.

Therefore gene-editing technology will 
not make genetic engineering accessible to 
publicly funded breeding programmes, but 

will further consolidate power within the big 
multinationals.
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However, while breeding a new plant variety is 
generally a lengthy process, there is no evidence 
that producing a viable gene-edited variety will be 
any quicker. Even in countries with light-touch 
regulations like the US and Canada, only very 
few gene-edited products have made it to market. 
A gene-edited tomato approved by the Japanese 
government in 2020, which was engineered to 
contain a compound said to lower blood pressure, 
took 15 years to develop.5 That is the same time 
period that experts estimate is needed to develop a 
sexually propagated non-GM crop – or an older-
style transgenic GM crop.6,7,8

While gene editing is 
presented as a cutting-edge 
new technology, it has actually 
been around for some years. In 
2012, Jennifer Doudna 
and Emmanuelle 
Charpentier proposed 
that CRISPR could be 
used for programmable 
editing of genomes9 
and it was first shown 
to work in plants in 
2013.10 The editing tool 
later named TALENs 
was described in 2009–
2010.11,12 Regarding 
crops engineered 
with the editing tool 
called oligonucleotide‐
directed mutagenesis (ODM), 
maize was described in 200013 
and rice in 2004.14

Yet to date, despite the 
permissive egulatory systems 
in place in North and South 
America,15 only two gene-
edited plants have made it to 
market – neither of which 
were engineered using 
the much-touted CRISPR 
technology. These are Calyxt’s 
altered-fat-profile soybean, 
engineered with TALENs,16 
and Cibus’ herbicide-
tolerant canola/oilseed rape, 
engineered with ODM. 
The ODM maize13 and rice14 
do not appear to have been 
commercialised anywhere 
in the years since they were 
announced in 2000 and 

2004. The same is true of a 
non-browning mushroom, 
engineered with CRISPR/
Cas,17 as well numerous 

other products. According to 
Testbiotech, 
“around 80 plants developed 
with new GE techniques have 
been deregulated by the US 
FDA”.18 

Consumer and food industry 
mistrust of gene-edited 
foods is also a 
delaying factor in 

commercialisation. The gene-
edited tomato approved by 
the Japanese government has 
not yet been commercialised, 

reportedly due to food 
producers shying away 
from the technology in 
the face of consumer 
rejection. A survey of 
about 10,000 people by 
the University of Tokyo 
found that 40% to 50% 
did not want to eat gene-
edited crops or animal 
products, with just 10% 
showing interest in trying 
them.5

This record suggests that 
gene editing is not the efficient 
and speedy route to obtaining 
successful agricultural traits 
that 
is 

UNIMPRESSIVE RECORD

As shown in chapter 2, gene editing and its 
associated processes (such as tissue culture) lead 
to many unintended effects, some of which will 
affect plant performance and growth as well as 
the desired trait. So gene-edited plants need to 
go through a laborious process of screening, 
selection and backcrossing with the parent lines 
to remove any obvious undesired mutations.

In addition, several years of greenhouse and 
field trials must be done to ensure that the 
desired trait expresses in a stable way through 
the generations and that the plant copes with 
environmental stresses, such as bad weather 
conditions and pest attacks.

Moreover, genetically modified products are 
normally only placed on the market once 
patents are granted – and the patenting process 
can take years. This means the overall process 
before products can be commercialised can be 
lengthy.

All this is without the time needed to put the 
plant through regulatory processes.

PROCESS FOLLOWING 
THE “EDIT” TAKES TIME

Gene-edited plants 

need to go through a 

laborious process of 

screen ing, selection and 

backcrossing with the 

parent lines to remove 

any obvious unde sired 

mutations

To date, only two 

gene-edited plants 

have made it to 

market – neither 

of which were 

engineered using 

the much-touted 

CRISPR tech nology
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Speed in bringing new products to market and 
fast replacement of products is a business model 
that is interesting for some seed/agrochemical 
companies and livestock breeders, but less 
relevant for farmers, who may be better served 
with robust, locally adapted varieties and breeds 
that they can use over a long timespan. In 
addition, it does not serve consumers, whose 

primary concern is a safe, wholesome, and 
accessible food supply. 

In cases where speed is important, gene editing 
is not the quickest or most reliable way to 
produce crops with desired traits. In contrast, 
conventional breeding has proven highly 
efficient and successful in producing such crops.

IS SPEED DESIRABLE?

claimed. The unimpressive record of products 
brought to market in countries like the US 
and Canada shows that it is not regulations 
that slow market access, 
but factors inherent 
in the development of 
GM products, as well as 
market rejection. 

During the 20 years that 
gene editing has existed, 
there has been much 
research activity – often 
generously funded with 
taxpayer money – but 
very few marketable 
products. In the 
meantime solutions have already been found to 
problems such as extreme weather conditions 
linked to climate change. These solutions rely 
on already proven and available approaches. 

For example, while research on gene-edited 
saline-tolerant crops struggles to progress 
beyond the early stages,19 farmers in India have 

rapidly and successfully 
remediated soil that 
was made saline by a 
devastating tsunami. 
The key was found in 
organic soil regeneration 
methods and local 
seeds adapted to the 
conditions.20 

Also, conventional 
breeding has consistently 
outstripped genetic 
engineering techniques 

(old and new) in producing crops tolerant to 
stresses such as drought,21 floods,22 pests,23 and 
diseases.24 For more examples of successful 
alternatives to GM approaches, see chapter 8.
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Industry 
lobbyists claim 
that the use of gene editing 
is of “unprecedented importance” to deal with 
climate change and scarcity of natural resources 
such as arable land and water. They say it is 
necessary to develop crops that are pest- and 
disease-resistant and can adapt to difficult 
climatic conditions such as drought, heat, and 
salinity.1,2

According to Bayer, gene editing is 
“fundamental in achieving the goals of the 
EU Green Deal”3 that aims to tackle both 
climate change and environmental degradation 
and make the EU economy sustainable. The 
company says that if the EU fails to “reverse 
legislation” that blocks gene editing, it could:

“miss out 
on one of the most 

promising innovations of our 
lifetime to enable more sustainable resilient 

food systems”.4 

8. Gene editing
is a risky and expensive 
distraction from proven 

successful solutions 
to food and farming 

problems

MYTH

 Gene editing is necessary 

to grow food that is 

better for people and 

the environment, so not 

applying it would be 

morally reprehensible.

REALITY 

We need to scale up 

proven successful solutions 

– conventional breeding and

agroecology – from which

genetic engineering is an 

expensive distraction.

Bayer says the EU 

could “miss out on one 

of the most promising 

innovations of our 

lifetime to enable more 

sustainable resilient 

food systems’’.

Volume 6 99



5756

Seed industry associations say that gene editing 
is a way to fight plant diseases while reducing 
pesticide use. One promotional video claims 
that wheat can be 
gene edited to make 
it resistant to rust 
and powdery mildew 
diseases.22

However, powdery 
mildew-resistant 
wheat has already 
been developed 
through conventional breeding, helped by 
marker assisted selection.23 Progress has been 
made in gene mapping for powdery mildew 
resistance in wheat, to help breeders who want 
to use these techniques.24

Rust-resistant wheat varieties have also been 
developed via conventional breeding.25,26,27

According to the International Maize and 
Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT), its 

“rust-resistant varieties now cover more than 
90% of the wheat farming area in Kenya and 
Ethiopia”.28 

Attempts to achieve 
disease resistance 
through gene editing 
are unlikely to match 
these conventional 
breeding successes. 
Disease-causing 
microorganisms, like 
insect pests, have 

great genetic diversity and thus adaptability, 
so they can easily “break” a resistance based on 
changes in one or a few genes. 

Moreover, the key to controlling both crop 
diseases and insect pests lies in prevention 
through good farming practices such as crop 
rotation,29 which is often ignored in monocrop, 
industrialised agriculture.

CONVENTIONAL BREEDING AND GOOD 
FARMING PRACTICES WORK BETTER 
TO FIGHT PLANT DISEASES

Agricultural biotech companies are promoting 
the newer techniques of gene editing as a way to 
manage insect pests that would reduce the need 
for chemical insecticides. Proposed approaches 
include altering plant composition in order to 
repel pests.19 

However, these approaches may meet the same 
fate as older-style GM crops – as pests can rapidly 
evolve resistance to environmental stresses, 
whether they consist of sprayed-on chemical 
pesticides, built-in pesticides like Bt toxins, or 
plants genetically engineered to repel pests. 

GENE EDITING APPROACHES 
TO PEST CONTROL SET TO FAIL

Claims that genetic engineering can help 
farmers to deal with adverse conditions and 
protect the environment are not new. 
First-generation transgenic GM crops were 
promoted on the basis of claims that they would 
be adapted to difficult 
climatic conditions, 
such as drought, and 
reduce pesticide use.5

These promises 
proved false. 
Regarding drought, 
a transgenic GM 
drought-tolerant 
maize from Monsanto 
was released in 2011, but the US Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) said it was no more 
effective than conventionally bred varieties.6 
Farmer adoption of varieties in which the 
drought tolerance was achieved via GM has 
“lagged behind” varieties in which it was 
achieved by conventional breeding.7  

The claim of reduced pesticide use also proved 
to be false Herbicide-tolerant GM crops are sold 
by agrichemical companies in tandem with their 
proprietary herbicides. They have increased the 
use of chemical weedkillers, including products 

containing the 
“probable carcinogen” 
glyphosate.8,9 

Insecticide-producing 
GM crops (so-called 
Bt crops) rapidly 
lost effectiveness 
against targeted 
pests, fell victim to 
Bt toxin-resistant 

and secondary pests, and are now 
used in combination with chemical 
insecticides.10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18 These include 
highly toxic neonicotinoid insecticidal seed 
treatments, the use of which has risen in parallel 
with Bt crops in the USA.16 

NEW TECHNIQUES, OLD CLAIMS

In the UK, Rothamsted Research’s so-called 
“whiffy wheat” trial, in which wheat was 
genetically engineered to release an aphid-
repelling chemical found in mint, failed after 
£2.6 million of public money was spent on 
the project. The aphids rapidly got used to the 
smell.20 

Ironically, previous government-funded 
research undertaken by Rothamsted and 
others demonstrated that aphid levels can be 
kept below economically significant levels 
by maintaining diverse field margins and 
hedgerows.21 This innovative research was 
based on an understanding of agroecology. 
But seemingly, it has been ignored by GM 
researchers and their institutions.

The EU seed industry association, which Bayer 
is part of, says it is the EU’s “prohibitive” GMO 
laws that prevent innovation “for a more 
sustainable agri-food system at the pace that is 
urgently needed”.1

Such arguments create a context in which 
genetic engineering is viewed as the moral 
imperative – and rejection, or even just 
regulation, as morally reprehensible.

Herbicide-tolerant 

GM crops are sold 

by agrichemical 

companies in tandem 

with their proprietary 

herbicides

The key to controlling 

both crop diseases 

and insect pests lies in 

prevention through 

good farming practices
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When it comes to solving challenges of pests, 
diseases, or climate change, it is crucial to 
look at whole farming systems rather than 
employing a reductionist approach that only 
looks at genes, especially genetic engineering 
approaches that 
only manipulate 
one or a few genes. 
As well as robust 
crops providing 
stable yields under 
adverse conditions, 
we need resilient 
farming systems 
that cope with 
a variety of 
environmental 
stresses. Such systems include soil building with 
organic matter to retain moisture and planting 
a diversity of crops to prevent pest and disease 
problems.

Successful systems approaches include :
• The organic system. In the longest-running
trial comparing organic and conventional
grain cropping systems (including GM crops),
the Rodale Institute Farming Systems Trial,
researchers found that organic systems produce

yields that are competitive with conventional 
systems after a 5-year transition period. Yields 
in the organic systems were up to 40% higher 
in times of drought. The trial also found that 
organic systems use 45% less energy and release 

40% fewer carbon 
emissions. Crop 
rotations were used 
instead of pesticides to 
control pests.38

• The System of
Rice Intensification
(SRI). SRI is an
agroecological method
of increasing the
productivity of rice by

changing the management of plants, soil, water, 
and nutrients. The benefits of SRI include yield 
increases of 20–100%, up to a 90% reduction in 
the amount of seed required, and water savings 
of up to 50%.39

• Agroecology projects in the Global South and
other developing regions. These projects have
produced dramatic increases in yields and food
security.40,41,42,43,44,45

SYSTEMS, 
NOT JUST GENES

Gene editing plants for disease resistance brings 
other risks, too, some of which have already 
come to light. Attempts to use CRISPR gene 
editing to produce virus-resistant cassava plants 
failed, and in the process broke their already-

existing natural resistance to a different, more 
widespread virus. 

The experiment also resulted in the propagation 
of mutated viruses that, if they had escaped the 

Conventional breeding continues to outstrip 
GM in developing crops with durable resistance 
to pests and diseases, drought tolerance, 
enhanced nutritional quality, and tolerance 
to salinity.30,31,32,33 This is because these are 
genetically complex traits, meaning that they 
are the product 
of many genes 
working together in 
a precisely regulated 
way. Such traits will 
be extremely difficult 
or impossible 
to achieve by 
manipulating one 
or a few genes, 
which is all that gene 
editing and genetic modification in general can 
achieve, even using multiplex approaches.

GM has largely succeeded only in producing 
crops with genetically simple traits such 
as herbicide tolerance or the ability to 
express an insecticide. Gene editing is set to 
continue on the same path. The gene-edited 
crops commercialisation pipeline is mainly 

characterised by genetically simple traits, such as 
or herbicide tolerance, or modified composition 
to increase product shelf life or provide raw 
materials for processing industries.34 These 
traits do not improve the sustainability or 
climate resilience of agriculture, but allow 

developers to 
continue to sell 
GM seeds with 
agrochemicals 
and help industry 
to optimize its 
manufacturing 
processes.

It is not surprising, 
then, that thus far 

the only gene-edited crops that have made it 
to market are Calyxt’s soybean and Cibus’ SU 
Canola. The soybean has an altered fat profile 
to avoid creating unhealthy trans fats when 
cooking food at high temperatures.35 The 
canola has been engineered to enable increased 
herbicide use without killing the crop – the 
opposite to the claimed reductions in pesticide 
use from gene-editing technology.

GENE EDITING CAN BRING 
ADDITIONAL RISKS

GENE EDITING CANNOT CONFER 
DESIRABLE COMPLEX TRAITS

laboratory, could have led to “the development 
of a truly pathogenic novel virus”, according 
to the researchers.36 The lead researcher 
questioned on Twitter whether this was a “risk” 
worth taking in fields. Meanwhile, non-GM 
programmes for breeding and supplying virus-
resistant cassava have proven successful over 
many years, but struggle for funding.33

Currently, so-called gene drives, a particular 
application of gene-editing technology, are 
being promoted as a way to eradicate insect 
pests.19 But the risks posed by gene drives 
are unpredictable and the impacts potentially 
severe.37

Genetically complex 

traits will be extremely 

difficult or impossible to 

achieve by manipulating 

one or a few genes

Agroecology projects 

in the Global South and 

other developing regions 

have produced dramatic 

increases in yields and 

food security
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The evidence presented in this report shows 
that gene editing is imprecise and that its 
outcomes are uncontrollable. Numerous types 
of unintended mutations have been shown 
to arise from gene editing, including large 
deletions, rearrangements and insertions at 
on-target and off-target sites of the genome. 
These will cause altered gene function, leading 
to compositional changes in plants that 
could result in toxicity or allergenicity. Gene 
editing in animals has also been shown to 
have unpredictable and potentially dangerous 
outcomes.

In gene editing, unlike with transgenic 
technology, traditional mutagenesis or 
conventional breeding, any region of the 
genome can be targeted. In addition, given that 
gene editing will be used simultaneously or 
sequentially to target one or more genes, the 
risks will be compounded with each step.

Inadequate screening by developers could result 
in harmful traits persisting in products reaching 
the marketplace. In order to protect health and 
environment, all types of unintended effects of 
gene-editing techniques should be taken into 
account in a detailed process- and product-
based risk assessment, as some scientists 
recommend. 

Given the uncertainties and risks attached 
to gene editing, it is unacceptable to weaken 
the regulations governing these genetic 
manipulation techniques. Rather, the existing 
protocols for GMO risk assessment should be 
extended and strengthened to take account of 
gene editing’s particular risks. 

In particular, broadening the risk assessment to 
include new molecular analysis tools (“omics”) 
would help to identify important unintended 
changes in transgenic and gene-edited GM 
crops. 

Given that gene editing can only manipulate a 
limited number of genes, it will fail to deliver 
on desirable complex genetic traits such as 
drought tolerance, pest resistance and disease 
resistance, which involve multiple gene families 
working together. 

Furthermore, ownership and control of gene-
editing technology is in the hands of a very few 
large corporations, which means that it will not 
democratize agriculture but will instead lead to 
further consolidation of the seed industry and 
threaten food and seed sovereignty.

In the interests of public health, the 
environment, and a resilient food system, 
gene editing must remain under the current 
EU GMO regulations. Furthermore, risk 
assessment guidance should be tightened to take 
into account the particular risks posed by this 
technology.

The climate and sustainability crises demand 
that we implement proven-successful 
agroecological solutions to the problems in our 
food and farming systems, rather than pursuing 
risky and expensive gene editing approaches.

CONCLUSION

© Illustrations credits: Lola Mercé
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COMMENTARY

New pests for old as GMOs bring on
substitute pests
Robert A. Chekea,b,1

In agroecological systems, one thing leads to another,
often in unexpected ways. In the 1950s a single
pesticide application per season was sufficient to
control the jassid bug Empoasca lybica, the only major
cotton pest in the Gezira of Sudan at the time (1).
However, the spraying killed the natural enemies that
had previously held populations of the cotton boll-
worm Helicoverpa armigera in check. Intensive spray-
ing against the bollworm’s larvae during the 1970s
and 1980s led to the emergence from obscurity of
whiteflies, Bemisia tabaci. They became primary pests
in need of further control, and then there were also
outbreaks of aphids, Aphis gossypii. Faced with crip-
pling control costs and the development by the pests
of resistance to the pesticides used against them (2, 3),
the Sudanese eventually resorted to the integrated
pest management approach. A similar but more com-
plicated series of events is described for the cotton
fields of China in PNAS by Zhang et al. (4), but in China
it is not only trophic cascades leading to new pest
upsurges but also effects of land-use alterations and
climate change.

Protagonists of the use of genetically modified
organisms (GMOs) for pest control argued that crops
incorporating the Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) toxins,
such as Cry1Ac, would be a panacea, as they would
obviate the need for pesticide sprays. Thus, Bt cotton
was allowed to be planted in the United States in
1995, in China in 1997, in India in 2002, and is now
predominant in these countries, as well as in Pakistan
and elsewhere. However, experience has now shown,
as with the deployment of conventional pesticides in
Sudan, that Bt cotton also has unexpected side ef-
fects. In a reversal of the Sudanese situation, where
release from natural predators and parasitoids—with
the latter killed by pesticides—led to new pest out-
breaks, with Bt cotton its supposed advantage of pes-
ticide reductions has been to blame. Without being
held in check by sprays against the bollworms, mirid
bugs have thrived (5) and, to makematters worse, they

have also been affecting additional crops, such as ap-
ples, grapes, peaches, Chinese dates, and pears. Fig.
1 illustrates potential mechanisms whereby new pests
can emerge from the two contrasting approaches to
pest control.

The initial successes with Bt cotton led to more GM
crops, including varieties of soya beans, potatoes,
rice, tomatoes, sugar beet, apples, wheat, and many
others. So Zhang et al.’s (4) findings, based on analy-
ses of a huge dataset of secondary data derived from
51 counties in eight provinces of China from 1991 until
2015, have important implications for many different
cropping systems. Lu et al. (5) had already pointed out
the landscape-level effects of planting Bt cotton, but
Zhang et al. (4) show that it is also interactions of Bt
cotton with climate change and land-use changes that

Fig. 1. Diagram of potential routes toward the emergence of new, often
unexpected pests resulting from conventional pesticide use (Left) and plantings
of genetically modified crops (Right).
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are driving the emergence of novel problems. In some cases it has
been beneficial because the lack of spraying, aided by warmer
temperatures in May, has reduced populations of the cotton aphid
A. gossypii, as these succumb to recovering natural enemy popu-
lations in concert with reductions in the bollworms. But the mirid
bugs (a mixture of Apolygus lucorum, Adelphocoris suturalis,
Adelphocoris lineolatus, and Adelphocoris fasciaticollis) have in-
creased threefold since 1997. Furthermore, these increases and those
of the aphids were greatest where the diversity of the agroecosystem
was lowest, although this was not so for the bollworms. Furthermore,
the lack of a positive association between land-use diversity andmirid
numbers contradicts the results from Lu et al.’s study (5).

The increases in mirid bugs led to farmers increasing their
applications of pesticides against them, thereby negating one of
the main benefits of Bt cotton planting. The news was not all bad
because applications remain reduced against the bollworms and
the aphids, but how long will this last? Bollworms showing
resistance to the transgenic Bt cotton have already been identi-
fied in laboratory assays of populations from northern China (6).
Such resistance is already problematic in the United States and
Australia, where its management has involved planting of non-Bt
cotton refuges to reduce the speed of resistance development. In
China it may be necessary to introduce cotton expressing addi-
tional toxins, such as Cry2Ab, combined with increasing farmers’
awareness of the value of natural enemies and the negative effects
of unnecessary prophylactic spraying. Cotton is not the only crop
involved in this manner because European corn borers, Ostrinia
nubilalis, have developed resistance to Bt corn (maize), and at
least 20% of an area planted with Bt corn in the United States
must be growing non-Bt corn too, as part of integrated resistance
management strategies insisted upon by the US Environmental
Protection Agency and US Department of Agriculture (7).

In addition to human actions changing pest complexes in
agriculture, similar phenomena occur with vector-borne diseases.
Activities such as deforestation, afforestation with inappropriate
species, and changes at forest/agriculture interfaces in South
America have led to both malaria outbreaks and behavior
changes from zoophilic to anthropophilic among leishmaniasis
vectors, and to shifts in malaria epidemiology in Southeast Asia

(8). Deforestation also changes the species of vector that transmits
onchocerciasis in West Africa (9). Climate change is likely to have
similar effects on the blackfly vectors (10) and on vectors of many
other diseases, such as malaria, Lyme disease, and dengue fever
(11). Uses of pesticides against such vectors has also led to resis-
tance, exacerbated by migrations and hybridization, followed by
replacements of one vector species by another (12), and a shift
toward management with more ecologically friendly pesticides,

The Zhang et al. study emphasizes the
paramount importance of maintaining long-term
datasets, without which the types of changes
that they have documented would not be
discernible.

such as Bt. Thus, given the recent approvals for releases of pop-
ulations of Aedes albopictus mosquitoes with engineered
self-limiting genes in Brazil, and of similar Aedes aegypti in
Florida, for control measures aimed at reducing dengue fever and
zika virus transmission, should the potential for unexpected out-
comes be more carefully considered by authorities responsible
for medical and veterinary issues, as well as the overseers of
agriculture?

The Zhang et al. (4) study emphasizes the paramount impor-
tance of maintaining long-term datasets, without which the types
of changes that they have documented would not be discernible.
Long-term datasets are increasingly important, not only in agricul-
tural science but also in conservation management, and where the
two sciences impinge on each other. Thus, the major detrimental
effects that agricultural intensification has had on British bird pop-
ulations could not have been illuminated without the censuses of
breeding bird populations collated for decades by the British
Trust for Ornithology (13). Politicians and science administrators
who curtail or stop the collection of the appropriate long-term
information for short-term gains in their budgets do so at our
and the planet’s ecosystems’ peril.
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13 Newton I (2017) Farming and Birds (William Collins, London).
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GE	Free	New	Zealand	
In	Food	And	Environment	Inc.	
PO	Box	13402,	Wellington,	NZ		
Tel:	027	479	4195	

6	April	2021	

RE:	draft	Far	North	Long	Term	Plan	2021-2031	

Tēnā	koutou	katoa,		

We	thank	the	Far	North	Council	for	the	opportunity	to	make	a	submission.		

GE-Free	New	Zealand	in	Food	and	Environment	is	a	not	for	profit	NGO.			We	engage	with	
our	members	and	the	public	to	provide	valuable	information	on	the	latest	research	
published	on	GMOs.		

The	Far	North	Long	Term	Plan	(FNLTP)	2021-2031	is	seeking	views	to	ensure	that	the	Far	
North	District’s	future	communities	are	healthy,	safe,	connected	and	sustainable	this	
makes	them	more	resilient	and	vibrant.		

With	this	perspective,	we	would	like	to	speak	to	the	GMO	issue.		

GE	Free	NZ	fully	supports	maintaining	the	hard	fought	precautionary	and	prohibitive	
provisions	on	Genetically	Modified	Organisms	(GMO)	in	the	FNDC	Plan	Change	18.		

The	FNDC	had	valuable	input	with	Northland	and	Auckland	Councils	as	part	of	the	Inter-
Council	Working	Party	(ICWP)	on	GMO	Risk	Evaluation	and	Management	Options.		The	
ICWP	spent	ten	years	consulting	on	whether	GMO	were	an	issue	for	the	region.		Dr.	
Somerville	(QC)	expertise	helped	to	identify	gaps	where	Council	could	protect	the	
community.	This	resulted	in	the	Auckland	Unitary	Plan	(E37)	The	Far	North	(Plan	
Change	18)	and	Whangarei	(Plan	Change	131)	District	Councils	placing	precautionary	
GMO	rules	in	their	plans.		

Though	there	is	a	Far	North	District	Council	policy	on	GMO’s	(Plan	Change	18)	the	draft	
FNLTP	2021-2031	does	not	mention	any	GMO	precautionary	measures.		The	Northland	
Regional	Policy	Statement	(NRPS]	called	on	the	District	Councils	to	apply	GMO	policies	
when	reviewing	their	plans	in	2018.	(NRSP	2018,	6.1.2	and	6.1.5)			

6.1.2	-	Precautionary	Approach		

Volume 6 107



Adopt	a	precautionary	approach	towards	the	effects	of	climate	change	and	
introducing	genetically	modified	organisms	to	the	environment	where	they	are	
scientifically	uncertain,	unknown	or	little	understood,	but	potentially	significantly	
adverse.		

6.1.5	Method	-	Statutory	Plans	and	Strategies		
The	regional	and	district	councils	should	apply	Policy	6.1.2	when	reviewing	their	
plans	or	considering	options	for	plan	changes	and	assessing	resource	consent	
applications.		

We	believe	it	is	important	that	the	NRPS	recommendations	for	GMO	precautionary	
provisions	are	placed	in	the	2021-2031	FNLTP.		Also,	maintains	a	budget	to	fund	the	
participation,	as	a	full	member,	of	the	Northland/	Auckland	Inter	Council	Working	Party	
On	GMO	Risk	Evaluation	And	Management	Options.	

GMOs	have	the	potential	to	negatively	affect	environmental	issues	through	
contamination	of	land	and	water,	thereby	the	viability	of	the	Far	North	economy.	

There	is	mounting	evidence	that	genetically	engineered	(GE)	organisms	are	failing	in	
their	expectations	this	is	leading	to	environmental	and	economic	damage.		This	is	
leading	to	the	need	to	move	to	regenerative	organic	methods	to	try	and	mitigate	future	
climate	change	crisis.	

The	Union	of	Concerned	Scientists	reported	in	2013	that	herbicide	resistant	super	
weeds	affected	60	million	acres	of	US	farmland.	1	This	has	caused	a	further	rise	in	
secondary	herbicide	use,	economic	hardship	and	environmental	problems	for	farmers.		

Almeida	et	al	(2021)	research	found	that	insects	are	becoming	tolerant	to	the	herbicides	
and	insecticides	engineered	in	the	plants	causing	economic	loss	and	plant	damage	
causing	disease.2		

Romeis	and	Widmer	(2020)	found	that	RNAi	pesticides	that	are	now	being	used	on	GE	
plants	will	harm	non	target	native	arthropods	and	insects,	like	Weta.3			

In	Australia,	there	has	been	a	poor	uptake	of	GM	Canola	and	a	constant	average	price	
penalty	of	$80/tonne	compared	with	non-GM	varieties.	

1 The Rise of Superweeds— and What to Do About It Union of Concerned Scientists (2015)
2 Almeida, M., Tavares, C., Araújo, E., Picanço, M., Oliveira, E., & Pereira, E. (2021). Plant Resistance in 
Some Modern Soybean Varieties May Favor Population Growth and Modify the Stylet Penetration of 
Bemisia tabaci (Hemiptera: Aleyrodidae). Journal Of Economic Entomology. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/toab008 
3 Romeis J and Widmer F (2020) Assessing the Risks of Topically Applied dsRNA-Based Products to 
Non-target Arthropods. Front. Plant Sci. 11:679. doi: 10.3389/fpls.2020.00679 
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In	the	last	five	years	further	new	advances	in	GMO	development	using	different	tools	
(CRISPR,	TALENS,	ZnFN)	have	been	developed	to	create	genetically	engineered	(GE)	
patented	seeds.			These	GE	organisms	have	no	history	of	safe	use	and	there	are	many	
publications	showing	serious	mutations	and	off	target	effects.		

A	detailed	report	written	by	the	Greens	European	Parliament	called	“Gene	Editing	
Myths	and	Reality”	(2021)	detail	with	references	the	unknown	and	unpredictable	risks	
with	this	genetic	engineering	technology.4		

Friends	of	the	Earth	(2020)	have	a	report	on	RNAi	5	considering	the	risks	and	concerns	of	
these	novel	genome	technologies.		

For	further	information	and	many	more	publications	regarding	GE,	please	refer	to	our	
website.	(https://www.gefree.org.nz/documents/)	

In	Summary	

We	now	have	mounting	evidence	that	GE	technologies	cause	harm	to	the	environment	
and	economic	livelihoods	of	the	communities.		It	has	now	been	25	years	and	still	there	is	
little	evidence	on	the	safety	of	GE	organisms.		There	have	been	no	studies	on	how	
GMOs	affect	consumers	and	a	growing	evidence	of	“off	target”	environmental	effects.		

GE	Free	NZ	requests	that	Far	North	District	Council	-	

• Budget	funds	to	implement	a	precautionary	and	prohibitive	GE/GMOs	policy	in
the	context	of	the	new	LTP	2021/31

• Implement	a	GE/GMO	plan	change	with	the	precautionary	and	prohibitive
GE/GMO	policies	and	rules	that	support	the	Whangarei	and	Far	North	District
Councils	wording.

• Budget	funds	to	maintain	their	participation	as	a	full	member	of	the	Northland/
Auckland	Inter	Council	Working	Party	On	GMO	Risk	Evaluation	And	Management
Options.

We	consider	that	these	GMO	rules	and	policies	should	be	adopted	in	the	2021-2031	Far	
North	LTP	for	regional	consistency	on	GMO	management.	

We	fully	support	the	submissions	made	from	GE	Free	Northland	and	AGEFC.	

We	would	like	to	be	heard.	
Nga	mihi,	nā	
Jon	Muller		
Secretary	GE	Free	NZ	in	Food	and	Environment	

4	Gene	Editing	Myths	and	Reality	(2021)	
5	RNAi-Full	Report	https://www.gefree.org.nz/assets/Uploads/RNAi-FullReport.pdf	
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Assessing the Risks of Topically
Applied dsRNA-Based Products to
Non-target Arthropods
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Development and Analytics, Agroscope, Zurich, Switzerland

RNA interference (RNAi) is a powerful technology that offers new opportunities for pest
control through silencing of genes that are essential for the survival of arthropod pests.
The approach relies on sequence-specificity of applied double-stranded (ds) RNA that
can be designed to have a very narrow spectrum of both the target gene product (RNA)
as well as the target organism, and thus allowing highly targeted pest control. Successful
RNAi has been reported from a number of arthropod species belonging to various
orders. Pest control may be achieved by applying dsRNA as foliar sprays. One of the
main concerns related to the use of dsRNA is adverse environmental effects particularly
on valued non-target species. Arthropods form an important part of the biodiversity
in agricultural landscapes and contribute important ecosystem services. Consequently,
environmental risk assessment (ERA) for potential impacts that plant protection products
may have on valued non-target arthropods is legally required prior to their placement on
the market. We describe how problem formulation can be used to set the context and
to develop plausible pathways on how the application of dsRNA-based products could
harm valued non-target arthropod species, such as those contributing to biological pest
control. The current knowledge regarding the exposure to and the hazard posed by
dsRNA in spray products for non-target arthropods is reviewed and suggestions are
provided on how to select the most suitable test species and to conduct laboratory-
based toxicity studies that provide robust, reliable and interpretable results to support
the ERA.

Keywords: ecosystem services, environmental risk assessment, hazard, exposure, pathways to harm, problem
formulation, species selection, tiered risk assessment

INTRODUCTION

RNA interference (RNAi) is a mechanism of gene silencing present in most eukaryote organism to
regulate gene expression (Hannon, 2002). The silencing effect can be triggered by double-stranded
RNA (dsRNA), is RNA sequence-specific, and makes use of the core RNAi machinery to degrade
complementary RNA molecules. RNAi thus provides a tool that can be designed to affect and
control insect pests in a highly specific manner by targeting genes that are essential for the survival
of the species (Xue et al., 2012; Burand and Hunter, 2013; Zhang et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2020). In
an agricultural context the technology may also be deployed to increase the sensitivity of pests or
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vectors to chemical insecticides (e.g., Killiny et al., 2014; Bona
et al., 2016) or to protect beneficial species from viral diseases
(Vogel et al., 2019).

For application as a pest control tool, the active dsRNA
molecule has to enter and affect the target pest. This can be
achieved by two main ways of application. First, dsRNA can
be produced in planta, which requires genetic engineering (GE)
of the plant. The first product of that kind has recently been
approved by US regulators in June 20171. This particular GE
maize event (MON87411) produces a dsRNA targeting the Snf7
protein in the Western Corn Rootworm, Diabrotica virgifera
virgifera (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae), which is crucial for the
transport of transmembrane proteins. Suppression of the Snf7
gene leads to increased larval mortality and consequently to
reduced root damage (Bolognesi et al., 2012). The RNAi trait
is combined with the Cry3Bb1 protein for improved target
pest control and resistance management (Levine et al., 2015;
Head et al., 2017). Second, the dsRNA molecules can be applied
externally, for example in irrigation water or through trunk
injections (Hunter et al., 2012; Li et al., 2015a; Niu et al., 2018;
Kunte et al., 2020), in food-baits (Zhou et al., 2008; Zhang
et al., 2010), by using delivery systems such as micro-organisms,
viruses, nanocarriers (Kunte et al., 2020; Vogel et al., 2019), or
topically as spray applications (San Miguel and Scott, 2016).

Two major challenges have been identified for implementing
the RNAi-based technology in pest control. First, the target
organisms have to ingest intact and biologically active dsRNA
molecules in order to trigger an RNAi response. While RNAi has
been observed in a number of insect species belonging to various
orders, the effectiveness of dietary RNAi (derived from ingested
dsRNA) is less clear (Baum and Roberts, 2014). Second, there is
evidence that resistance is not developed against a specific dsRNA
molecule but to components in the dsRNA uptake machinery in
the intestinal tract or in the dsRNA processing machinery. For
example, Khajuria et al. (2018) demonstrated for D. v. virgifera,
that resistance to dsRNA targeting Snf7, was due to the fact that
cellular uptake was prevented.

Despite those challenges, effective dsRNA-based spray
products that cause specific toxic effects on selected arthropod
pest species are expected within the next few years (Hogervorst
et al., 2018; Taning et al., 2020) and our perspective will focus on
this method of application.

ENVIRONMENTAL RISK ASSESSMENT

As pesticides, dsRNA-based sprays are regulated stressors that
have to pass an environmental risk assessment (ERA) before
being commercially released to ensure that their use causes
no unacceptable harm to the environment. Given the novel
mode of action, the regulatory and data requirements are
discussed internationally (Auer and Frederick, 2009; US EPA,
2014; Roberts et al., 2015).

Early in the ERA, in a step called “Problem Formulation,” the
protection goals set by environmental policy need to be identified,

1https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-registration/epa-registers-innovative-tool-
control-corn-rootworm

and operational protection goals and plausible pathways on
how the stressor of concern could harm those protection goals
(i.e., pathways to harm) are defined (Raybould, 2006; Gray,
2012; Craig et al., 2017; Raybould et al., 2019). Based on these
“Pathways to Harm,” testable risk hypotheses can be derived,
existing relevant information is collected and required data are
identified. The aim of this process is to ensure that any decision
taken is made in a traceable and transparent manner. While
experience has been gained with applying problem formulation to
the ERA of GE plants, the concept is equally applicable to other
stressors, including dsRNA-based pesticides (Devos et al., 2019;
Raybould and Burns, 2020).

For plant protection products such as dsRNA-based sprays,
“biodiversity” is an important environmental protection goal,
which is found in policies of most jurisdictions. However, this
term is very general and thus specific (operational) protection
goals need to be defined that can then be addressed in the
scientific risk assessment. Such operational protection goals
delineate the components of the environment that are valued and
should be protected, including details on the location, the exact
time period, and the maximum tolerable impact (Nienstedt et al.,
2012; Sanvido et al., 2012; Devos et al., 2015). In this respect,
it has been proposed to categorize biodiversity in categories
of valued ecosystem services (“ecosystem service concept”) as
defined for example in the Millennium Ecosystem assessment
(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment [MEA], 2005; Gilioli et al.,
2014; Devos et al., 2015; European Food Safety Authority
Scientific Committee, 2016; Maltby et al., 2017a,b). In the case of
arthropods this includes regulating services (e.g., biological pest
control, pollination), cultural services (e.g., protected species),
and supporting services (e.g., arthropods that contribute to
nutrient cycling).

Once the components of the environment to be protected are
identified, plausible pathways to harm can be constructed. In
Figure 1 such pathways to harm are defined for the protection
goal “biological pest control” that is provided by predators and
parasitoids, which may be affected by the application of a dsRNA-
based spray. For a spray product to cause harm to the protection
goal, a line of events or steps has to occur. If one can conclude
with high certainty that one or more of the steps are unlikely
to happen, the pathway is interrupted, which allows to conclude
that the risk to biological control is negligible (Raybould et al.,
2019). Thus the different steps can be tested or assessed in the
ERA to characterize the risk. In principle the steps either relate
to exposure, the likelihood that non-target species actually ingest
sufficient amounts of biological active dsRNA, or hazard, which
relates to the sensitivity of the non-target species to dietary RNAi.
These two aspects of the risk equation will be discussed in the
following sections.

EXPOSURE OF NON-TARGET
ARTHROPODS TO dsRNA IN SPRAY
PRODUCTS

Non-target arthropod species could directly be exposed to dsRNA
in spray products when consuming treated plant material in
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FIGURE 1 | Plausible pathways to harm. Steps on how the application of a dsRNA-based spray insecticide could cause harm to the protection goal of “biological
pest control” by affecting arthropod natural enemies (predators and parasitoids).

the field or outside the field in case of spray-drift, through
contact with soil and water or topical application and indirect
when feeding on arthropods that have been exposed. While
the plant cuticle and also the cell walls limit the uptake of
spray-applied dsRNA into the plants, there is some evidence for
uptake and transport in the vascular system of bioactive dsRNA
(Koch et al., 2016), which can be further enhanced by high
pressure spraying (Dalakouras et al., 2016) or particular carriers
(Mitter et al., 2017).

In general, stability of naked dsRNA in the environment
is very low. Degradation of dsRNA within 2 days has been
reported for soil and aquatic environments (Dubelman et al.,
2014; Fischer et al., 2016, 2017; Bachman et al., 2020) although
partial adsorption to soil particles will also play a role (Parker
et al., 2019). Degradation appears neither to be affected by
dose (Dubelman et al., 2014) nor by length or structure of the
dsRNA molecule (Fischer et al., 2016). There is some indication
that degradation of dsRNA molecules is reduced on plant
surfaces (Tenllado et al., 2004; San Miguel and Scott, 2016). The
persistence of dsRNA in formulated spray products is difficult
to predict since the active ingredient is likely to be stabilized
to prevent abiotic and biotic degradation. For example, Mitter
et al. (2017) recently demonstrated that pathogen-specific dsRNA
targeting plant viruses could be detected for more than 30 days
after application when loaded on layered double hydroxide
clay nanosheets. Thus, the formulation in which the molecule
is applied has to be considered in the exposure assessment
(Bachman et al., 2020).

The routes and duration of non-target organism exposure
to dsRNA in sprayed products will depend on a number of
factors, including: (1) application rate of the active ingredient,
(2) application timing, (3) application method, (4) number of
applications, (5) off-site movement of applied dsRNA, and (6)

stability and persistence of exogenously applied dsRNA following
application (US EPA, 2014).

For predators and parasitoids we have identified three main
routes of exposure (Figure 1). The first, and the most likely
route is indirect, through their prey or hosts. Herbivores can
be covered by the spray or ingest the dsRNA when feeding
on the treated plants. It remains to be confirmed, however,
that dsRNA ingested by a herbivore is still biologically active
when passed on to the next trophic level. To our knowledge,
cross-species transfer of biologically active dsRNA has only been
reported in one study, i.e., between honey bees (Apis mellifera,
Hymenoptera: Apidae) and parasitic mites, Varroa destructor
(Acari: Varroidae) (Garbian et al., 2012). The second potential
route of exposure of natural enemies is through the insects’
integument. There is some evidence that dsRNA applied topically
can penetrate the insect’s body wall, i.e., via the inter-segmental
membranes, and cause an RNAi response. The first case of this
nature was reported for Aedes aegypti (Diptera: Culicidae) by
Pridgeon et al. (2008). Penetration has also been demonstrated
for larvae of Ostrinia furnacalis (Lepidoptera: Crambidae) using
fluorescent dsRNA albeit at very high concentrations of 0.5 µl
of 0.5 µg/µl fluorescent labeled dsRNA per larva (Wang
et al., 2011). However, it is difficult in such topical application
studies to rule out that the dsRNA molecules entered the
body through the spiracles rather than through the integument.
However, there is evidence that the penetration efficiency can
be enhanced by altering the formulation in which the dsRNA
is applied. For example, in the case of the soybean aphid
Aphis glycines (Hemiptera: Aphididae) penetration efficiency was
significantly enhanced using a nanocarrier in combination with
an amphiphilic periphery detergent to increase the attachment of
the droplets to the insect cuticula (Zheng et al., 2019). In a recent
study, Niu et al. (2019) observed the uptake of dsRNA topically
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applied to Acyrthosiphon pisum (Hemiptera: Aphididae) within
12 min. As a third route of exposure, insects might also ingest
the molecule during grooming after they have been covered by
dsRNA after a spray application. While some predators also feed
on green plant tissue when prey is scarce (Lundgren, 2009) we
regard this route of exposure as negligible.

Dietary uptake of dsRNA, does not necessarily mean that the
molecule is still biologically active. Extraoral digestion is know
from many predatory arthropods including spiders, lacewing
larvae and predatory bugs (Cohen, 1998; Zhu et al., 2016;
Walter et al., 2017). According to Cohen (1995) at least 79%
of predaceous land-dwelling arthropods use extra-oral digestion.
For example, it has been demonstrated for the plant bug
Lygus lineolaris (Hemiptera: Miridae) that dsRNA molecules are
completely digested to monomers by endonucleases in the saliva
prior to ingestion (Allen and Walker, 2012).

HAZARD POSED BY dsRNA

In principle, ingested dsRNA can pose a hazard to a non-target
arthropod in two ways, i.e., sequence-specific and sequence-
unspecific. Mechanisms that have been suggested as a cause
of sequence-unspecific effects of ingested dsRNA are first,
the induction of a general immune response since RNAi is
a component of the innate antiviral immunity response and
second, a saturation of the RNAi machinery, i.e., the dsRNA
processing enzymes (Dillin, 2003; Christiaens et al., 2018a).
While saturation of the RNAi machinery has been observed
in animals (mice and cell cultures) at high doses (US EPA,
2014), it has not yet been reported in arthropods (Miller
et al., 2012; Christiaens et al., 2018a). DsRNA-triggered general
immune responses, e.g., the upregulation of dsRNAase, have
been observed in honey bees (Apis mellifera, Hymenoptera:
Apidae) (Flenniken and Andino, 2013; Brutscher et al., 2017),
bumble bees (Bombus terrestris, Hymenoptera: Apidae) (Piot
et al., 2015), and the silkworm (Liu et al., 2013). There is evidence
from feeding studies that high doses of dsRNA can boost a
sequence-unspecific response in ladybird beetles (Coleoptera:
Coccinellidae) (Haller et al., 2019). But comparable doses (of the
same construct) did not cause such effects in other arthropod
species studied (Pan et al., 2016; Vélez et al., 2016). Sequence-
unspecific effects have also been observed for dsGFP in honey
bees, A. mellifera, in feeding and injection studies (Jarosch and
Moritz, 2012; Nunes et al., 2013). In summary, while there is
no evidence that dsRNA can cause a saturation of the RNAi
machinery in arthropods, high doses of dsRNA may affect the
fitness of non-target arthropod species in a sequence-unspecific
way through a stimulation of the immune system. Consequently,
from an ERA perspective, non- and off-target effects of the
dsRNA that are sequence specific are of much more concern and
will be the focus of the following description.

After ingestion of dsRNA molecules, a successful RNAi
response depends on a variety of factors that will be discussed
below, including: stability of dsRNA in the gut (affected by gut
pH and nucleases), dsRNA length and concentration, target gene,
arthropod species and the life-stage exposed (Katoch et al., 2013;

Scott et al., 2013; Davis-Vogel et al., 2018; Cooper et al., 2019;
Kunte et al., 2020).

Once an insect has ingested dsRNA and the molecule has been
taken up by the cells, the endonuclease Dicer cuts the molecule
into short interfering RNAs (siRNA) of a length of 20–25 bp that
are integrated into the RNA-induced silencing complex (RISC)
(Hannon, 2002). Subsequently RISC facilitates the targeting and
the endonucleolytic attack on mRNAs with sequence identity to
the dsRNA (Hannon, 2002). The pre-requisite for a successful
RNAi response is thus sequence identity between at least some
of the siRNAs derived from the dsRNA and the target mRNA
of the insect pest (Scott et al., 2013). Consequently, length of
the dsRNA affects the effectiveness of the RNAi response, as
longer molecules yield larger populations of overlapping siRNA
molecules ranging in size and sequence (Baum et al., 2007;
Bolognesi et al., 2012; Miller et al., 2012; Li et al., 2015b; Nandety
et al., 2015). An injection study with Tribolium castaneum
(Coleoptera: Tenebrionidae) suggests that the size of the dsRNA
molecule also affects the duration of the RNAi response, event
though the mechanism involved remains unclear (Miller et al.,
2012). There is evidence that contiguous sequence matches of
≥21 nt of the dsRNA to the target gene are necessary for dsRNA
to be biologically active in insects (Bachman et al., 2013, 2016;
Roberts et al., 2015) and it has been reported that even a single
21 nt sequence match can induce effects (Bolognesi et al., 2012).
It has to be noted, however, that RNAi has been demonstrated
to occur at sequence length as short as 15 bp (Powell et al.,
2017). Still uncertain is the extent of sequence mismatch that
has to be present in order to prevent dsRNA-derived siRNAs.
Because siRNA molecules can inhibit translation of transcripts
even when mismatches occur, the threshold for concern about
non-target effects could be less than 100% sequence identity
(Scott et al., 2013). For providing the evidence that any observed
effect is due to specific gene silencing, it is necessary to support
the feeding assays by determination of transcript levels with RT-
qPCR. This, however, poses the challenge of identifying suitable
reference or housekeeping genes to calculate relative transcript
levels. Furthermore, the effect of RNAi on the protein may
not be well correlated to the level of transcript suppression
(Scott et al., 2013).

While functional RNAi has been reported from a number
of insect species belonging to various orders, the impact of
dietary RNAi is more limited (Baum and Roberts, 2014). While
many insects have been found to be susceptible to dietary
RNAi (Belles, 2010), large differences in sensitivity have been
reported across taxa (Whangbo and Hunter, 2008; Terenius et al.,
2011; Cooper et al., 2019). For example, feeding studies where
solutions containing dsRNA were provided demonstrated that
many Coleoptera show a LC50 at dsRNA concentrations from 1
to −10 ppb, while effects are seen in Diptera at 10–500 ppm, and
in Lepidoptera/Hemiptera at > 1000 ppm (Baum and Roberts,
2014). It has to be noted, however, that sensitivity to dietary
RNAi can vary significantly among even closely related species
as has been demonstrated for sweetpotato weevils, Cylas spp.
(Coleoptera: Brentidae) (Christiaens et al., 2016; Prentice et al.,
2017). It can even vary between strains/populations of a particular
species as has for example been reported for Locusta migratoria
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(Orthoptera: Acrididae) (Sugahara et al., 2017) and T. castaneum
(Kitzmann et al., 2013; Spit et al., 2017).

Degradation of the dsRNA after ingestion or uptake is a major
factor affecting the exposure of non-target species to bioactive
dsRNA molecules and thus the effectivity of RNAi (Wang et al.,
2016). Gut pH is important as it affects the stability of the ingested
dsRNA molecules. Since RNA is most stable at pH of 4.0–5.0, the
slightly acidic midguts of Coleoptera and Hemiptera (pH around
5) support dsRNA stability. In contrast, stability is low in the
alkaline guts of Orthoptera, Diptera and Hymenoptera and in
particular in the highly alkaline guts of Lepidoptera (pH > 8.0)
(Cooper et al., 2019). In addition, dsRNA can be degraded by
nucleases in the insect guts as has for example been reported for
Bombyx mori (Lepidoptera: Bombycidae) (Arimatsu et al., 2007;
Liu et al., 2012, 2013) and the desert locust, Schistocerca gregaria
(Orthoptera: Acrididae) (Wynant et al., 2014). Degradation of
dsRNA in the gut also explains the relatively low sensitivity of
Cylas puncticollis to dietary RNAi when compared to the closely
related C. brunneus (both Coleoptera: Brentidae) (Christiaens
et al., 2016; Prentice et al., 2017). After uptake, dsRNA can
be degraded by nucleases in the haemolymph (Wang et al.,
2016) as has for example been reported for Manduca sexta
(Lepidoptera: Sphingidae) (Garbutt et al., 2013) and A. pisum
(Christiaens et al., 2014).

To enhance the stability of the ingested dsRNA, to prevent
degradation by nucleases and to enhance cellular uptake, various
carriers have successfully been deployed (Yu et al., 2013;
Christiaens et al., 2018b; Kunte et al., 2020; Vogel et al., 2019).
This includes lipid-based encapsulations (Whyard et al., 2009;
Taning et al., 2016; Lin et al., 2017), cell-penetrating peptides
(Gillet et al., 2017), polymers (Zhang et al., 2010; Christiaens et al.,
2018a), and other nanoparticles (He et al., 2013; Das et al., 2015).
In addition the RNAi response can be enhanced by co-delivery
of nuclease-specific dsRNA (Spit et al., 2017; Cooper et al., 2019).
Thus, the formulation in which the dsRNA is provided also has
to be considered when judging the hazardous potential of the
molecule to non-target species.

SELECTION OF TEST SPECIES FOR
NON-TARGET STUDIES

Since not all valued non-target arthropods present in the
receiving environment that are potentially exposed to the dsRNA-
based product can be tested, surrogate (test) species need to
be selected for toxicity studies to support the non-target risk
assessment. The following description focuses on the selection
of test species to detect sequence-specific effects caused by the
particular dsRNA molecule under consideration.

Non-target testing of chemical pesticides has a long history in
Europe. At the initial stage, only 2 species are tested under worst-
case exposure conditions, i.e., the predatory mite Typhlodromus
pyri (Acari: Phytoseiidae) and the parasitic wasp Aphidius
rhopalosiphi (Hymenoptera: Braconidae) (Candolfi et al., 2001).
The two species were selected as indicators since sensitivity
analyses revealed that they are the most sensitive species to
most classes of pesticides (Candolfi et al., 1999; Vogt, 2000).

Consequently, by testing those species predictions of effects on
other non-target arthropods can be made with high confidence
(Candolfi et al., 1999). Only if adverse effects above a certain
threshold are detected for those species and unacceptable risk
can thus not be excluded additional tests with other beneficial
species are indicated. These include Orius laevigatus (Hemiptera:
Anthocoridae), Chrysoperla carnea (Neuroptera: Chrysopidae),
Coccinella septempunctata (Coleoptera: Coccinellidae), and
Aleochara bilineata (Coleoptera: Staphilinidae). These species
were selected because they are commercially available, amenable
to testing in the laboratory, reliable test protocols exist, they
provide sufficient phylogenetic and functional diversity, and
common in agricultural fields (Barrett et al., 1994; Candolfi
et al., 2001). In addition to testing predators and parasitoids,
most regulatory jurisdictions (e.g., European Commission [EC],
2002), require testing of honey bees (A. mellifera) and soil
organisms [Folsomia candida (Collembola: Isotomidae) or
Hypoaspis aculeifer (Acari: Gamasidae)], if exposure of the
latter is anticipated.

This common set of surrogate test species, however, is not
suitable to assess non-target effects caused by dsRNA-based spray
products because the initial two indicator species were selected
for their sensitivity to chemical pesticides but are unlikely to be
the most sensitive species for the majority of dsRNA molecules.
Consequently it would be more suitable to apply the approach
for non-target risk assessment as is conducted for GE plants
expressing insecticidal proteins, such as Bt crops expressing Cry
or VIP proteins from Bacillus thuringiensis. The ERA for GE
plants is conducted case-by-case and consequently the most
appropriate non-target species can be selected for each plant/trait
combination. It has been proposed to base the selection of test
species for laboratory studies on three main criteria (Romeis et al.,
2013):

(i) Sensitivity: species should be the most likely to be sensitive
to the stressor under consideration based on the known spectrum
of activity, its mode of action, and the phylogenetic relatedness of
the test and target species.

(ii) Relevance: species should be representative of valued
taxa or functional groups that are most likely to be exposed
to the stressor in the field. Organisms that contribute to
important ecosystem service and are considered relevant have
been identified for a number of field crops (e.g., Meissle et al.,
2012; Romeis et al., 2014; Riedel et al., 2016; Li et al., 2017).

(iii) Availability and reliability: suitable life-stages of the test
species must be obtainable in sufficient quantity and quality, and
validated test protocols must be available that allow consistent
detection of adverse effects on ecologically relevant parameters.
Lists of above-ground, below-ground, and aquatic species that
are available and amenable for testing have been published (e.g.,
Candolfi et al., 2000; Römbke et al., 2010; Romeis et al., 2013;
Carstens et al., 2012; Li et al., 2017).

The above listed criteria are also key elements of other
test species selection approaches that have for example been
published by Todd et al. (2008) and Hilbeck et al. (2014).

While the criteria (ii) and (iii) are relative generic or crop-
specific, criteria (i) needs to be addressed specifically for each
stressor under consideration. To increase the robustness and
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reliability of the non-target risk assessment the species most likely
to be sensitive (= affected) to a particular dsRNA should be
selected. This includes considerations of the gene or gene family
that is targeted and the knowledge about the sensitivity of certain
taxa to dietary RNAi in general. The phylogenetic relationship
of the non-target organisms to the target pest should also be
considered, as there is evidence that, in general, species closely
related to the target organism are more likely to be susceptible
to the dsRNA than distantly related species (Whyard et al., 2009;
Bachman et al., 2013, 2016; US EPA, 2014; Roberts et al., 2015).

Since the RNAi response is sequence specific, bioinformatics
can help predicting the species most likely affected that could
then be used in feeding studies (Bachman et al., 2013, 2016).
However, it has to be recognized that the presence of sequence
homologies between the dsRNA molecule and the genome of
the non-target species does not necessarily indicate sensitivity
of an organisms. For example, the springtail Sinella curviseta
(Collembola: Entomobryidae) shares a total of six 21 nt long
matches with the dsRNA targeting the vATPase A in D. v.
virgifera. However, the organism was not adversely affected in
laboratory feeding studies (Pan et al., 2016). In cases where
for some reason (species that are rare, protected or difficult to
rear), bioinformatics may, however, be the only way to “test” the
species (Bachman et al., 2016). Bioinformatics could also help
predicting off-target effects. However, currently we lack genomic
data for most non-target species. It would be useful to have more
genome data available for model non-target species that actually
play a role in agricultural production systems to effectively apply
bioinformatics to the NTO risk assessment (Casacuberta et al.,
2015; Fletcher et al., 2020).

DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
NON-TARGET LABORATORY TOXICITY
STUDIES

The established test protocols published by the West Palaearctic
Regional Section of the International Society for Biological and
Integrated Control (IOBC/WPRS; Candolfi et al., 2000) or by
the European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization
(EPPO)2 for early-tier laboratory toxicity studies for chemical
insecticides are based on contact toxicity. Those test protocols
thus do not allow assessing the non-target effects of dsRNA
for which oral uptake is the most important route of exposure.
The lack of standardized test protocols addressing the oral
route of exposure and to detect effects resulting from novel
modes of action has recently been pointed out by the Panel on
Plant Protection Products and their Residues of European Food
Safety Authority (2015) even though RNAi was not specifically
mentioned.

However, experience is available with gut-active insecticidal
proteins such as the Cry and VIP proteins from B. thuringiensis.
Guidance exists on how to design and perform laboratory feeding
studies with such proteins to provide high quality, reliable and
robust data (Romeis et al., 2011; De Schrijver et al., 2016).

2https://pp1.eppo.int/standards/side_effects

When designing a non-target laboratory study the following
main criteria should be considered (Romeis et al., 2011):
(i) Test substance characterization and formulation; (ii)
Method of delivery; (iii) Concentration/dose; (iv) Measurement
endpoints; (v) Test duration; (vi) Control treatments; (vii)
Statistical considerations.

Since the formulation in which the dsRNA is provided has a
strong effect on the dsRNA uptake and the strength of the RNAi
response in arthropods (as discussed above) care should be taken
that the test substance is provided in a realistic formulation.

It is generally considered that toxicity of insecticidal
compounds such as chemical insecticides and Cry proteins from
Bt increases with increasing concentration in which they are
delivered. Thus safety is added to the non-target studies by testing
unrealistically high concentrations of the stressor of concern to
provide a margin of safety and to account for possible intra-
and interspecific variability from the use of a surrogate test
species. Definition of the concentrations to be tested poses some
challenges for different reasons. First, the length of the dsRNA
affects the effectiveness to trigger an RNAi response (Bolognesi
et al., 2012; Miller et al., 2012), thus the margins of safety may
vary between constructs. Second, there is evidence that there is no
clear dose-relationship but that RNAi is triggered from a specific
threshold dose onward and might be maximal at an optimal dose
(Turner et al., 2006; Niu et al., 2019). Third, high doses may cause
sequence-unspecific effects as discussed above.

The endpoints to be recorded (lethal and sublethal) need to
be selected based on the organism under investigation (and the
reliability of the test system) and the gene that is targeted. While
lethality is an obvious endpoint to be chosen, the consideration
of sublethal endpoints such as growth or development time is
recommended (Roberts et al., 2020). First, they may hint to
unexpected off-target effects, second, they may cover for the
fact that dsRNA is generally slow acting (Baum and Roberts,
2014) and that the process is typically not reaching 100% gene
suppression (e.g., Bolognesi et al., 2012; Rangasamy and Siegfried,
2012), and third, they might address the fact that RNAi effects can
be transgenerational, i.e., also affecting subsequent generations
(Abdellatef et al., 2015). Sublethal endpoints are typically also
recorded in the testing of chemical pesticides (e.g., Candolfi et al.,
2000) and Bt proteins (De Schrijver et al., 2016; Roberts et al.,
2020) even though mortality is the primary endpoint and often
the results from testing sublethal endpoints are not reported in
regulatory summaries. In any case, it is important to set decision-
making criteria for every endpoint that is recorded. The duration
of the study needs to be selected so that the measurement
endpoints show a response should the test substance have an
effect. Given the slow RNAi response, test probably need to
be extended in duration compared to Bt Cry proteins (e.g.,
Bachman et al., 2013, 2016).

A key element of every laboratory study is the inclusion of a
negative control treatment that allows to separate effects caused
by the test system (e.g., the fitness of the test organisms, the
suitability of the diet) from those caused by the test substance.
Ideally, the negative control consists of a dsRNA molecule
that targets a heterologous sequence absent from the insect’s
genome and that does thus not lead to specific gene silencing
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in the test species. This would control for any impact caused
by a trigger of the RNAi cascade (sequence unspecific effects).
Typical examples that have been used for this purpose include
dsRNA targeting the green fluorescent protein (GFP) and β-
glucuronidase (GUS). However, there is some evidence, that
dsGFP causes adverse effects in arthropods when applied orally
at very high doses (Nunes et al., 2013; Haller et al., 2019) or when
injected (Jarosch and Moritz, 2012).

Positive controls, i.e., the addition of dsRNA molecules that
are designed to silence a gene in the test insects can further
help to interpret the study results as they provide evidence that
the test system can detect a response and that the test species
is sensitive to dietary RNAi. Positive controls have for example
been deployed by Haller et al. (2019) when testing the effect
of dsRNA targeting the vATPase-A of D. v. virgifera in two
non-target ladybird beetles (Coleoptera: Coccinellidae). The data
confirmed that two species of ladybirds are sensitive to dietary
RNAi but that the non-target dsRNA molecule only had a weak
effect. Another study using the same test substance in honey bees
did not detect any effects in the positive control treatment raising
doubts about the sensitivity of honey bees to dietary RNAi in
general (Vélez et al., 2016).

CONCLUSION

In order to assess whether dsRNA-based pesticide sprays
adversely affect valued non-target species in the agroecosystem,
three questions need to be addressed: (1) Are the non-target
arthropods exposed to biologically active dsRNA? (2) Do the
non-target arthropods possess the RNAi machinery for dsRNA
to trigger a response? and (3) are there sufficient sequence
matches between the dsRNA molecule under consideration and
the genome of the non-target arthropods to cause a sequence-
specific effect.

While it is possible to make some generalizations regarding the
level of exposure, potential uptake of dsRNA and the sensitivity
to dietary RNAi for common non-target species in field crops,
some open questions remain. For example it is still unclear to
what extent the bioactive dsRNA molecule is transferred through
the arthropod foodweb and whether penetration through the
arthropod body wall is a relevant route of exposure for non-target
species. Furthermore, it would be useful to evaluate whether
the risk for certain arthropod taxa can be considered negligible
because they digest dsRNA prior to ingestion and are thus
unlikely to be exposed.

Concerning the hazard posed by dsRNA, it would be
important to evaluate whether there are species or taxa that
can be considered safe because they are insensitive to dietary
RNAi in general (e.g., because they lack the dsRNA uptake
mechanism). Also, uncertainty still exists regarding the sequence
mismatches (and number thereof) between the targeted mRNA
and the dsRNA that still allows for an RNAi response. There
is evidence that genome information can help assess non-target
effects. However, bioinformatics information is still lacking for
most valued non-target arthropods. This information would help
assist to predict non-target effects and select the most suitable

(i.e., potentially sensitive) species to conduct feeding studies
in the laboratory. Related to this, the power of bioinformatics
for predicting non-target effects still needs to be further
investigated before this information can be used to draw a
conclusion about safety.

Consequently, it is essential to conduct feeding studies to
assess whether the ingestion of dsRNA molecules poses a hazard
to relevant non-target species. However, when planning the
studies to be conducted in the laboratory with dsRNA-based
pesticides, it would be necessary to add flexibility to the non-
target risk assessment framework used for chemical pesticides
to allow a case-by-case assessment as is done for GE plants.
A challenge remains the selection of the most appropriate
negative and positive control treatments to ensure a robust
interpretation of the study results and to minimize false negative
and false positive results.

The main concern, however, is the fact that the carrier to which
the dsRNA is bound or the formulation in which it is applied
will be of ample importance as it not only affects the level at
which non-target arthropods will be exposed, i.e., the stability and
distribution of the active compound in the environment and in
the insect gut and body, but also the extent of the RNAi response.

While there is a lot to profit from the experience with
chemical pesticides and GE plants producing insecticidal
proteins, insecticidal sprays based on dsRNA still pose some
specific challenges to the non-target risk assessment.
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POLICY BRIEF
The Rise of Superweeds—
and What to Do About It

In what may sound like science fiction but is all too real, “superweeds” are over-
running America’s farm landscape, immune to the herbicides that used to keep 
crop-choking weeds largely in check. This plague has spread across much of the 
country—some 60 million acres of U.S. cropland are infested—and it is wreaking 
environmental havoc, driving up farmers’ costs and prompting them to resort   
to more toxic weed-killers.

How did this happen? It turns out that big agribusiness, including the Mon-
santo Company, has spent much of the last two decades selling farmers products 
that would ultimately produce herbicide-resistant weeds. And now that thousands 
of farmers are afflicted with this problem, those same companies are promising 
new “solutions” that will just make things worse. 

Herbicide-resistant weeds are also symptomatic of a bigger problem: an out-
dated system of farming that relies on planting huge acreages of the same crop 
year after year. This system, called monoculture, has provided especially good 
habitat for weeds and pests and accelerated the development of resistance. In  

A University of California extension agent stands behind a patch of herbicide-resistant marestail (also 
known as horseweed) and talks about its effect on farmers. This aggressive weed, which can grow to be six 
feet tall, has emerged in many parts of the country but is particularly problematic in the Midwest and 
eastern United States.

Solutions based on the  

science of agroecology can avert  

a looming crisis for farmers  

and the environment.
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response, Monsanto and its competitors are now proposing  
to throw more herbicides at resistant weeds, an approach that 
ignores the underlying biology of agricultural systems and will 
inevitably lead to more resistance and a further spiraling up of 
herbicide use. 

What is needed instead is support for approaches—which 
already work and are available now—that target the problem  
at its source. Scientists and farmers alike have developed, 
tested, and refined methods of growing crops that reduce the 
likelihood of resistance in the first place, while providing 
many other benefits for consumers, the environment, and 
farmers themselves.

Unfulfilled Promises 

Monsanto first introduced its line of “Roundup Ready” seeds 
in the mid-1990s. These crops—which now include corn,  

Almost 50 percent of 
surveyed farms are 
infested with glyphosate-
resistant weeds, and the 
rate of these weeds’ spread 
is increasing.

soybeans, cotton, canola, alfalfa, and sugar beets—are gene-  
tically engineered to be immune to the company’s Roundup 
herbicide (glyphosate). This convenient system enabled farm-
ers to plant these seeds and later spray fields with Roundup  
to kill any weeds that might compete with the crops. The 
seeds were expensive, but in the early days farmers enthu- 
siastically adopted them because they saved time and  
made weed control easier. 

This system was heralded as an environmental break-
through. Using it was supposed to make farming safer: be-
cause Roundup was widely thought to be more effective than 
other common herbicides and not as toxic, less total herbicide 
would be needed. Advocates claimed that Roundup would  
reduce soil loss through erosion, given that farmers would  
not need to plow (till) their fields as much to control weeds. 

For several years, Monsanto’s system did seem to work  
as intended. But after a temporary reduction, herbicide use on 
U.S. farms has increased dramatically because of growing 
weed resistance to Roundup; given that other chemical agents 
also have to be employed, overall pesticide use is an estimated 
404 million pounds greater than if Roundup Ready crops had 
not been planted (Benbrook 2012). Farmers’ costs are rising, 
moreover, and the short-term benefit of reduced soil erosion is 
being reversed because farmers facing resistant weeds often 
find they need to till again (Price et al. 2011). 

What Went Wrong?

At present, more than 15 years after farmers began growing 
Roundup Ready crops, the most widely grown U.S. commodity 
crops are glyphosate-resistant, and farmers douse at least 150 
million acres with the herbicide every year (USDA 2013; 
USDA ERS 2013). As a result of this heavy use, weeds showing 
resistance to glyphosate began appearing in fields more than a 
decade ago (VanGessel 2001)—first as occasional interlopers 
but eventually as large infestations. (See the box, “How Resis-
tance Occurs.”) A recent survey revealed that almost 50 percent 

The Rise of Superweeds—and What to Do About It

Palmer amaranth, also known as pigweed, infests a soybean field. 
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of surveyed farms were infested with glyphosate-resistant  
weeds (Fraser 2013), and the rate of these weeds’ spread  
has been increasing. Twenty-four species of weed are now  
glyphosate-resistant (International Survey of Herbicide  
Resistant Weeds 2013).

The worst cases are in the southeastern United States, 
where a reported 92 percent of cotton and soybean fields are 
infested as a result of Roundup Ready crops (Fraser 2013).  
The now-resistant Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri), 
for example, is a fast-growing weed that can reach eight feet in 
height, outcompeting soybeans or cotton; it develops a tough 

3The Rise of Superweeds—and What to Do About It

stem that can damage farm machinery and must sometimes  
be removed by hand—an expensive proposition. Resistant  
ragweeds (Artemisia species), marestail (Conyza canadensis), 
and water hemp (Amaranthus tuberculatus) are also aggres-
sive weeds, spreading through the Midwest and the Corn Belt. 
Meanwhile, farmers in the Great Plains are confronting resis-
tant populations of kochia (Kochia scoparia), a weed adapted 
to drier climates. 

The situation, alarming as it is, could get a lot worse.  
Survey data (Fraser 2013) show that in the absence of enlight-
ened intervention, most U.S. farms from the Great Plains to  

Glyphosate-resistant weeds have arisen largely because 
the overuse of this single herbicide, designed to make 
weed control easy in fields of crops genetically engineered 
to resist it, also permits those rare weeds with naturally 
occurring resistance genes to generate offspring. Thus 
while glyphosate kills the weeds that do not contain the 
resistance genes, it allows the resistant weeds to flourish 
and spread. 

Pesticide resistance is not new. But the rapid spread  
of glyphosate-resistant superweeds today is the result of a 
“perfect storm” of three practices that have accelerated 
resistance problems (Mortensen et al. 2012). 

1. Monoculture. Most pests, including many weeds,
prefer some crops over others. By growing large swaths of
the same crop in the same place year after year—a practice
known as monoculture—farmers allow the weeds best
adapted to compete with that crop to flourish and multiply
over time. These extended populations of weeds increase
the likelihood, when a particular herbicide is used, of the
existence and selection of rare individual weeds resistant
to that herbicide.

2. Overreliance on a single herbicide. Resistance has
also been accelerated by heavy reliance on glyphosate
alone. This herbicide is popular with farmers because it
is relatively inexpensive, kills a broad spectrum of weeds,
often controls larger weeds better than many other herbi-
cides, and is easy to apply. Glyphosate-resistant crops give
farmers the convenient option of spraying directly onto
the crop, rather than having to apply herbicide to the
soil (before the crop has germinated) or carefully spray

How Resistance Occurs
it between crop rows. As a result, many farmers have  
come to rely exclusively on glyphosate. And whereas weed 
populations treated with a variety of herbicides are less 
likely to develop resistance—because different herbicides 
act by different molecular mechanisms and very few indi-
vidual plants carry genes that can defeat more than one 
chemical—weeds treated only with glyphosate have quickly 
become resistant. (It is important to note, however, that 
weeds eventually develop resistance even to multiple  
herbicides when they are the predominant means of   
weed control.) 

3. Neglect of other weed control measures. Many
farmers have all but abandoned nonchemical weed control
methods, even though sophisticated agricultural techniques— 
such as crop rotation—can control weeds without exces-
sive dependence on herbicides and reduce the likelihood
that resistance will develop. Other nonchemical methods
include the use of cover crops, conservation tillage that
does not facilitate erosion, and ways of planting crops
that enhance their competitiveness with weeds (Liebman,
Baustiaan, and Baumann 2003). Some crops or crop vari-
eties may also produce substances that suppress weeds,
a phenomenon known as allelopathy (Worthington and
Reberg-Horton 2013).

But the temporary convenience of herbicide-resistant 
crops has led farmers to neglect the use of these other 
methods. Moreover, federal farm and biofuels policies 
that favor just a few crops have entrenched monocultures 
and essentially encouraged chemical-based approaches  
to weed control. 
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the East Coast will become infested with resistant superweeds. 
Can industry help reverse the damage it has wrought?

Industry’s “Solutions” Won’t Solve the  
Problem—and Will Create New Ones

Farmers desperately need sustainable solutions to the escalat-
ing weed resistance problem, but the pesticide and seed indus-
try’s answer is a new generation of herbicide-resistant crops, 
mostly corn and soybeans, that does not address the inherent 
drawbacks of monoculture and current biotech crops. And this 
next generation is engineered to withstand not just glyphosate 
but also older and more toxic herbicides—such as dicamba  
and 2,4-D. Thirteen of 20 crops awaiting clearance by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) for commercial cultivation 
and sale are engineered to tolerate herbicides other than or  
in addition to glyphosate (USDA BRS 2013). If these crops  
are approved and widely used, they will only exacerbate the 
current problem.  

Although 2,4-D and dicamba are already in use, the new 
herbicide-resistant crops would encourage farmers to apply 
greater quantities of them (as the history of glyphosate use 
suggests) and to deploy them differently and more danger-
ously. As illustrated in the figure, some weed scientists have  
projected a doubling of herbicide use over the next decade  
if these crops were widely grown (Mortensen et al. 2012).  
And because the new crops could withstand herbicides being 
sprayed directly on them during the growing season, farmers 
would apply them then rather than only in the spring or fall,  
as is the dominant practice today. While the pesticide industry 
has developed new formulations of these herbicides that re-
portedly reduce volatilization, it is unclear how effective they 
would be and whether reduced volatilization would be offset 
by greatly increased use. Thus other crops growing nearby 
could be susceptible to damage, and as a result the local pro-
duction of high-value crops such as fruits and vegetables may 
be discouraged in areas where resistant corn and soybeans  
are prevalent.

* For a more extensive analysis of possible environmental and human health impacts of the proposed next-generation corn and soybean crops, see Freese and Crouch (2012). 

This figure depicts estimates of actual herbicide use on U.S. soybeans 
through 2007, as well as future rates forecast by weed scientists. The 
lower shaded area represents 2,4-D and dicamba herbicide increases 
bounded by low and high recommended use rates, after expected 
approval of new herbicide-resistant crops. The upper shaded area 
represents the difference between low and high 2,4-D and dicamba 
plus all other herbicides after approval of the new crops. Those new 
varieties had been expected to be approved by the USDA and reach 
the market in 2013; that appears to have been delayed until at least 
2014. The graph assumes that glyphosate use will remain constant  
at 2007 levels. (Adapted by permission from Mortensen et al. 2012.)

Total Herbicide Active Ingredient Applied to Soybean  
in the United States
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Glyphosate

The use of multiple 
herbicides would speed up 
the evolution of weeds that 
have multiple resistances— 
a nightmare scenario for 
farmers who rely primarily 
on herbicides.

The herbicides slated for use together with the next gen-
eration of resistant crops raise both environmental and human 
health concerns. Dicamba and 2,4-D are members of a chemi-
cal class known as phenoxy herbicides, which studies have 
associated with increased rates of certain diseases, including 
non-Hogkins lymphoma, among farmers and farm workers 
(Blair and Zahm 1995). These herbicides, especially 2,4-D,  
are also highly prone to drifting on the wind and to volatilizing— 
dispersing into the air after application—so that they may  
settle far from where they are sprayed. And they are highly 
toxic to broadleaf plants—which include many of the most 
common fruit and vegetable crops.*  
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Some farmers may plant 2,4-D- or dicamba-resistant soy-
beans or cotton (both broadleaf crops) as a defensive measure, 
after neighbors adopt 2,4-D- and dicamba-resistant crops, in 
order to prevent damage from herbicide drift or volatilization. 
Cotton is especially sensitive to phenoxy herbicide damage. 
This defensive measure would further intensify the use of  
herbicide-resistant crops and the herbicides they require, 
thereby increasing the likelihood of resistant weeds. 

In addition to harming neighboring crops, drift and  
volatilization may harm vegetation in uncultivated areas near 
farms, such as fencerows and woodlots. These habitats are 
critical to harboring beneficial organisms—pollinators and pest 
insects’ natural enemies, for example—that greatly increase 
crop productivity (Meehan et al. 2011; Tscharntke et al. 2005). 

The companies developing the next generation of herbicide- 
tolerant crops—including Monsanto and Dow Agrosciences—
contend that the use of multiple herbicides will stave off  

further evolution of resistance and check the advance of cur-
rently resistant weeds, because most resistance genes confer 
immunity to only one type of herbicide. In order to develop 
resistance to multiple herbicides, the companies argue, a  
weed typically would have to possess genes for resistance to 
each individual herbicide—a very rare occurrence.

But there are several problems with this argument. Farm-
ers growing new crops that have resistance to glyphosate and 
one other herbicide—such as 2,4-D—would deploy only that 
one effective herbicide when glyphosate-resistant weeds were 
present. Because glyphosate-resistant weeds are now so prev-
alent, this scenario may often be the case. In such a situation, 
the weeds would have to develop resistance to only the one 
additional herbicide to escape control. Moreover, weeds can 
develop resistance to multiple herbicides through single genes 
that detoxify multiple types of chemicals (Mortensen et al. 
2012; Powles and Yu 2010). 

Many farmers are concerned about damage to their crops from increased 
use of drifting herbicides such as 2,4-D, in the event that new herbicide- 
tolerant crops are approved and planted widely. Damage from 2,4-D drift 
can occur in a variety of common crops, from the cotton pictured here  
(above) to vegetables and fruits such as grapes (right).
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So it is not surprising that several weed species that in-
clude populations of glyphosate-resistant weeds are already 
showing resistance to at least one other herbicide (Interna-
tional Survey of Herbicide Resistant Weeds 2013), including  
several of the herbicides slated to be used with the next genera-
tion of engineered crops. And if weeds that possess resistance 
to different herbicides happen to mate, the resulting progeny  
will be multiple-herbicide-resistant weeds—resistant to all of 
the herbicides that the parent plants could survive. Regard- 
ing waterhemp, for example—a prolific weed of corn and  
soybean fields in the Corn Belt—there is concern that multiple- 
herbicide resistance may limit farmers’ options to less- 
effective herbicides (Tranel et al. 2011).

Rather than delaying resistance, the use of multiple herbi-
cides would lead to the quicker evolution of weeds that have 
multiple resistances. Such weeds could be a nightmare scenario 
for farmers who rely primarily on herbicides, given that no 
fundamentally new types are in development that might be 
ready in the foreseeable future.   

The Real Solution: The Science of Agroecology 

Recent studies have shown that herbicide use could be reduced 
by more than 90 percent—while maintaining or increasing 
yields and net farmer profits—through practices based on the 
principles of ecological science that reduce weed numbers and 
growth (Davis et al. 2012; Coulter et al. 2011). These practices 
include crop rotation (alternating crops from year to year), the 
use of cover crops and mulches, judicious tillage, and taking 
advantage of the weed-suppressive chemicals produced by 
some crops and crop varieties. Even the use of composted live-
stock manure and crop residues rather than synthetic fertilizers 
can help to control some weeds, as these methods generally 
release nutrients more slowly, which can favor the growth  
of larger-seeded crops over small-seeded weeds (Liebman, 
Baustiaan, and Baumann 2003).  

These agroecological methods have other important ben-
efits, such as increased soil fertility and water-holding capacity, 
reduced emissions of water pollutants and global warming 
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Researchers at Mississippi State University collect samples of wild-type and herbicide-resistant pigweed for DNA analysis. The USDA and public universities should 
also devote more research funding to ecologically based farming practices and systems that can reduce the development of herbicide resistance.
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Herbicide use could 
be reduced by more 
than 90 percent—while 
maintaining or increasing 
farmers’ yields and 
profits—through practices 
based on the principles of 
ecological science.

gases, and enhancement of habitat for pollinators and other 
beneficial organisms (Union of Concerned Scientists 2013). 
And when small amounts of herbicides are used in the context 
of biodiverse agroecology-based systems, weeds are much  
less likely to develop resistance because selective pressure  
is greatly decreased.

A series of farm-scale experiments in Iowa (Davis et al. 
2012) demonstrated that the application of agroecological 
principles provides effective control of major weeds present  
in the Corn Belt, including waterhemp. Although glyphosate- 
resistant weeds per se were not present at the research site, 
the effective methods developed by this and other research 
projects should control resistant weeds equally well. This is 
because glyphosate-resistant weeds are not inherently more 
aggressive or competitive than their nonresistant counter-
parts. They are simply harder to control chemically. 

Few studies to date have tested agroecological methods 
directly for controlling glyphosate-resistant weeds, but research 
in the southeastern United States has shown that thick stands 
of rye cover crops, when killed and flattened to serve as mulch, 
greatly reduce the growth of glyphosate-resistant Palmer  
amaranth (Aulakh et al. 2012; Reberg-Horton et al. 2011). 
While this research does not demonstrate that herbicides 
could be completely eliminated, it suggests that agroecology- 
based practices could greatly reduce their use while main- 
taining high crop yields and revenues. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

Although agroecology-based practices show great promise for 
helping farmers control weeds without negative consequences, 
they have been discouraged by (1) federal farm policies that 
favor production of the same crops year after year, (2) a re-
search agenda that favors monoculture and is greatly skewed 
toward herbicide use as the primary weed control measure, 
and (3) the lack of adequate information and technical support 
to help farmers change their methods. 

To encourage the adoption of agroecology-based weed 
control practices, the Union of Concerned Scientists recom-
mends the following actions:

• Congress	should	fund,	and	the	USDA	should	implement,
the Conservation Stewardship Program, which provides
sustained national support for farmers using sustainable
weed control methods; such support should include a
bonus payment for resource-conserving crop rotations.

• The	USDA	should	institute	new	regional	programs	that
encourage farmers to address weed problems through
sustainable techniques.

• Congress	and	the	USDA	should	support	organic	farmers,
and those who want to transition to organic, with research,
certification, cost-sharing, and marketing programs.
Organic agriculture, which controls weeds by means of
approaches such as crop rotation, cover crops, and bio- 
diversity, serves as a “test kitchen” for integrated weed
management practices that can be broadly applied in
conventional systems.

• The	USDA	should	support	multidisciplinary	research
on integrated weed management strategies and should
educate farmers in their use.

• The	USDA	should	bring	together	scientists,	industry,
farmers, and public interest groups to formulate plans for
preventing or containing the development of herbicide- 
resistant weeds, and the agency should make the approval
of new herbicide-tolerant crop varieties conditional on
the implementation of such plans.

• The	USDA	should	fund	and	carry	out	long-term	research
to breed crop varieties and cover crops that compete
with and control weeds more effectively.
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At Rodale Institute, we have proven that organic agriculture and, 
specifically, regenerative organic agriculture can sequester carbon 
from the atmosphere and reverse climate change.

This document outlines those findings.

Regenerative organic agriculture 
refers to working with nature to utilize 
photosynthesis and healthy soil 
microbiology to draw down 
greenhouse gases. 

With the use of cover crops, compost, crop rotation and reduced 
tillage, we can actually sequester more carbon than is currently 
emitted, tipping the needle past 100% to reverse climate change.

We know that agriculture has played a role in creating climate chaos 
but, now, with your help, it can be part of the solution.  

As pioneers in organic agriculture, Rodale Institute is poised to lead 
farmers into this new era and we look forward to working with you to 
share our research and technology throughout the world. 

Sincerely,

Mark Smallwood
Executive Director

“Regenerative 
organic agriculture 
can sequester 
carbon and reverse 
climate change.”
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in their third decade of data, such 
as this Institute’s Farming Systems 
Trial, and there are important fresh 
looks such as in the new Tropical 
Farming Systems Trial (“TFST”) on 
the Caribbean slope of Costa Rica. 
The TFST is exactly the type of 
research needed for us to understand 
the full sequestration potential 
of regenerative agriculture, and 
Rodale Institute is pleased to be 
collaborating with local researchers 
associated with Finca Luna Nueva 
and EARTH University. Taken 
together, the wealth of scientific 
support for regenerative organic 
agriculture has demonstrated that 
these practices can comfortably feed 
the growing human population, while 
repairing our damaged ecosystem. 
This scientific support has also led 
the United Nations Commission on 
Trade and Development (“UNCTAD”) to issue, in September, 2013, a report “Wake Up Before It’s 
Too Late,” a powerful call for the return to these sustainable practices.

Developing a comparable set of global farming system trials designed to more specifically 
measure carbon sequestration is our best hope for demonstrating the power of regenerative 
organic agriculture to help solve the climate equation. At the same time, these trials will act as 
hubs of skills incubation and support networks for farmers already working in, or transitioning 
to, regenerative organic models.

Today there are farmers and agricultural scientists in every corner of the world committed 
to and excited about the results of regenerative organic agriculture’s role in reversing 
both climate issues and food insecurity, and the specific research needs have been well 
documented. Now is the time to harness cutting-edge technological understanding, human 
ingenuity and the rich history of farmers working in tandem with the wisdom of natural 
ecosystems. Now is the time to arrive at a stable climate by way of healing our land and 
ourselves - through regenerative organic agriculture.

UNCTAD titled its report on regenerative farming “Wake Up Before It’s Too Late.”
This paper is the massive awakening.

Executive Summary

We are at the most critical moment in the history of our species, as man-made changes to 
the climate threaten humanity’s security on Earth. In 2012, total annual global emissions of 
greenhouse gases were approximately 52 GtCO2e. These emissions must soon drop to a net of 
41 GtCO2e if we are to have a feasible chance of limiting warming to 1.5°C, above which point we 
dare not pass.

The key term in the above paragraph is “net.” Gross greenhouse gas emissions come from 
numerous man-made sources. The resulting climate chaos has begun to modify our planet in 
ways that are not fully understood, leading to natural emissions that add to the complexity of 
the challenge. If we continue to attack the climate crisis solely from the direction of reducing 
gross manmade emissions, we will be forced to confront all the bewildering complexity 
of climate chaos. We will also be forced to battle carbon pumps everywhere – industrial, 
agricultural, the transportation sector – and from every direction on the globe. We will be forced 
to ask what countries should bear what responsibility, what industries should bear what portion 
of the blame and burden, and who should pay for the sacrifices we tremble to imagine? This 
daunting challenge is posed by trying to solve the problem by addressing only the “pump,” and 
it has led to international bickering, incoherence, and inaction. People are left to pray for a yet 
undiscovered “technological messiah” to undo the damage, for our political will is paralyzed.

All this flows from the failure to look beyond the source of the problem, namely, the swarming 
carbon pumps that endlessly contaminate our atmosphere. The purpose of this paper is 
to redirect the discussion from the “swarm” to the “simple.” We suggest an obvious and 
immediately available solution – put the carbon back to work in the terrestrial carbon “sinks” 
that are literally right beneath our feet. Excess carbon in the atmosphere is surely toxic to 
life, but we are, after all, carbon-based life forms, and returning stable carbon to the soil can 
support ecological abundance.

Simply put, recent data from farming systems and pasture trials around the globe show that 
we could sequester more than 100% of current annual CO2 emissions with a switch to widely 
available and inexpensive organic management practices, which we term “regenerative 
organic agriculture.” These practices work to maximize carbon fixation while minimizing the 
loss of that carbon once returned to the soil, reversing the greenhouse effect.

Regenerative organic agriculture for soil-carbon sequestration is tried and true: Humans 
have long farmed in that fashion, and there is nothing experimental about it. What is new is 
the scientific verification of regenerative agricultural practices. Farming trials across the 
world have contrasted various forms of regenerative and conventional practices with special 
attention to crop yield, drought impact, and carbon sequestration. Some of these studies are 
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Rodale Institute Farming Systems Trial

Regenerative Organic Agriculture and Climate Change
A Down-to-Earth Solution to Global Warming 

Solving the long-term climate equation means getting to a zero carbon economy devoid of 
fossil fuels. It is widely acknowledged that we are not going to arrive at a new low-carbon 
economy any time soon; the technologies, markets, political and social structures needed to 
shift the world’s economies are not materializing quickly enough.1 In the decades it will take 
to decarbonize the economy, an unacceptable level of warming will become locked in.2 With 
each passing year of inaction, hope for our planet’s future becomes harder and harder to rally. 
We are on a trajectory of too little too late. If we wait, our only hope for the future lies in yet-
to-be-discovered technological fixes coupled with the loss of whole cultures and species. The 
numbers are so sobering that untested technologies for carbon capture and storage have in 
short order gone from unsafe, outlandish whims to pressing societal needs: bioengineering the 
human body has even entered the climate conversation.

And yet, there is hope right beneath our feet. There is a technology for massive planetary 
geoengineering that is tested and available for widespread dissemination right now. The cost 
is minimal and is adaptable to local contexts the world over. It can be rolled out tomorrow 
providing multiple benefits beyond climate stabilization. The solution is farming. Not just 
business-as-usual industrial farming, but farming like the Earth matters. Farming like water 
and soil and land matter. Farming like clean air matters. Farming like human health, animal 
health and ecosystem health matters. Farming in a way that restores and even improves 
our soil’s natural ability to hold carbon. This kind of farming is called regenerative organic 
agriculture and it is the short-term solution to climate change we need to implement today.

We don’t have to wait for technological wizardry: regenerative organic agriculture can 
substantially mitigate climate change now.

On-farm soil carbon sequestration can potentially sequester all of our current annual global 
greenhouse gas emissions of roughly 52 
gigatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(~52 GtCO2e). Indeed, if sequestration 
rates attained by exemplar cases were 
achieved on crop and pastureland across 
the globe, regenerative agriculture 
could sequester more than our current 
annual carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. 
Even if modest assumptions about soil’s 
carbon sequestration potential are made, 
regenerative agriculture can easily keep 
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annual emissions within the desirable lower end of 
the 41-47 GtCO2e range by 2020, which is identified 
as necessary if we are to have a good chance of 
limiting warming to 1.5°C.2

But agriculture as it is practiced today across 
most of the world is not part of the solution; it is, 
instead, part of the problem. Rather than mitigating 
climate change, it is a net producer of greenhouse 
gas emissions both directly through conventional 
farming practices that deplete soil carbon stocks 

while emitting nitrous oxide (N2O), and indirectly through land-use 
change.3 In addition, the intensification of livestock production and 
rice paddy agriculture has exacerbated release of the greenhouse 
gas methane (CH4). Since the dawn of farming, most agricultural 
soils have lost from 30% to 75% of their original soil organic 
carbon.4 With the widespread modernization of farming in the 
mid-20th century, contemporary agricultural practices, such as 
synthetic nitrogen fertilization, tillage, monocropping, and yield-
based management systems, have accelerated the depletion of 
soil carbon stocks adding to the human-induced, or anthropogenic, 
atmospheric load of N2O and CO2.3,5 Over the past decade, these 
direct agricultural emissions have increased about one percent a 
year, reaching 4.6 Gt CO2 yr-1 in 2010, or about 10% of total annual 
emissions.6 Although, direct emissions are not the whole picture. 
The food system at large, including feed, fertilizer and pesticide 
manufacture, processing, transportation, refrigeration and 
waste disposal, accounts for 30% or more of total annual global 
greenhouse gas emissions.7

Improved management of agricultural land with known, low-cost 
practices has the potential to both reduce net greenhouse gas 
emissions and to act as a direct CO2 sink.3,8 Moving agriculture 
from a source of carbon pollution to a potential carbon sink is in 
everyone’s best interest. Agriculture that sequesters carbon is 
also agriculture that addresses our planetary water crisis, extreme 
poverty, and food insecurity while protecting and enhancing the 
environment now and for future generations.9 Regenerative organic 
agriculture is the key to this shift. It is the climate solution ready for 
widespread adoption now.

Soils in the organic and 
conventional plots are very 
different in appearance 
due to the increase in 
soil organic matter in the 
organically managed soils. 
The organically managed soil 
is darker and aggregates are 
more visible compared to the 
conventionally managed soil.

What is Regenerative Organic Agriculture?

Regenerative organic agriculture improves the resources it uses, rather than destroying or 
depleting them. It is a holistic systems approach to agriculture that encourages continual on-
farm innovation for environmental, social, economic and spiritual wellbeing.10

Robert Rodale, son of American organic pioneer J.I. Rodale, coined the term ‘regenerative 
organic agriculture’ to distinguish a kind of farming that goes beyond simply ‘sustainable.’ 
Regenerative organic agriculture “takes advantage of the natural tendencies of ecosystems 
to regenerate when disturbed. In that primary sense it is distinguished from other types of 
agriculture that either oppose or ignore the value of those natural tendencies.”11 Regenerative 
organic agriculture is marked by tendencies towards closed nutrient loops, greater diversity in 
the biological community, fewer annuals and more perennials, and greater reliance on internal 
rather than external resources.11 Regenerative organic agriculture is aligned with forms of 
agroecology practiced by farmers concerned with food sovereignty the world over.12,13

Robert Rodale
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1 The pasture system figure is based on the maximum annual potential of 3.04 Mg C ha-1 yr-1 for pasture with improved grass species as 
reviewed by Conant et al., 2001. Globally, there is much more grassland and pasture than cropland.20

If management of all current cropland shifted to reflect the regenerative model as practiced 
at the Iranian or Egyptian sites (see figure 1 and table 1), we could potentially sequester more 
than 40% of annual emissions (an estimated 21 GtCO2 each year). If, at the same time, all 
global pasture was managed to a regenerative model, an additional 71% (~37 GtCO2) might be 
sequestered,1 bringing us into an annual negative emissions scenario rapidly. 

If we extrapolate to half rather than all of global pasture and cropland, transition to 
regenerative modes of production may sequester 55% (29 GtCO2) of 2012 annual emissions. 
Even if only half of all available cropland shifted to regenerative agriculture and no changes 
are made in pasture management, we would meet the 2020 threshold of 41 GtCO2e that makes 
many scenarios for limiting warming to 1.5°C feasible.

These scenarios present technical sequestration potential as a heuristic that allows us to 
grasp the latent power of regenerative agriculture. Investing in human capacity, knowledge 
infrastructure and safe, known agricultural techniques can produce the change we need while 
providing myriad co-benefits to farmers and eaters everywhere.

Figure 1: If all global cropland transitioned to regenerative organic agriculture…
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Changing farming practices to organic, regenerative and agroecological systems can increase 
soil organic carbon stocks, decrease greenhouse gas emissions,14 maintain yields,15,16 improve 
water retention and plant uptake,17 improve farm profitability,16 and revitalize traditional 
farming communities18 while ensuring biodiversity and resilience of ecosystem services.17,19 
Regenerative organic agriculture is also integral to the climate solution.

The Reversal Capability of Regenerative Organic 
Agriculture

Total global emissions of greenhouse gases in 2012 were about 52 GtCO2e.2 Annual emissions 
must drop to ~41 GtCO2e by 2020 if we are to have a feasible chance of limiting warming to 
1.5°C.2 Regenerative organic agriculture can get us there. Simply put, recent data from farming 
systems and pasture trials show that we could sequester more than 100% of current annual 
CO2 emissions with a switch to widely available and inexpensive management practices.

Place Extrapolation to all 
global cropland

reported carbon 
sequestration

Crop and practices

Table 1: Reported carbon sequestration from trials around the world

U.S.21

Egypt22

Iran23

Thailand24

Global25

Corn-Vegetable-Wheat | Organic, tillage, 
composted manure, legume cover crop

Peanuts | Biodynamic, compost, irrigation

Corn | No-till, manure, hand-weeding

Unreported Crop | Organic

Pasture | Improved grass species

2.36 Mg C ha-1 yr-1

4.10 Mg C ha-1 yr-1

4.10 Mg C ha-1 yr-1

6.38 Mg C ha-1 yr-1

3.04 Mg C ha-1 yr-1

12 Gt CO2 yr-1

21 Gt CO2 yr-1

21 Gt CO2 yr-1

32 Gt CO2 yr-1

37 Gt CO2 yr-1

U.S. crop

Egypt crop Iran crop

Thailand crop

Global pasture
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Regenerative Organic Agricultural Practices that 
Sequester Carbon

Sequestration means maximizing the carbon dioxide pulled from the atmosphere by plant 
growth and minimizing the loss of that carbon once it is stored in soil. In technical terms, it 
is the net difference between atmospheric carbon fixed through photosynthesis and carbon 
respired from all ecosystem constituents. Achieving on-farm carbon sequestration must be 
made an explicit management goal,26 but there are longstanding regenerative management 
practices that are already proven soil carbon builders.

In practical terms, regenerative organic agriculture is foremost an organic system refraining 
from the use of synthetic pesticides and inputs, which disrupt soil life, and fossil-fuel 
dependent nitrogen fertilizer, which is responsible for the majority of anthropogenic N2O 
emissions. It is a system designed to build soil health. Regenerative organic agriculture is 
comprised of organic practices including (at a minimum): cover crops, residue mulching, 
composting and crop rotation. Conservation tillage, while not yet widely used in organic 
systems, is a regenerative organic practice integral to soil-carbon sequestration.

Although many of these practices are most associated with organic farming, they are 
recommended management practices for all farms because they build soil organic matter, 
which has far reaching benefits for plant health and farm sustainability.15 These practices 
minimize biota disturbance and erosion losses while incorporating carbon rich amendments 
and retaining the biomass of roots and shoots, all of which contribute to carbon sequestration 
by photosynthetic removal and retention of atmospheric CO2 in soil organic matter.3,27 These 
practices result from management decisions regarding cropping, amendments and tillage 
within the wider scope of a systems approach to farming that rejects synthetic inputs.

When coupled with the management goal of carbon sequestration, these practices powerfully 
combine with the spirit of organic agriculture and produce healthy soil, healthy food, clean 
water and clean air using inexpensive inputs local to the farm. This long-term integrated 
approach builds soil health, providing nutrients, pest and disease resistance. Farming 
becomes, once again, a knowledge intensive enterprise, rather than a chemical and capital-
intensive one.

While the ensuing discussion of practices is helpful for understanding how regenerative 
organic agriculture can sequester atmospheric CO2, these practices are not intended to be 
judged or implemented in isolation. Regenerative agriculture is, above all else, a holistic 
systems approach to appropriate farming in context. However, since the agricultural sciences 
most often hinge on reductionism,28 data for specific practices and discrete suites of practices 
are mobilized here to help us understand the mechanisms at work in soil carbon sequestration.

The Problem of Bare Soil
Bare soil is detrimental to carbon sequestration and to soil health in general. Bare soil is an 
indicator of practices that are not maximizing atmospheric CO2 removal nor minimizing soil 
carbon losses. Agricultural soils that are left fallow or are heavily tilled are exposed to wind and 
water leading to erosion of the carbon-rich topsoil. Fallow land also fails to accumulate biomass 
carbon that it would otherwise by continuously growing plants. Tilled, exposed, and eroded soils 
lead to the breakdown of soil aggregates, allowing formerly stable soil carbon to be released as 
a greenhouse gas (CO2).29,30 Tillage further undermines soil carbon sequestration by debilitating 
the growth of mycorrhizal fungi, which are important for long-term sequestration through their 
role in aggregate formation. Reducing or eliminating tillage, using cover crops and enhancing 
crop rotations, ensure that land will not be left bare and that soil carbon will be fixed, rather
than lost.

Conservation Tillage
A recent research review found that almost all studies to date show that switching to 
conservation tillage not only improves soil structure, but also reduces carbon dioxide emissions 
and contributes to increases in soil organic carbon.31 But, reduced or no-till is only a boon to 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction when it is practiced within organic systems: the soil carbon 
gains achieved under conventional no-till agriculture are countervailed by the greater area-
scaled N2O emissions from nitrogen fertilization.34,35 In addition, synthetic nitrogen fertilization 
increases microbial respiration of CO2 while phosphorus fertilization suppresses the growth of 
root symbiotic fungi, which are important for long-term soil carbon storage.5,75

While no-till organic remains a marginal practice, its dependence on heavy cover cropping for 
weed suppression,32 coupled with the benefits of organic management in general, have been 
shown to increase soil organic carbon by nine percent after two years and 21 percent six years 
after conversion to organic no-till.32,33 No-till systems can best reverse the trend of soil organic 
carbon loses in agriculture when they are complemented by cover-cropping and enhanced 
crop rotations.36,37

Cover Crops
At least half of the cropland carbon is fixed aboveground in plant biomass,38 making cover 
cropping and residue retention clear necessities for carbon sequestration. Cover crops can 
be temporary crops planted between main cash crops (often promoted for overwintering in 
temperate climates), nutrient catch-crops, or perennial mulches. Cover crops increase soil 
carbon, reduce nitrogen leaching and discourage wind and water erosion.8 A wide range of 
additional benefits accrue with the use of cover crops: reduced weed pressure, decreased water 
runoff, improved soil structure and water infiltration, reduced evaporation and atmospheric 
nitrogen fixation in legume systems, which is often advantageous to the main crop.39 Due to 
their longer leaf stage and more complex root systems, perennial cover crops, or living mulches, 
are an additional boon to soil carbon sequestration.40
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Enhanced Crop Rotations
Moving crop rotations away from monoculture with fallow and towards polyculture with no 
fallow increases soil biodiversity and sequesters carbon.37 For instance, switching a wheat-
fallow rotation to a wheat-sunflower or wheat-legume rotation was found to increase soil 
organic carbon stocks significantly,37 and a continuous barley system more than doubled 
soil carbon stocks compared to a barley-fallow system.41 Integrating seeded grass species 
as cover crops, living mulches, or in rotation is a powerful means of increasing soil carbon 
due to the deep, bushy root systems of many of these perennials.25,37 Both cover cropping and 
enhanced rotations result in continuous cover, which also increases soil microbial biomass 
carbon by ensuring available energy and root hosts for bacteria and fungi.42

Residue Retention
Cover crops also play a significant role in soil sequestration when their plant and root residues 
are retained rather than removed or burned.43 These residues are the forerunners to soil 
organic matter.8 Residue removal, whether of the main crop or a cover crop, has become 
common for the production of bio-energy. Unfortunately, this practice depletes soil organic 
matter.44 Conversely, retention of crop residue, which is common in no-till systems, is a 
significant driver of soil carbon accumulation.36

Compost
Plants, or a portion of plant residue, from cover crops or main crops can also be composted 
to boost soil health and soil carbon sequestration. Composting is the controlled aerobic 
decomposition of organic materials such as plants, animals or manure. The resultant compost 
is a desirable soil amendment; it increases soil biodiversity and microbial biomass with a 
concomitant rise in biological services, such as nutrient cycling, disease suppression and soil 
structure enhancement.45 These soil benefits translate into greater soil health and productivity, 
while reducing water or fertilizer needs.46 The benefits are significant and accrue quickly: after 
only one application season of amending with compost, soil organic carbon and aggregate 
stability increase significantly compared with non-amended soils.47 Amending with composted 
manure in particular shows great promise for soil carbon sequestration. In a 10-year trial, 
fields with a crop rotation utilizing composted dairy manure sequestered more than two metric 
tons of carbon (Mg C) per hectare per year, while the paired conventional farming system lost 
carbon.21 In addition, when compost replaces synthetic nitrogen fertilizer, plants grow more 
roots, fixing more atmospheric carbon in the process.23

Complexity
The holistic interaction of management practices, soil conditions and climatic circumstances 
is more important than any one practice’s potential contribution to soil carbon sequestration. 
For instance, while it is clear that conventional-chemical, tilled monocrop systems actually 
contribute to greenhouse gas emissions, similar monocrop systems that do not use tillage 
have very low rates of carbon sequestration.36 Tilled organic systems fair better on soil quality 

indicators relating to carbon sequestration, including soil organic carbon, than similarly tilled 
non-organic systems.26 The interaction of the suite of management practices with the specific 
soil and climate plays a significant role in organic matter stability. For example, soils with 
greater clay content tend to stabilize carbon more readily than sandy soils.48,49 An illustrative 
case found that while only half of the carbon from composted poultry manure remained in 
the soil at five months, with the addition of clay to the manure, half of the carbon remained 
in the soil after two years.48 This inherent complexity leads to a great deal of uncertainty 
in extrapolating results from one farm to another farm or in garnering consistent results 
attributable to a specific practice. It also highlights the need for research on comparable 
suites of practices in different soils and climates.

Timeframe for Sequestration

The goal of regenerative organic farming for carbon sequestration is not only to increase soil 
organic matter content through the practices highlighted here, but also to ensure the longevity 
of that carbon in the soil. Since the carbon cycle is dynamic and the study of soil in-situ is 
difficult, the factors influencing retention time of carbon in soil are inherently complex and 
not yet fully understood.50 However, rapid, stable carbon sequestration under the conditions 
encouraged by regenerative agriculture is possible. Fungi, depth in the soil profile and recent 
understandings regarding the humic fraction of soil all play a role. An Iranian trial of no-till, 
low-input corn production showed that regenerative methods using composted manure were 
able to raise soil carbon by 4.1 metric tons per hectare per year in just two years compared to 
.01 metric tons for the paired tilled system using synthetic fertilizer.23

Mycorrhizal Fungi
While the understanding of soil carbon stabilization mechanisms is evolving, it is clear that 
soil biota play an important role here. In general, there is a positive relationship between 
abundance of fungal biomass and soil carbon.53 Recent research on carbon sequestration 
in boreal forests suggests that root-associated, or mycorrhizal, fungi are predominantly 
responsible for fixing soil carbon, and for fixing it over long time periods to such an extent that 
it is consequential to the global carbon cycle.54

Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi are root-symbiotic fungi that secrete a protein called glomalin; 
this particular fungi-root partnership and its glomalin are largely responsible for creating 
persistent, stable soil aggregates that protect soil carbon from being lost as CO2.55,56 The fungal 
hyphae actually increase in abundance under elevated atmospheric CO2 conditions.57,58 When 
the hyphae deteriorate, glomalin remains as a stable form of organic carbon that is held in the 
soil for decades.56 This initial shorter-term stabilization provides the time for organic matter 
to create bonds with metals and minerals, the resultant organo-mineral or organo-metal 
complexes can remain in the soil for millennia.27
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Since mycorrhizal fungi need root-partners to survive, farming strategies that include 
perennial plantings, conservation tillage, and plants with long, bushy root systems, 
encourage the long-term stabilization of carbon in soils.59,60 Likewise, promising effects have 
been shown for inoculation of soils with fungi, especially in cases where heavy tillage has 
destroyed the native population of mycorrhizal fungi. Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi can be 
introduced to seedlings through inoculations that are easily prepared on-farm.61,62

Depth
It is likely that current data sets underestimate soil organic carbon stocks in organically 
managed systems because soil carbon is often measured at plow depth when recent 
findings suggest that more than half of the soil organic carbon stocks are likely in the 20-
80cm depth.14 Beyond 30cm in the soil profile, the age of carbon increases continuously, 
much of it persisting for thousands of years.63 How carbon acts in this subsoil range is poorly 
understood, but increasing rooting depth,55 application of irrigated compost63 (compost tea), 
choosing deep rooted grass-legume cover crops64 and encouraging earthworm abundance65 
are all promising pathways for introducing carbon to depths where it is likely to remain stable 
over very long periods.

Timescales
All soil carbon is in flux and the degree to which it is protected in undisturbed soil aggregates 
or separated from soil life largely determines how long it is held in soil.27 But additions of 
fresh organic matter can, under the right circumstances, be effectively sequestered quickly. 
For instance, in tropical soils, results suggest that two years of organic management may 
significantly and consistently enhance microbial biomass carbon.66 Even more promising, 
after only one cropping season, soil that had received 67Mg per hectare of compost and beef 
cattle manure had statistically significantly higher organic carbon levels.47

A long-term biodynamic desert trial in Egypt confirmed that soil carbon sequestration is 
greatest in the earlier years of transition to organic practices. In a first year plot 4.1 metric 
tons of carbon per hectare were sequestered, whereas the average over 30 years was 0.9 
metric tons per hectare.22 These results suggest that soil carbon can be built quickly enough 
to result in a rapid drawdown of atmospheric CO2 upon transition to regenerative agricultural 
systems. However, it is probable that soils have unique carbon saturation points,27,67 
suggesting that soil carbon sequestration is a remedy that will allow time for implementation 
of additional long-term solutions to the climate predicament.

Corn in the 
organic legume-
based (left) and 
conventional 
(right) plots six 
weeks after 
planting during the 
1995 drought. The 
conventional corn 
is showing signs of 
water stress.

The Question of Yields

No discussion promoting the widespread transition to regenerative organic agricultural 
systems would be complete without mentioning yields. Yields are often touted as the reason 
why we cannot scale up organic and regenerative systems, but evidence suggests otherwise.

Meta-analyses of refereed publications show that, on average, organic yields are often 
lower than conventional.15 But the yield gap is prevalent when practices used in organic 
mimic conventional,68 that is, when the letter of organic standards is followed using an 
input mentality akin to conventional chemical-intensive agriculture. Actual yields of organic 
systems, rather than agglomerated averages, have been shown to outcompete conventional 
yields for almost all food crops studied including corn, wheat, rice, soybean and sunflower.15

Importantly, yields under organic systems are likely to be more resilient to the extreme weather 
accompanying climate change. As found in the long-running Rodale Institute Farming System 
Trial, in drought years, yields were consistently higher in the organic systems. For instance, 
organic corn yields were 28% to 34% higher than conventional.16

What’s more, the continued use of the trope that ‘we will soon need to feed nine billion people’ 
as justification for seeking ever greater yields is duplicitous. Hunger and food access are 
not yield issues. They are economic and social issues which, in large part, are the result 
of inappropriate agricultural and development policies that have created, and continue to 
reinforce, rural hunger.69 We currently overproduce calories. In fact, we already produce 
enough calories to feed nine billion people. Hunger and food access are inequality issues that 
can be ameliorated, in part, by robust support for small-scale regenerative agriculture.9
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The first of these global farming trials was initiated in 2013 on the Caribbean slope of Costa 
Rica, conducted by local researchers associated with Finca Luna Nueva and EARTH University. 
This Tropical Farming Systems Trial is partnered with and supported by Rodale Institute’s long-
standing U.S. based Farming Systems Trial. The Tropical Farming Systems Trial is designed to 
rigorously test and compare the carbon sequestration potential, total carbon footprint, yields 
and economics of conventional, organic and biodynamic farming systems.

Developing a set of global farming systems trials designed specifically to measure carbon 
sequestration is our best hope for quantitatively and definitively demonstrating the power of 
regenerative agriculture to begin reversal of the climate equation. These trials will be designed 
with international comparison in mind, while remaining grounded in local knowledge and 
farming cultures. At the same time these trials will act as hubs of skills incubation and support 
networks for farmers already working in, or transitioning to, regenerative models. There are 
committed, enthusiastic farmers and agricultural scientists in every corner of the world and 
the specific research needs have been well documented.65,67,74 Now is the time to mobilize 
resources and seize this opportunity to change course, before it is too late.

Proving Grounds: 
Multiple, Global, Farming System Trials

As we have well learned from the charged climate debates, science evolves, contradicts 
itself and is certainly not definitive. The science of soil carbon sequestration is no different 
than climate science in this regard and it suffers doubly from a relative dearth of serious 
inquiry into organic, regenerative and agroecological systems due to the formidable economic 
and political constraints at work in contemporary agriculture and agricultural sciences 
research.69–71 Questions abound over the technical and feasible potential of soil carbon 
sequestration when metanalyses are modeled regionally or globally.14,67,72,73 Additionally, any 
claims of soil carbon sequestration must be balanced with a whole farm lifecycle analysis that 
considers, for instance, the origin and alternative fates of compost substrates and the role of 
livestock in organic systems.65

The range of potential and level of debate is a clear call for a new model of farming systems 
research: trials designed explicitly to study the carbon sequestration potential of regenerative 
agriculture as compared to conventional agriculture. Regenerative suites of practices can be 
studied alongside business-as-usual practices in different climates, soils and within different 
farming-culture contexts. The need for these data is pressing: scant peer-reviewed literature 
on soil carbon sequestration is available for most of the world’s continents, including Africa, 
Central and South America and large swaths of Asia.65

(Note: In both organic and conventional systems, the highest overall GHG emissions were caused by soil 
processes fueled by nitrogen in mineral fertilizer, compost and crop residues).
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Looking Beyond

We are at the most critical moment in the history of our species. Climate change is a 
monumental opportunity to change course and move into a future that embraces life, a 
future bent on encouraging health, a future where clean air and clean water is available 
to all. In so many ways, a fundamental restructuring of how we cultivate our food is at the 
heart of this shift. Widespread regenerative organic agriculture will be built on supports 
that necessarily also support rural livelihoods, strengthen communities and restore health 
the world over. Regenerative organic agriculture is our best hope for creating a future we all 
want to live in, and a future our children will be happy to inherit.

Soil carbon sequestration through regenerative agriculture is a known, proven, technical, 
remedy to global warming: it gives humanity the necessary time to decarbonize. By 
investing in multiple global farming system trials, we can both provide the needed data 
to support widespread transition directly work towards that transition through incubating 
skills and providing a global support network, on the ground, for farmers to lead the 
evolution to regenerative systems.

This positive, hopeful vision for our future addresses many of our most pressing societal 
issues. It is a vision of agriculture that Robert Rodale urged us toward almost three 
decades ago:10

My hope is that the period of sustainability will not be sustained for more than 10 or 15 
years but that we will move beyond that to the idea of regeneration, where what we are 
really doing with the American Land is not only producing our food but regenerating, 
improving, reforming to a higher level the American landscape and the American Spirit.

Nearly 30 years later, the specter of climate change has provided an unparalleled 
opportunity to harness cutting-edge technological understanding, human ingenuity and 
the rich history of farmers working in tandem with the wisdom of natural ecosystems to 
arrive at a stable climate by way of healing our land and ourselves. Let’s get going.
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First name Michelle 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission received 

Notes 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku 

ID Number IBS11 

Date 31/03/2021 

See attachment next page
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Surname Newman 

First name Robert 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission form received 

Notes 

Additional supporting 
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Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku 

ID Number IBS12 

Date 31/03/2021 
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Surname Norlander 

First name Ulla 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS85 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Norman 

First name Angela 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Fairer and simpler rates. 

Notes 1. The burden of rates falls on property owners, Having grown up in
the UK with a move from property rates to the Peoples TAX as we
all use the services not just property owners, I feel this is a fairer
way so that everyone of age eg over 21 contributes ( reduced rates
for beneficiaries, students and the elderly who do not have an
income).
2. these charges would be in the general rate above.
3. Commercial properties can have a separate tax
4. NO WAY, in Whangaroa there are a couple of very tiny schemes,
kaeo was a council scheme, sold for a $1 as not cost effective and
today most residents have moved off the scheme as the water for
the last 10 years has been undrinkable.  In our community we have
gone to great cost to be self sufficient for water, sewerage and pay
for treatment and removal and fees for inspection.  As more homes
are built in our district all are off grid and self sufficient, many of us
just get by financially so subsidising the richer element of our
community who live in kerikeri and in areas with these systems is a
cost to live in those areas and should remain so.
5. Agreed, if not connected then there is nothing to maintain,
charge a reconnection fee.
6. As on a septic tank, this is inspected and emptied if required
every 4 years and paid for.  Rather than add more to the rates bill,
add the charge to the disposal of waste by volume.
Re Zoning..  A general Rural production zone sits over a large
proportion of the Far North, Some areas and properties are not
suitable for rural production as the land is too small for intensive
farming, there are too many restrictions ( rules for small
production ) to be cost effective and in many cases the land is not
suitable without major earth works.  I would like to see an option
for smaller blocks under 20 acres for example to have the ability to
subdivide and still maintain the natural landscape.   Lifestyle blocks
potentially be split into 2 or 3, easilly accomodated with septic and
water tanks, with many new properties opting for solar which
reduces the stress on existing out dated infrastructure and moves
the responsibility to the land owner.   Many  of these blocks are
undulating gorse blocks that do nothing for the environment, add
beautification of planting bush, or if subdividing existing natural
bush to be protected.
Our area ( whangaroa ) is in need of more housing as not enough
available and very few smaller affordable blocks that people can
develop.  Most are restricted to one main house and a minor
dwelling but could easily accomodate 2 min dwellings in a
subdivision that meets all the other requirements.
To give a case study,  a property is purchased by 2 couples, (as this
is becoming more common as prices increase).  The issue is when

Volume 6 149



the 2 parties have different ideas and cannot divide the land as all 
parties are seen as jointly liable and the zoning/old rules prevent 
further subdivision.  This causes issues if one does not follow the 
rules, all parties are liable, it also prevents multiple homes being 
built on maori land (as far as I am aware).  Consequently there is a 
lack of affordable housing or land packages small enough to 
develop. 
If it is too hard to change a general zoning area, at least allow an 
application to review the zoning of a specific property in an appeal 
or apply for rural lifestyle zone to a particular block.  Limits of 
properties can be eased to allow 2 main dwellings on a 12 acre 
block which will have a minimal impact on the natural beauty and 
allow further development in specific areas.  This will also 
potentially provide housing for rural workers where there is 
currently a severe short fall. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS63 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Ough Dealy 

First name Helen 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Dogs on beaches (opposed), water, recycling 

Notes Oral submission at Russell event requesting consideration for 
protection for birds and children, not just dogs on beaches.  Also 
expressing opinion that Russell should not have reticulated water 
and the desire for establishing a community recycle/re-
use/repurpose station. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS109 

Date 11/03/2021
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Surname Pip Stewart 

First name Sam Oxley 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Long Term Plan rates proposal 

Notes We are writing to express our disbelief in the proposed 30% rates 
increase for our property at 404 Old Bay Road. Our land is not 
suitable for horticulture. 
We are a small low input beef farm and simply can't afford this 
increase. 
This General Rate General Differential is totally unaffordable and 
we will not be able to pay it. 
Thank you for letting us have our say. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS31 

Date 5/04/2021 
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Surname Purves 

First name Barrie 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Land Value Based Rating 

Notes Hi The major problem with Capital rating is in fact sociological and 
actual  disincentive for land improvement potential. 
Land value rating has the advantage of being more stable from a 
land value rating assessment situation. 
As there are a number of other factures the brief points above 
outline the main factors. 
I Have owned my property in School Rd since 1976 when the rates 
where $125.00 per year. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS28 

Date 5/04/2021 
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Surname Ramsay 

First name Dr W R H 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Proposed new rating method 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS91 

Date 6/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 

I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 

On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity” 

It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what Council identified and accepted as ‘unfair’ 

about the current rating method, other than by inference given the proposed changes.   

The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be considered alongside the proposed “Fees & 

Charges Policy”, as well as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 

It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to attract private benefit, verses those are 

deemed to have a ‘public good’ component.  Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost recovery approach to 

activities such as inspecting properties to ensure compliance with various national or local regulations. For 

example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”.  The interactions of households and businesses with FNDC as a 

regulatory agency tasked with administration of legislation are able to be charged on a cost recovery basis. For 

example, Resource Consenting, Building Consenting, and Dog Control.  

I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 

Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services to property and community facilities 

(District Facilities). Council proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General Rates.  

The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however.  Rather it is more convenient for Council and for its 

contractors to bundle all water and wastewater systems together (and potentially stormwater networks) for 

the purpose of setting a price at the District level, rather than having to reveal the actual cost associated with 

each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living in each settlement.   

This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC and LGNZ have been espousing as the 

way forward for the local government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the opposite of 

democratic and of a free market.   If where one lives, or locates their business or home is a private choice, the 

questions of exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is relevant. Council is prepared to 

charge fees for services deemed to deliver a private benefit in other aspects of life choices, why a different 

assumption when it comes to providing water and wastewater services. Council has not made a good 

economic or even social or environmental case for socializing the capital costs of water and wastewater 

infrastructure, other than asserting we all benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across 

the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not a strong rationale for socializing all of the costs of core 

infrastructure across all SUIPs on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of “improvements”. 

The proposed move to socializing the costs of inefficiencies associated with the Far North’s historic settlement 

pattern, and of poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and maintain communities that 

otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay for their own scheme. But there has been no evidence provided that 

there are any communities that can not afford to service debt to pay for their own scheme.  Also, if it was 

simply a matter of socializing the costs of all schemes, then Council would have proposed an equal share in the 

form of a targeted rate to apply to all properties, regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not.  

But that isn’t what FNDC has proposed, rather you have suggested a sliding scale of Rates be charged based on 

a limited view of ‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one participant in the public 

meeting (held to discuss rates) observed, this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested 

heavily in property are assumed to have higher incomes than those who haven’t invested in property. That 

assumption has not been tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold true. There are exceptions.  The Far 

North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds (32 – 37% of all residents). These are pensioners, often living in 

the family home purchased decades ago, whose income is superannuation, which provides them a net income 

of just $15,000 per annum – less than the average income for the Far North.  The fact that they managed to 
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remain in their home and it has appreciated in value relative to other areas, does not mean they have a 

greater ability to pay Rates.  

I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to 

evaluate real net income of households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to 

other grants or subsidies via the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing 

adequate infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on 

development opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small 

settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a 

poorly conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 

make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 

systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for renewals 

and upgrades. 

Economists working for Auckland City, where CV is used as the basis for general rates, and where the greatest 

experiment in ‘socialising’ costs of infrastructure (by combining what had been 5 separate local authorities) 

have recently calculated that 59% of all households served by that City would be charged less Rates if Council 

moved to a Land Value basis of rating. That experiment has also produced no evidence that amalgamating or 

outsourcing to a CCO for water services (Metrowater) has improved efficiencies in delivery of services or saved 

Ratepayers any money. 

The Ratepayers of the Far North have not been privy to any equivalent analysis by FNDC in promoting we 

move from LV to CV. You have not told us what proportion of households will pay more and what proportion 

will pay less. The tables provided (p23) only show figures for ‘residential ratepayers’, which suggest we will all 

be paying much more. This implies other land-uses must be the beneficiaries of this proposed change… but 

that is not the reason given for proposing it.  

Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that location, and removing the incentive to retrofit 

or to relocate into more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating unsustainable forms of development. 

It is also discounting the need to lobby Government to assist in funding necessary renewals and upgrades to 

systems necessitated by regulation and national standards established by Government.  

The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for innovation to provide more affordable systems for 

smaller communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our partners”) need to be put on notice 

that the old engineering solutions that have proven so expensive to replace and to upgrade are no longer fit-

for-purpose, and our smaller townships and/or poorer communities will be adapting to more affordable, 

biological solutions for treating waste water, and will be shifting towards a greater self-reliance on rain-water 

harvesting for water supplies. 

I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the weight of trucks allowed on NZ rural roads, it 

did so apparently without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by Ratepayers to ensure roading 

infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the trucking industry and those it serves presumably enjoy savings 

as a result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair to expect they will pay an additional share towards 

improving culverts and bridges to be able to carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards 

maintaining the extensive rural road network on which they rely, along with a minority of residents with low 

weight private vehicles make use of. Indeed those residents frequently submit to Council about the negative 

effects of heavy vehicles on rural roads and the difficulties and adverse effects suffered by their families who 

share these roads with heavy vehicles. If Council really is concerned about social and economic fairness or 

equity, it would have calculated the true cost of maintaining rural roads vs the cost of urban streets and 

charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles using the rural road network. 
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i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates

I OPPOSE this change. 

The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive in rates it just shares it out differently.” 

However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate what has 

been identified as unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for the General Rate. Either 

way, this is a variable amount paid by every SUIP based on their relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V.   

There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the redistribution curves associated with L.V.s and with 

C.V. for the public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs will see a redistribution in

terms of which SUIPs will contribute more and which will contribute less during a gradual shift to full (100%)

C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of access to or receipt of services.

This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital value’ with ‘income’ associated with 

capital improvements to properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements” with income 

earning potential.  

On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of “Progressive tax” in which reference is made to 

low-income and high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those definitions and any of the 

proposed changes to Rating method.  If there had been a relationship, then land-uses associated with 

businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least 1.6x the base rate for ‘residential’ which is 

NOT income earning, but must be paid as an after-tax expense for households).  However, you have not 

proposed an equivalent differential to rural-producers, which are also commercial enterprises (businesses) 

able to claim rates as an expense, and so ought to be charged the same differential as ‘commercial’ land-use 

category of ratepayer, to provide a fair approach towards all businesses (as distinct to residential land uses). 

There would also have been effort made to identify home-based businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and charging an 

additional rate to account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’. 

https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/02/auckland-s-controversial-bed-tax-is-here-to-

stay.html 

A similar proposal for Queenstown followed a non-binding referendum in that District that saw 80% of 

respondents supporting a bed tax to fund infrastructure. 

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/398561/government-supports-5-percent-bed-tax-in-queenstown 

Similarly, Stewart Island has charged a “visitor tax” of $5/person who disembarks on the Island, as a 

contribution towards infrastructure.  

FNDC has not explored any equivalent charge for visitors arriving for day trips off cruise ships, or arriving by 

sea during yachting regatta, or by air (at airports), or by road who may not stay in any visitor accommodation 

(and so wouldn’t contribute via a bed-tax, or the additional pans charges). 

FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability to pay Rates (affordability) is directly 

correlated to Capital Value of the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate Assumptions include that 

the Far North is expected to continue to have an ‘aging’ population, meaning a greater proportion of residents 

will fall into the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to have limited earning potential as they age. It is also noted 

in the Corporate Assumptions that average household incomes are not expected to rise significantly.  

There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but capital poor”. FNDC has not shown that 

those residing in a higher value property do have additional disposable income to pay Rates, when compared 

to people residing in lesser valued property. It may be that households residing in high value homes are fully 

committed to maintaining that asset and have little additional disposable income, while households residing in 

a lower value property pay less on the mortgage and on maintenance and have a greater disposable income.  
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The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with this past decade, as incomes have not kept 

pace with housing costs, and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher proportion of household income. 

I make these points to underscore that the supporting material provided to understand FNDC’s rationale for 

proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT provide sufficient information to allow anyone to deem it 

is indeed ‘fairer’.  

The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses (property codes for rating purposes or which 

townships) will benefit the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming will benefit from this 

shift, as these land uses have relatively low value “improvements” as primary production enterprises 

(according to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to higher value improvements 

associated with dairy farm operations). Most of the rate burden, however, will fall on commercial and 

industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher value residential properties.   

Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is contributed to ‘transportation’.  The high 

cost of roading in the Far North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more intensely developed 

Central Business Districts and industrial precincts, but is due to the extensive rural roading network and high 

costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles use of these rural roads. 

This is further evidenced by the small amount each year towards “footpaths” within the ‘transportation 

budget’, at just $150,000 in year 1 of the plan, in each of the Wards. That is a ridiculously small amount when 

the vastly greater share of general Rates are paid by urban communities, some of whom have repeatedly 

submit to Council requesting serious consideration be given to improving unsafe, deficient pedestrian 

environments. For example, in central Paihia.  

Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the beneficiaries of the rural transportation network 

are, and endeavor to charge them a greater share.  Primary-producers are businesses, which have proven 

resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has been noted with FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement.  

As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn experienced by Commercial Ratepayers and 

the many households reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The primary sector’s ability to access 

national aid or other relief following/during a drought or flood sees that sector in a good position to contribute 

fairly towards the transportation network upon which it relies.  

Meanwhile, FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement observes that FNDC will plan using the BERL forecast “mid-

range” – that will see it take at least 3 years for the tourism sector to recover.  The COVID19 Impact Statement 

notes on the last page, quoting TV1 news advising, just before Christmas, that there was “no accommodation 

in the Far North for the coming holiday period”.  That is an absurd statement for FNDC to have accepted, when 

6/8 of the back-packer hostels in Kings Rd, Paihia are now under contract to MSD (for 2 years) to provide 

“emergency accommodation” rather than being available for tourists; when the Copthorne Waitangi was only 

operating at 30% of normal capacity; and, the Millenium hotel chains “Kingsgate” in Paihia remains closed 

other than for ‘emergency accommodation’ (also under contract to MSD).  An accommodation sector that 

‘pivoted’ towards ‘emergency housing’ does not support an equivalent economy to the one that had catered 

to international visitors. It is also becoming apparent that the domestic tourism is quite different, in terms of 

spending patterns, to international visitors.  The point is, don’t assume ‘commercial’ ratepayers are able to 

carry the extra cost associated with FNDC’s proposed shift from LV to CV basis for rates, and continuing to 

subsidize rural businesses need for an extensive rural road network. 

ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP) and the Roading Rate ($100/SUIP)

I OPPOSE this change. 
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I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate into it). It is important that every SUIP be 

seen to contribute equally towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community that must fund our local 

authority.  

This reflects that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, while another 10c is for “Regulatory 

Services” (presumably that portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the ‘public good’ share), while 

12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core functions of the territorial authority that every SUIP 

must support equally, because we all benefit equally as citizens/ratepayers having to provide for local 

government.  

Incidentally, the increase to 12c from just 8c in 2018, represents a serious increase for “future planning”.  It is 

presumed this is to progress the draft Proposed District Plan, and to undertake place-based spatial planning to 

better integrate infrastructure planning with development enabled under the new District Plan.   

It is refreshing to read in Council’s “Capital Achievability Statement” and in the “Infrastructure Strategy” that 

FNDC is acknowledging its historical failure to adequately lead-in to including Capital projects in the Long-Term 

Plan, by first undertaking the evaluations necessary to support a project’s inclusion in the work programme to 

be funded. Effort to undertake the preparatory work, essential to progress a Capital project efficiently from 

financing to delivery, is also reinforced by the ‘asset condition assessments’ and ‘project Darwin’.  It is still 

surprising though, that these activities are still needing to be funded at the high rates forecast, when they are 

initiatives that started some time ago. We have seen GIS and other IT improvements funded frequently over 

the years, with no evidence of any gains in productivity or improvements in strategic or forward planning. And 

our communities have not been engaged in consultation on the future form and functionality of our townships 

in over 20yrs.  

I note that the release of ‘draft’ Proposed District Plan concurrent to the consultation on this Rating Review 

and the Long Term Plan is useful as a reference, to be able to be better informed of the Council’s Planners’ 

thinking, and to be able to compare the ’30 year infrastructure strategy’ to the proposed new plan provisions, 

but it is inconsiderate of Council to also call for ‘submissions’ on that draft at the same time as we are 

preparing submissions to this important Rating review and the Long Term Plan.  

iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs)

I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial SUIPs. 

Commercial activities that have located in commercial zoned property have for too long paid a much greater 

share than other businesses that locate outside of ‘commercial zone’.  The Far North has, consequently, seen a 

lot of businesses establish in the rural-residential area (in workshops, sheds, as stand-alone secondary 

structures). This is inefficient for customers and undermines FNDC’s ability to Rate all businesses fairly and to 

provide for the levels of service required to improve central business districts (such as provision of transit hubs 

and parking structures).  

The Table on p12 reveals that a rural (and lifestyle) property valued at $1m will pay $7,861 Rates per annum 

(in 2030), while an equivalent $1m commercial property will pay $21,375 per annum. The notes to that table 

don’t clarify if these example rates are assuming the move to CV or is based on retaining the status quo. It’s 

also not clear if those example rates have been based on a fixed total rate, or has incrementally increased the 

size of the pie to account for new capital works as per the work program.  Either way, the inequity should be 

glaringly apparent. Both land-uses are ‘enterprise’ engaged in producing and selling wares to customers. Both 

is able to pass on the costs to their customers, and claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense.  The local commercial 

enterprise is most likely to be serving local residents (or visitors). The rural enterprise is more likely an 

exporter, whose produce will be sold offshore. Is there an assumption that the off-shore buyers of that 

produce are less able to pay a fair share towards the costs of production (associated with providing for our 

local council and infrastructure) than are local residents?   

Volume 6 159



I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to “rural production” SUIPs – as these 

activities are enterprises able to claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out of before tax, gross 

income).  This differential, applied to all forms of enterprise (associated with land-use) has the effect of 

leveling the field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from the net (after-tax) income. The 

difference in effect on incomes is significant – to the tune of 1.6 x as a minimum to level the playing field – or 

making the tax system fairer. 

iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & wastewater to a District-wide approach

I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all 

Wastewater and Water schemes.  

It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within the Area of Benefit for each scheme. It is also 

important for local democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities retain a very direct 

relationship with their Council, in determining what services are required to property, that Ratepayers will 

have to and are prepared to pay for.  There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’ of Ratepayers by Council. That is 

why we have local democracy and elected representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected 

representatives are to engage with local residents and with the assistance of experts, work to find solutions to 

common problems or to provide for communal needs.  

I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) communities from their ability to influence 

directly what infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.  

It is particularly important for those communities based on historical pre-European settlements and 

relationships to the whenua, that they maintain a direct ability to influence local Council about what they 

require in the way of ‘communal services’ to be funded by Rates. It may be that, if Council is unable to find 

appropriate solutions, that these communities could look to other options for meeting their communal needs. 

If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then it may be necessary to look for additional 

revenue streams or subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development of these areas).  

However, it is important to retain the current ability for Council work together with communities to design or 

to choose innovative schemes that reflect the community’s ability to pay and/or development potential should 

a new scheme be established. It is preferrable to retain the ability to differentiate between the different 

townships’ schemes and communities of interest, over simply spreading costs over all properties throughout 

the District who happen to be connected to any scheme, as though there are no differences between them. 

That is a dis-service to all “communities” served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse 

communities.   

The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX would also have the effect of subsidizing 

inefficient or unsustainable (financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger urban centers, which 

are growing will find themselves having to pay not only for development associated with growth, but also to 

maintain other areas that are not developing, but which may be in decline or static. Rather than a fate 

accompli, innovative solutions are needed to turn around the fate of these smaller settlements, and the 

provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that.  

This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as relevant if Council had reinstated a 

Development Contribution Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next decade, and yet rather 

than identifying the additional capacity to be provided for and enabling development in all serviced 

communities, Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all connected properties. 

Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water more affordable, it is simply making living 

in the Far North less affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable schemes. This would 

mean, for example, that the people of Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to help pay for the new Kerikeri 
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Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their own town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in 

terms of OPEX.  The idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help pay CAPEX for a new scheme for 

Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own 

new scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer rating system”, particularly in light of 

an absence of Development Contributions. 

v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge

I OPPOSE this change 

The “Availability Rate” charge recognizes sunk communal investment, intended to provide a public good and 

to enable a type of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in an absence of such 

schemes.  It is not fair to subsidise those who do not ‘opt in’ to a communal scheme, while still expecting their 

share to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of such subsidies is land-banking, that can force a 

community to have to further extend expensive infrastructure. The main lever a Council has to ‘encourage’ 

development and dissuade from land-banking is to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided 

expressly for the purpose of ‘development’. I submit that you continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 

100%).  

vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater to every rateable property

I SUPPORT this change 

All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town supply water and sewage schemes. When 

drought hits and tanks are dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water. When one 

towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other systems to assist.  When Waipapa private water 

scheme needed to close, that entire community was able to be connected into the Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, Fire 

Stations, Courts and the like located in townships served by FNDC provided water and wastewater 

infrastructure. That all residents across the District, whether rural or urban, avail themselves of Government 

provided services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these services. 

vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the area of benefit cover most of the

cost

I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to Water and Wastewater, and the addition of 

a Targeted Rate for properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, where such networks are 

provided.  

However, when properties have historically been required to provide their own stormwater management 

systems as an adjunct to development consents, then they ought to be exempt from contributing to any new 

communal scheme, until such time as they are able to retire their private on-site stormwater systems.  

Furthermore, on-site stormwater systems are an improvement to property that would attract a higher share of 

Rates, should FNDC shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater harvesting tanks to compliment 

the town supply, requiring less draw on the communal system, is an improvement to property that would 

attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for Rates. Retaining walls, to prevent private 

property falling onto public roads similarly, are improvements that would attract higher rates.  These examples 

serve to illustrate that it is NOT fairer to share costs according to ‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer to share 

costs according to land value, as land value is a better proxy for the levels of service and state of development 

of an area. 
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viii) Additional Comments

The first table on page 23 of the consultation document purports to compare the original methodology to the 

potential change of moving to CV.  Yet the top table contains targeted rates… without explanation as to why 

they are all increasing considerably. I assume that table is showing the effect of combining all the CAPEX costs 

identified in the 10 year work program into a District Wide targeted rate, rather than illustrating the cost per 

connection for each of the communities served by a particular scheme. 

The second table on page 23 of the consultation document is insufficient to be able to compare and consider 

the impact of the shift from LV to CV basis for general rates, as it fails to provide information on all types of 

rates, in only showing “example residential rates by ward and community”.  It is not clear if the total amount 

being taken is held constant, so that it is just the effect of moving from LV to CV that is shown.  I suspect that 

the Total Rates is not held constant, however, as all rates increase significantly for every community – 

suggesting that either the Total Rate take is much higher, or some other category of Ratepayer is paying much 

less. 

NAME: Dr W R H Ramsay 

ADDRESS: (Contact details withheld for privacy) 
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Surname Ratepayer 

First name Resident 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the units 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

No 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don’t become a shareholder and don’t contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

No 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Yes 1. Keep the streets clear of litter in Kaikohe town 
2. Bags of rubbish delivered by residents to recycle facilities, no
charge. Add cost to general rates.
3. Illegal ‘dumping’ of rubbish on roadside in Far North District,
continue investigating; where possible offenders prosecuted.

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No IBS124 

Date and time 06/04/2021 
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Surname Reynolds 

First name Kirsty 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission - Property Rates FNDC 

Notes I am writing on behalf of my brothers and sisters regarding the 
proposed rates increase for: 
Property Address : (Details removed for privacy), Current Legal 
Description : 
Title References : 
This property has been in our family and passed down from 
generation to generation since the 1830’s.  Each year we return as 
a family to this place to spend time with our wider family. The 
valuation of the property is materially misleading due to the multi-
generational ownership and varying “means” of each of the 
individual owners.  
We object to the proposed rates increase on the following basis: 
1. The road out to Mahinepua is metal and unsealed
2. There is no town supply for water or wastewater
reticulation
We collect our own rain water and have a septic tank for waste
3. There is no refuse collection
4. The burden on local infrastructure and services is limited as
it is not permanently resided in
5. There is very limited cell phone / data connectivity
(Vodafone 1-bar and Spark 0-bars)
The rates should be left at the current level and not increased.

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS101 

Date 7/04/2021 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Riddell 

First name Andrew 

Organisation  Position  

Project / Main topic LTP submission 

Notes Submitted online, submission was not submitted 

Additional supporting 
information 

See attachment next page 

Which ward do you live in? Various 

 

ID Number IBS86 

Date  5/04/2021 
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SUBMISSION ON DRAFT 2021-2031 LONG TERM PLAN AND ON DRAFT FAR NORTH 2100

Submitter: Andrew Riddell

Address: 36 Matauwhi Road, Kororāreka/Russell

Email: andrew@matauwhi.nz
Phone: 022 12 66 232

1. This submission is primarily on the draft 2021-2031 Long term Plan, but many of the 
comments are also relevant to the draft Far North 2100 Strategy.

2. The Council is seeking comment on what it identifies as three significant issues in the draft
Long Term Plan. There are three other significant issues that I also comment on in this 
submission.

◦ climate change,

◦ the future of water and wastewater services, and

◦ the continued role of Far North Holdings Limited.

GDP and Growth

2. This is the first Long Term Plan (and Far North 2100 Strategy) that is prepared to give 
effect to the four well-beings. This is welcomed.

3. However, I have a basic concern about how the Council proposes measuring progress in 
terms of economic wellbeing, in particular. Gross domestic production, often per capita, is 
identified as a measure of economic wellbeing.

4. In fact, gross domestic product is not a suitable measure to use. It does not include 
important unpaid work, it does not record environmental degradation except where there 
are commercial measures to clean up pollution, it undervalues resources and resource 
overuse can show as an increase in gross domestic product, it is silent on the distribution 
of income.

5. For tracking wellbeing better measures to use would be the genuine progress indicator, 
wealth and income inequality measures and poverty and deprivation measures.

6. A second concern about the economic wellbeing measures in particular is the emphasis 
on growth. The reality is that growth is not sustainable, given we live on one planet. What 
needs to be emphasised over growth is sufficiency for all, not excess for some. this is a 
redistribution issue.

7. Changes sought Replace gross domestic product as an indicator and measure in the draft
Long Term Plan and in the 2100 Far North Strategy with genuine progress indicator (or 

Long Term Plan Far North 2100 Submission
Submitter: Andrew Riddell
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similar), income and wealth inequality measures, poverty and deprivation measures, 
indigenous biodiversity trends, water quality, and greenhouse gas emission levels. This will
provide a realistic measure of economic (and social) wellbeing.

Climate Change

8. Climate change is the major existential issue facing humanity. The Council acknowledges 
that it is the number one risk facing the Far North. Mitigation and adaptation of climate 
change has to be part of all Council activities and future planning. In doing this it has to 
inform and involve Far North residents.

9. On page 3 of the draft Long Term Plan Consultation Document is the statement that the 
District Council has adopted a roadmap on climate change. It has identified a strategic 
priority of adapting to climate change.

10. It is reported on page 15 of the Long term Plan Consultation Document that residents 
want to see more climate change mitigation measures from Council. However, the scope 
of this roadmap is much narrower. 

11. The roadmap concentrates on how the Council will operate internally, when it should be 
providing leadership in local climate change mitigation and on community planning for 
adaptation and mitigation.

12. It is disappointing that this roadmap has not been included as a matter for consultation as 
part of the draft 2021-2031 Long Term Plan It needs public input and refinement if it is to 
be widely known and accepted.

13. The roadmap does provide for community-based climate change contingency planning. 
This is a good move, however it is a more urgent matter than it is being treated as.

14. There is tendency in the climate change actions in the 2100 Far North strategy to be more 
of the same, but with some changes.

15. An example is the emphasis on moving to electric vehicles – no real change to what we do
now, except the internal combustion engine is replaced by an electric motor.

16. There is some talk of a mode shift to cycling, walking and public transport, but the 
planned actions on these is very limited.

17. The reality is that reducing carbon emissions will mean mobility will have to change 
fundamentally.

18. Sure, in rural areas like Northland there will still be a need for vehicles, and these will have 
to be electric. Although the development of a rail hub at Otiria will reduce the reliance on 
trucks for moving freight.

19. However, there is a big opportunity to reduce local vehicle trips in and around our many 
villages and towns by providing safe local cycleways. These are fundamentally different to 
the tourist cycleways that the Council is so keen on expanding.

Long Term Plan Far North 2100 Submission
Submitter: Andrew Riddell
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20. With electric bike technology and safe cycleways in and around each town, cycling will 
replace many local vehicle trips (and quite quickly, judging by the experience in other 
countries where cycleways greatly expanded during the covid pandemic).

21. Changes sought

(a) Put the climate change roadmap adopted by Council in 2020 out for public comment, 
input and confirmation using the special consultative procedures under the Local 
Government Act.

(b) Immediately facilitate community-based climate change planning for each of our 
communities at risk. Ensure this is properly budgeted so that communities are able to 
receive good advice on the implications on infrastructure and properties and the 
options for adapting to this.

(c) Greatly increase the budget for cycleways, with the emphasis on developing cycleway 
networks within and around our towns. (If you need a place to start, how about 
between Okiato and Russell/Tapeka?)

Capital Value Rating Proposal

22. The stated intent of the proposed change to capital values rating and ending the uniform 
annual charge and roading charge is to move from regressive taxation to progressive 
taxation, in the interests of fairness and in recognition of the low levels of wealth and 
income in the District.

23. Moving to a progressive tax system is a good thing.

24. There is an incentive with capital value rating to not develop land, to land bank, to not 
spend money improving the quality of housing (e.g. spending money making homes warm 
and dry). On the other hand, there is some incentive to develop land and no disincentive 
on improving the quality of housing when an unimproved land value system is used for 
rating.

25. The Council argues that a capital value rating system is a progressive system in the sense 
that those with properties with a higher capital value will pay a greater amount. The same 
applies of course to properties with higher unimproved land value. 

26. A proper progressive system would increase the level of rate to be paid per $ of property 
value for more expensive properties. For example - with such a (true) progressive system, 
a property worth $250,000 might be expected to pay 0.01% of that value as rates, 
whereas a property worth $2,500,000 might be expected to pay 0.15% of value.

27. Capital value rating is unfair in the sense that neighbours with similar sized properties, one
with an uninsulated old house one with a smaller, but modern warm, dry house would pay 
different amounts of rates. It can be a disincentive against upgrading a house to warm, dry
standard.

29. If, despite the socially-undesirable incentives with capital value rating, it is decided to 
proceed with a capital gains tax, then at a minimum the following should be applied:

Long Term Plan Far North 2100 Submission
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◦ the capital value that is rated should be reduced for all properties by the cost of 

building a modest sized warm and dry house, so that there is no disincentive on 
renovating to a warm and dry standard, and first home buyers are not penalised.

◦ the level of the rate should increase as the capital value increases - i.e. make it a true 
progressive system.

30 A true progressive rating system based on unimproved land value could, however, 
be a fairer system.

31. The other change being proposed is to reduce the relativity between rural, residential
and commercial properties by reducing the commercial property share. This is not 
based on any rational logic.

32. I strongly favour setting rate differentials between properties based on the different 
permitted land use and controlled activity subdivision rules for the different land 
zonings and overlays. (This is no surprise as the quote on page 16 of the Long Term 
Plan consultation document is from an earlier submission of mine.)

33. For completeness I record my support for sharing the wastewater and water scheme
capital and maintenance costs across all schemes. 

34. I am concerned, however, that the reduced availability charge will not cover the cost 
of the extra capacity that must be reserved for future use.

35. Changes sought See paragraphs 29, 30 and 31 above.

Water, Wastewater and Stormwater Infrastructure

36. Later this year the District Council will have to make a decision on whether to let a 
larger three water provider take over and run all the water supply and wastewater 
schemes currently run by the District Council.

37. No doubt there will continue to be ‘financial incentives’ offered to encourage the 
Council to agree.

38. I suggest the following considerations to inform that decision:

◦ local control   Any company must be able to guarantee it will listen to local concerns, 

needs and desires; and not dictate and use its power to enforce what it considers 
should happen. In particular a high priority should be upgrading and replacing 
wastewater discharges to water, which leads to

◦ p  artnership with iwi  

◦ dealing with drought   The company should demonstrate an understanding that, given 

the increasing and deeper droughts we can expect with climate change, water 
irrigation should only be considered after land use practices have changed and 
adapted to increasing droughts. The current practice appears to be business as usual 
in the face of increasing droughts, but relying on irrigation.

Long Term Plan Far North 2100 Submission
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◦ s  mall scale solutions   It is not uncommon for large organisations to plan large, not 

decentralised wastewater and water schemes. This is not necessarily conducive to 
resilience. Will any new company be promoting a water supply system that uses water 
tanks on each property?

◦ biodiversity protected   obviously public health is important for water and wastewater 

schemes. However, different schemes have different effects on biodiversity. An 
example is the Kerikeri and Paihia wastewater discharges into the Waitangi wetlands 
are adversely affecting Northland mudfish. Is biodiversity protection important to this 
new company?

◦ cost recovery   not profit making. Water and wastewater schemes are basic to human 

survival in communities, and should not be commercial ventures for profit.

◦ inhouse expertise   Not relying on consultants is, long term, more efficient and ensures 

the retention of institutional knowledge.

◦ aligning infrastructure planning and district planning   This is not the same as the 

irresponsible stated intent for the draft District Plan of increasing intensity to pay for 
infrastructure. Rather it is the district plan not setting zoning provisions which exceed 
the capacity of any water and wastewater schemes, and for three waters company 
infrastructure capacity planning to be based on the limitations in the district plan.

Far North Holdings Limited

39. It is very disappointing that the future of Far North Holdings is not being formally 
consulted on for the 2021-2031 Long Term Plan.

40 The current objective for Far North Holdings is a profit maximising and commercial 
objective. This needs to be replaced with a community oriented objective

41. Issues with Far North Holdings have been well canvassed and include:

◦ many of the assets and facilities it manages are not commercial;

◦ the profit maximising approach encourages property speculation over community 

development;

◦ there is a power imbalance between Far North Holdings and small businesses;

◦ the incentive is poor design and low construction standards for short term savings;

◦ maintenance can be significantly deferred, presumably for costs saving; and’

◦ there is continuing loss of public access and use of facilities.

42. Change sought A new objective for Far North Holdings, including

◦ not profit maximising, generally cost recovery only,

◦ community oriented, full consultation with communities, fitting in with communities

◦ for the public,

Long Term Plan Far North 2100 Submission
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◦ showcasing good design the Far North, and good environmental practices,

◦ operating only within the Far North.

Northland Inc

43. I oppose any shareholding or investment in or support to Northland Inc. 

Financial Strategy

44. I support the intention of getting a credit rating, and increase the borrowing level to 
280%. Borrowing to fund infrastructure assets should be more commonly used

45. I am concerned though about the commitment to limit future rate increases to 
inflation plus 3.5%. This statement on page 9 of the Consultation Document should 
be qualified to allow for larger increases in the event of unforeseen events.

Miscellaneous on Long Term Plan

46. I am concerned that our biodiversity crisis in not addressed in the strategic priorities 
on pages 4 and 5 of the Consultation Document.

47. The Council has a strategy to improve digital capability and capacity across the 
District.

48. I hope this strategy recognises the privacy issues associated with improving digital 
capability, including because of the surveillance capitalism (eg reliance on Google). 
And that internet poverty is at a high level in Northland. And that the continued 
preference for many is paper documents. 

2100 Far North

49. Three brief comments on the 2100 Far North strategy:

◦ the use of gross domestic product as a measure and reliance on growth – I have 

discussed these at the beginning of this submission.

◦ climate change should be the number one driver, not number three.

◦ driver number 5 is not in the Long Term Plan – is it really relevant then?

Wish to be Heard

50. I wish to be heard in support of this submission.

51. Section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002 requires submitters to be given 
reasonable opportunity to be heard, and provide an opportunity for submitters to 
present their views in a manner that enables interaction between the person and the 
local authority.

52. I consider that 15 minutes would be reasonable opportunity for me to present this 
submission and enable interaction with the councillors.

Andrew Riddell

Long Term Plan Far North 2100 Submission
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Surname Robust 

First name Te Tuhi (Parahirahi Ngawha Waiariki Trust) 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga 

ID Number IBS100 

Date 7/04/2021 
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Surname Rose 

First name Leon 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission on Rates Review 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS50 

Date 6/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 
I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 

On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity” 

It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what Council identified and 
accepted as ‘unfair’ about the current rating method, other than by inference given the proposed 
changes.   

The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be considered alongside the proposed 
“Fees & Charges Policy”, as well as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 

It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to attract private benefit, verses 
those are deemed to have a ‘public good’ component.  Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost 
recovery approach to activities such as inspecting properties to ensure compliance with various 
national or local regulations. For example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”.  The interactions of 
households and businesses with FNDC as a regulatory agency tasked with administration of 
legislation are able to be charged on a cost recovery basis. For example, Resource Consenting, 
Building Consenting, and Dog Control.  

I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 

Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services to property and community 
facilities (District Facilities). Council proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and 
General Rates.  

The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however.  Rather it is more convenient for Council 
and for its contractors to bundle all water and wastewater systems together (and potentially 
stormwater networks) for the purpose of setting a price at the District level, rather than having to 
reveal the actual cost associated with each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living 
in each settlement.   

This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC and LGNZ have been espousing 
as the way forward for the local government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the 
opposite of democratic and of a free market.   If where one lives, or locates their business or home 
is a private choice, the questions of exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays 
is relevant. Council is prepared to charge fees for services deemed to deliver a private benefit in 
other aspects of life choices, why a different assumption when it comes to providing water and 
wastewater services. Council has not made a good economic or even social or environmental case 
for socialising the capital costs of water and wastewater infrastructure, other than asserting we all 
benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across the District. While we enjoy 
diversity, that is not a strong rationale for socialising all of the costs of core infrastructure across 
all SUIPs on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of “improvements”. 

The proposed move to socialising the costs of inefficiencies associated with the Far North’s historic 
settlement pattern, and of poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and maintain 
communities that otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay for their own scheme. But there has 
been no evidence provided that there are any communities that can not afford to service debt to 
pay for their own scheme.  Also, if it was simply a matter of socialising the costs of all schemes, 
then Council would have proposed an equal share in the form of a targeted rate to apply to all 
properties, regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not.  But that isn’t what FNDC 
has proposed, rather you have suggested a sliding scale of Rates be charged based on a limited view 
of ‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one participant in the public meeting 
(held to discuss rates) observed, this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested 
heavily in property are assumed to have higher incomes than those who haven’t invested in 
property. That assumption has not been tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold true. There 
are exceptions.  The Far North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds (32 – 37% of all residents). 
These are pensioners, often living in the family home purchased decades ago, whose income is 
superannuation, which provides them a net income of just $15,000 per annum – less than the 
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average income for the Far North.  The fact that they managed to remain in their home and it has 
appreciated in value relative to other areas, does not mean they have a greater ability to pay 
Rates.  

I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for central Government, which is 
better placed to evaluate real net income of households and disposable income available to pay 
rates, along with access to other grants or subsidies via the social welfare system, or to bring 
Government to the table in providing adequate infrastructure for struggling (arguably, 
unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on development opportunities, in 
partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small settlements and 
communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly 
conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, 
rather than make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from 
the nature of the systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational 
expenses and CAPEX for renewals and upgrades. 

Economists working for Auckland City, where CV is used as the basis for general rates, and where 
the greatest experiment in ‘socialising’ costs of infrastructure (by combining what had been 5 
separate local authorities) have recently calculated that 59% of all households served by that City 
would be charged less Rates if Council moved to a Land Value basis of rating. That experiment has 
also produced no evidence that amalgamating or outsourcing to a CCO for water services 
(Metrowater) has improved efficiencies in delivery of services or saved Ratepayers any money. 

The Ratepayers of the Far North have not been privy to any equivalent analysis by FNDC in 
promoting we move from LV to CV. You have not told us what proportion of households will pay 
more and what proportion will pay less. The tables provided (p23) only show figures for ‘residential 
ratepayers’, which suggest we will all be paying much more. This implies other land-uses must be 
the beneficiaries of this proposed change… but that is not the reason given for proposing it.  

Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that location, and removing the 
incentive to retrofit or to relocate into more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating 
unsustainable forms of development. It is also discounting the need to lobby Government to assist 
in funding necessary renewals and upgrades to systems necessitated by regulation and national 
standards established by Government.  

The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for innovation to provide more affordable 
systems for smaller communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our partners”) 
need to be put on notice that the old engineering solutions that have proven so expensive to 
replace and to upgrade are no longer fit-for-purpose, and our smaller townships and/or poorer 
communities will be adapting to more affordable, biological solutions for treating waste water, and 
will be shifting towards a greater self-reliance on rain-water harvesting for water supplies. 

I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the weight of trucks allowed on NZ 
rural roads, it did so apparently without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by 
Ratepayers to ensure roading infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the trucking industry and 
those it serves presumably enjoy savings as a result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair 
to expect they will pay an additional share towards improving culverts and bridges to be able to 
carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards maintaining the extensive rural road 
network on which they rely, along with a minority of residents with low weight private vehicles 
make use of. Indeed those residents frequently submit to Council about the negative effects of 
heavy vehicles on rural roads and the difficulties and adverse effects suffered by their families who 
share these roads with heavy vehicles. If Council really is concerned about social and economic 
fairness or equity, it would have calculated the true cost of maintaining rural roads vs the cost of 
urban streets and charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles using the rural 
road network. 
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i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates

I OPPOSE this change. 

The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive in rates it just shares it out 
differently.” 

However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing costs is fairer. Nor does it 
illustrate what has been identified as unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis 
for the General Rate. Either way, this is a variable amount paid by every SUIP based on their 
relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V.   

There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the redistribution curves associated with 
L.V.s and with C.V. for the public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs will
see a redistribution in terms of which SUIPs will contribute more and which will contribute less
during a gradual shift to full (100%) C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of
access to or receipt of services.

This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital value’ with ‘income’ 
associated with capital improvements to properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate 
“improvements” with income earning potential.  

On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of “Progressive tax” in which reference is 
made to low-income and high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those 
definitions and any of the proposed changes to Rating method.  If there had been a relationship, 
then land-uses associated with businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least 
1.6x the base rate for ‘residential’ which is NOT income earning, but must be paid as an after-tax 
expense for households).  However, you have not proposed an equivalent differential to rural-
producers, which are also commercial enterprises (businesses) able to claim rates as an expense, 
and so ought to be charged the same differential as ‘commercial’ land-use category of ratepayer, to 
provide a fair approach towards all businesses (as distinct to residential land uses). 

There would also have been effort made to identify home-based businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and 
charging an additional rate to account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in 
Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’. 

https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/02/auckland-s-controversial-bed-tax-is-
here-to-stay.html 

A similar proposal for Queenstown followed a non-binding referendum in that District that saw 80% 
of respondents supporting a bed tax to fund infrastructure. 

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/398561/government-supports-5-percent-bed-tax-in-
queenstown 

Similarly, Stewart Island has charged a “visitor tax” of $5/person who disembarks on the Island, as 
a contribution towards infrastructure.  

FNDC has not explored any equivalent charge for visitors arriving for day trips off cruise ships, or 
arriving by sea during yachting regatta, or by air (at airports), or by road who may not stay in any 
visitor accommodation (and so wouldn’t contribute via a bed-tax, or the additional pans charges). 

FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability to pay Rates (affordability) is 
directly correlated to Capital Value of the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate 
Assumptions include that the Far North is expected to continue to have an ‘ageing’ population, 
meaning a greater proportion of residents will fall into the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to 
have limited earning potential as they age. It is also noted in the Corporate Assumptions that 
average household incomes are not expected to rise significantly.  

There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but capital poor”. FNDC has not 
shown that those residing in a higher value property do have additional disposable income to pay 
Rates, when compared to people residing in lesser valued property. It may be that households 
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residing in high value homes are fully committed to maintaining that asset and have little 
additional disposable income, while households residing in a lower value property pay less on the 
mortgage and on maintenance and have a greater disposable income.  

The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with this past decade, as incomes 
have not kept pace with housing costs, and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher 
proportion of household income.  I make these points to underscore that the supporting material 
provided to understand FNDC’s rationale for proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT 
provide sufficient information to allow anyone to deem it is indeed ‘fairer’.  

The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses (property codes for rating purposes or 
which townships) will benefit the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming 
will benefit from this shift, as these land uses have relatively low value “improvements” as primary 
production enterprises (according to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to 
higher value improvements associated with dairy farm operations). Most of the rate burden, 
however, will fall on commercial and industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher 
value residential properties.   

Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is contributed to ‘transportation’.  
The high cost of roading in the Far North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more 
intensely developed Central Business Districts and industrial precincts, but is due to the extensive 
rural roading network and high costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles 
use of these rural roads. 

This is further evidenced by the small amount each year towards “footpaths” within the 
‘transportation budget’, at just $150,000 in year 1 of the plan, in each of the Wards. That is a 
ridiculously small amount when the vastly greater share of general Rates are paid by urban 
communities, some of whom have repeatedly submit to Council requesting serious consideration be 
given to improving unsafe, deficient pedestrian environments. For example, in central Paihia.  

Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the beneficiaries of the rural transportation 
network are, and endeavour to charge them a greater share.  Primary-producers are businesses, 
which have proven resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has been noted with FNDC’s 
COVID19 Impact Statement.  

As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn experienced by Commercial 
Ratepayers and the many households reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The 
primary sector’s ability to access national aid or other relief following/during a drought or flood 
sees that sector in a good position to contribute fairly towards the transportation network upon 
which it relies.  

Meanwhile, FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement observes that FNDC will plan using the BERL forecast 
“mid-range” – that will see it take at least 3 years for the tourism sector to recover.  The COVID19 
Impact Statement notes on the last page, quoting TV1 news advising, just before Christmas, that 
there was “no accommodation in the Far North for the coming holiday period”.  That is an absurd 
statement for FNDC to have accepted, when 6/8 of the back-packer hostels in Kings Rd, Paihia are 
now under contract to MSD (for 2 years) to provide “emergency accommodation” rather than being 
available for tourists; when the Copthorne Waitangi was only operating at 30% of normal capacity; 
and, the Millenium hotel chains “Kingsgate” in Paihia remains closed other than for ‘emergency 
accommodation’ (also under contract to MSD).  An accommodation sector that ‘pivoted’ towards 
‘emergency housing’ does not support an equivalent economy to the one that had catered to 
international visitors. It is also becoming apparent that the domestic tourism is quite different, in 
terms of spending patterns, to international visitors.  The point is, don’t assume ‘commercial’ 
ratepayers are able to carry the extra cost associated with FNDC’s proposed shift from LV to CV 
basis for rates, and continuing to subsidize rural businesses need for an extensive rural road 
network. 
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ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP) and the Roading Rate
($100/SUIP)

I OPPOSE this change. 

I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate into it). It is important that 
every SUIP be seen to contribute equally towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community 
that must fund our local authority.  

This reflects that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, while another 10c is for 
“Regulatory Services” (presumably that portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the 
‘public good’ share), while 12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core functions of the 
territorial authority that every SUIP must support equally, because we all benefit equally as 
citizens/ratepayers having to provide for local government.  

Incidentally, the increase to 12c from just 8c in 2018, represents a serious increase for “future 
planning”.  It is presumed this is to progress the draft Proposed District Plan, and to undertake 
place-based spatial planning to better integrate infrastructure planning with development enabled 
under the new District Plan.   

It is refreshing to read in Council’s “Capital Achievability Statement” and in the “Infrastructure 
Strategy” that FNDC is acknowledging its historical failure to adequately lead-in to including 
Capital projects in the Long-Term Plan, by first undertaking the evaluations necessary to support a 
project’s inclusion in the work programme to be funded. Effort to undertake the preparatory work, 
essential to progress a Capital project efficiently from financing to delivery, is also reinforced by 
the ‘asset condition assessments’ and ‘project Darwin’.  It is still surprising though, that these 
activities are still needing to be funded at the high rates forecast, when they are initiatives that 
started some time ago. We have seen GIS and other IT improvements funded frequently over the 
years, with no evidence of any gains in productivity or improvements in strategic or forward 
planning. And our communities have not been engaged in consultation on the future form and 
functionality of our townships in over 20yrs.  

I note that the release of ‘draft’ Proposed District Plan concurrent to the consultation on this 
Rating Review and the Long Term Plan is useful as a reference, to be able to be better informed of 
the Council’s Planners’ thinking, and to be able to compare the ’30 year infrastructure strategy’ to 
the proposed new plan provisions, but it is inconsiderate of Council to also call for ‘submissions’ on 
that draft at the same time as we are preparing submissions to this important Rating review and 
the Long Term Plan.  

iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs)

I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial SUIPs. 

Commercial activities that have located in commercial zoned property have for too long paid a 
much greater share than other businesses that locate outside of ‘commercial zone’.  The Far North 
has, consequently, seen a lot of businesses establish in the rural-residential area (in workshops, 
sheds, as stand-alone secondary structures). This is inefficient for customers and undermines 
FNDC’s ability to Rate all businesses fairly and to provide for the levels of service required to 
improve central business districts (such as provision of transit hubs and parking structures).  

The Table on p12 reveals that a rural (and lifestyle) property valued at $1m will pay $7,861 Rates 
per annum (in 2030), while an equivalent $1m commercial property will pay $21,375 per annum. 
The notes to that table don’t clarify if these example rates are assuming the move to CV or is based 
on retaining the status quo. It’s also not clear if those example rates have been based on a fixed 
total rate, or has incrementally increased the size of the pie to account for new capital works as 
per the work program.  Either way, the inequity should be glaringly apparent. Both land-uses are 
‘enterprise’ engaged in producing and selling wares to customers. Both is able to pass on the costs 
to their customers, and claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense.  The local commercial enterprise is 
most likely to be serving local residents (or visitors). The rural enterprise is more likely an exporter, 
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whose produce will be sold offshore. Is there an assumption that the off-shore buyers of that 
produce are less able to pay a fair share towards the costs of production (associated with providing 
for our local council and infrastructure) than are local residents?   

I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to “rural production” SUIPs – as 
these activities are enterprises able to claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out 
of before tax, gross income).  This differential, applied to all forms of enterprise (associated with 
land-use) has the effect of levelling the field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from 
the net (after-tax) income. The difference in effect on incomes is significant – to the tune of 1.6 x 
as a minimum to level the playing field – or making the tax system fairer. 

iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & wastewater to a District-
wide approach

I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for 
all Wastewater and Water schemes.  

It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within the Area of Benefit for each 
scheme. It is also important for local democracy, transparency and accountability, that 
communities retain a very direct relationship with their Council, in determining what services are 
required to property, that Ratepayers will have to and are prepared to pay for.  There is not meant 
to be a ‘compulsion’ of Ratepayers by Council. That is why we have local democracy and elected 
representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected representatives are to engage with local 
residents and with the assistance of experts, work to find solutions to common problems or to 
provide for communal needs.  

I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) communities from their ability to 
influence directly what infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.  

It is particularly important for those communities based on historical pre-European settlements and 
relationships to the whenua, that they maintain a direct ability to influence local Council about 
what they require in the way of ‘communal services’ to be funded by Rates. It may be that, if 
Council is unable to find appropriate solutions, that these communities could look to other options 
for meeting their communal needs. 

If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then it may be necessary to look 
for additional revenue streams or subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the 
development of these areas).  However, it is important to retain the current ability for Council 
work together with communities to design or to choose innovative schemes that reflect the 
community’s ability to pay and/or development potential should a new scheme be established. It is 
preferrable to retain the ability to differentiate between the different townships’ schemes and 
communities of interest, over simply spreading costs over all properties throughout the District who 
happen to be connected to any scheme, as though there are no differences between them. That is 
a dis-service to all “communities” served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse 
communities.   

The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX would also have the effect of 
subsidising inefficient or unsustainable (financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger 
urban centers, which are growing will find themselves having to pay not only for development 
associated with growth, but also to maintain other areas that are not developing, but which may be 
in decline or static. Rather than a fate accompli, innovative solutions are needed to turn around 
the fate of these smaller settlements, and the provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that. 

This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as relevant if Council had 
reinstated a Development Contribution Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next 
decade, and yet rather than identifying the additional capacity to be provided for and enabling 
development in all serviced communities, Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all 
connected properties. 
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Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water more affordable, it is simply 
making living in the Far North less affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable 
schemes. This would mean, for example, that the people of Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made 
to help pay for the new Kerikeri Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their own 
town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in terms of OPEX.  The idea that Kerikeri connections will 
someday help pay CAPEX for a new scheme for Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa 
into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own new scheme and another expansion in 
7yrs time does not shout “fairer rating system”, particularly in light of an absence of Development 
Contributions. 

v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge

I OPPOSE this change 

The “Availability Rate” charge recognises sunk communal investment, intended to provide a public 
good and to enable a type of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in an 
absence of such schemes.  It is not fair to subsidise those who do not ‘opt in’ to a communal 
scheme, while still expecting their share to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of 
such subsidies is land-banking, that can force a community to have to further extend expensive 
infrastructure. The main lever a Council has to ‘encourage’ development and dissuade from land-
banking is to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided expressly for the purpose 
of ‘development’. I submit that you continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 100%).  

vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater to every rateable
property

I SUPPORT this change 

All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town supply water and sewage schemes. 
When drought hits and tanks are dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying 
water. When one towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other systems to assist.  When 
Waipapa private water scheme needed to close, that entire community was able to be connected 
into the Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police 
stations, Fire Stations, Courts and the like located in townships served by FNDC provided water and 
wastewater infrastructure. That all residents across the District, whether rural or urban, avail 
themselves of Government provided services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for 
these services. 

vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the area of benefit cover
most of the cost

I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to Water and Wastewater, and the 
addition of a Targeted Rate for properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, 
where such networks are provided.  

However, when properties have historically been required to provide their own stormwater 
management systems as an adjunct to development consents, then they ought to be exempt from 
contributing to any new communal scheme, until such time as they are able to retire their private 
on-site stormwater systems.  

Furthermore, on-site stormwater systems are an improvement to property that would attract a 
higher share of Rates, should FNDC shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater 
harvesting tanks to compliment the town supply, requiring less draw on the communal system, is an 
improvement to property that would attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for 
Rates. Retaining walls, to prevent private property falling onto public roads similarly, are 
improvements that would attract higher rates.  These examples serve to illustrate that it is NOT 
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fairer to share costs according to ‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer to share costs according to 
land value, as land value is a better proxy for the levels of service and state of development of an 
area. 

viii) Additional Comments

The first table on page 23 of the consultation document purports to compare the original 
methodology to the potential change of moving to CV.  Yet the top table contains targeted rates… 
without explanation as to why they are all increasing considerably. I assume that table is showing 
the effect of combining all the CAPEX costs identified in the 10 year work program into a District 
Wide targeted rate, rather than illustrating the cost per connection for each of the communities 
served by a particular scheme. 

The second table on page 23 of the consultation document is insufficient to be able to compare and 
consider the impact of the shift from LV to CV basis for general rates, as it fails to provide 
information on all types of rates, in only showing “example residential rates by ward and 
community”.  It is not clear if the total amount being taken is held constant, so that it is just the 
effect of moving from LV to CV that is shown.  I suspect that the Total Rates is not held constant, 
however, as all rates increase significantly for every community – suggesting that either the Total 
Rate take is much higher, or some other category of Ratepayer is paying much less. 

NAME: Leon Rose 

ADDRESS:(Contact details withheld for privacy)
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Surname Salmon 

First name Terry & Jan 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission on FNDC Long Term Plan 

Notes My wife and I moved to the Far North for both lifestyle and in 
readiness for retirement, 
finding our ideal property here in Mahinepua. 
We are on a fixed income via NZ superannuation. 
However, we did so in full knowledge of and accepting the 
following drawbacks; 
• We have no reticulated potable water; our needs being serviced
from rainwater
to our on-site water tanks. As such we have to date avoided buying
in fresh
water, by living within our means regarding this resource.
• Our waste water is captured via cesspit arrangement, all of which
we maintain.
• We do not have the benefit of a tar sealed road, footpaths or
street lighting. To
alleviate flooding to the entrance of our property, we do maintain
and keep
clear the culvert in front of our property ourselves, all in the
absence of the
council.
• There is no rubbish collection service available and we dispose of
our rubbish in
pre-paid plastic bags taken to the local council tip.
• Our nearest community facilities (medical/shopping/library/pool
etc) are around
35klms away in Kerikeri.
We have found that with regard to the road which is heavily used
accessing the beach,
particularly during the dry summer months, the dust produced is
not only a constant
source of irritation and damage, but we also believe is now having
a serious detrimental
effect on our health.
In short although our rates are paid to the FNDC, we benefit very
little (if at all) from
Council provided services.
We therefore OBJECT to the Council’s proposed changes as
indicated in their Long-Term
Plan.
We ask the Council not to pursue its proposed course, particularly
with regard to;
• Spreading the cost of reticulated water and wastewater supplied
by the council
across all ratepayers in the district, rather than those that actually
have access to
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and use these facilities, all as being a fairer system (sic). 
We have always thought “user pays” was a little heavy handed in 
NZ, but the 
Council now appears to believe that everybody should pay even if 
you don’t 
actually receive the service. 
• Make an additional council charge of $30.00 pa per property to
cover buying
potable water and emptying our septic tanks, all on top of the
normal contractor
charges. Even if we are careful with our tanked water and don’t
need to buy in
water, we will still be paying. Again, if we have our septic tanked
cleaned every 3
years, an additional tax of $45.00 is still incurred on top of the
contractor’s
charge.Whilst we will grudgingly pay our Council rates, and even
allowing for our particular
increase as being “modest” @12.5% for this coming year,
compared with some of our
neighbours at somewhere over 30%, we will still need to make
considerable savings
within our cost of living by cancelling, for example insurances such
as private health.
Having said that we do intend to have tests undertaken to establish
if the dust from the
council “maintained” road is affecting our health, and if the Council
is culpable for their
negligence.

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS9 

Date 31/03/2021 
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Submission in connection with the FNDC Long Term Plan.             31/03/21 

My wife and I moved to the Far North for both lifestyle and in readiness for retirement, 
finding our ideal property here in Mahinepua. 

We are on a fixed income via NZ superannuation. 

However, we did so in full knowledge of and accepting the following drawbacks; 

• We have no reticulated potable water; our needs being serviced from rainwater
to our on-site water tanks. As such we have to date avoided buying in fresh
water, by living within our means regarding this resource.

• Our waste water is captured via cesspit arrangement, all of which we maintain.

• We do not have the benefit of a tar sealed road, footpaths or street lighting. To
alleviate flooding to the entrance of our property, we do maintain and keep
clear the culvert in front of our property ourselves, all in the absence of the
council.

• There is no rubbish collection service available and we dispose of our rubbish in
pre-paid plastic bags taken to the local council tip.

• Our nearest community facilities (medical/shopping/library/pool etc) are around
35klms away in Kerikeri.

We have found that with regard to the road which is heavily used accessing the beach, 
particularly during the dry summer months, the dust produced is not only a constant 
source of irritation and damage, but we also believe is now having a serious detrimental 
effect on our health. 

In short although our rates are paid to the FNDC, we benefit very little (if at all) from 
Council provided services.  

We therefore OBJECT to the Council’s proposed changes as indicated in their Long-Term 
Plan. 

We ask the Council not to pursue its proposed course, particularly with regard to; 

• Spreading the cost of reticulated water and wastewater supplied by the council
across all ratepayers in the district, rather than those that actually have access to
and use these facilities, all as being a fairer system (sic).
We have always thought “user pays” was a little heavy handed in NZ, but the
Council now appears to believe that everybody should pay even if you don’t
actually receive the service.

• Make an additional council charge of $30.00 pa per property to cover buying
potable water and emptying our septic tanks, all on top of the normal contractor
charges. Even if we are careful with our tanked water and don’t need to buy in
water, we will still be paying. Again, if we have our septic tanked cleaned every 3
years, an additional tax of $45.00 is still incurred on top of the contractor’s
charge.
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Whilst we will grudgingly pay our Council rates, and even allowing for our particular 
increase as being “modest” @12.5% for this coming year, compared with some of our 
neighbours at somewhere over 30%, we will still need to make considerable savings 
within our cost of living by cancelling, for example insurances such as private health. 
Having said that we do intend to have tests undertaken to establish if the dust from the 
council “maintained” road is affecting our health, and if the Council is culpable for their 
negligence.  

Terry and Jan SALMON 
7 Mahinepua Road, KAEO. 
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Surname Sheldrake 

First name 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP submission form received 

Notes 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS14 

Date 1/04/2021 

See attachment next page

Brent 
Sport NZ
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Far North District 
Council  
Long Term Plan 
submission 

1 April 2021 
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Executive summary 
Wellbeing is more important than ever with the COVID-19 pandemic and the highly uncertain economic 
outlook both having an impact all aspects of our lives. We know if we can raise the physical activity levels 
of New Zealanders it will lead to better health and social outcomes.  

The Far North, like many Districts of New Zealand, faces challenges in relation to the provision of play, active 
recreation, and sport opportunities. The Far Norths population is now over 70,000 and forecast to keep growing 
over the period of the Long-Term Plan. While a positive situation to have, it is one that requires the need to 
respond effectively by providing community facilities that promote participation in physical activity to improve 
health and well-being. 

We congratulate Council on its successful bids to the Government’s COVID -19 economic recovery funds and 
together with Councils investment, enabling important sports facilities to go ahead in Waipapa, Kaikohe, 
and at Lindvart Park.  

The recently completed Kōkiri ai te Waka Hourua, (Te Tai Tokerau moving forward in partnership – a strategy for 
play, active recreation, and sport 2021-2030) provides a high-level view of the overall regions needs in the short, 
medium, and long-term. Sport NZ thanks the Council for its involvement and support of the strategy to date. 

A key part of this strategy has been the development of a specific Spaces and Places Plan for the Far North 
which Council is to consider soon and provide its feedback. Sport NZ and its partner Sport Northland 
encourages Council to give its full support for the Plans recommendations, some if which may require capital 
contributions over time and commitment to staff resource to guide implementation. 

Play is a vital component of our strategy at Sport NZ with research showing that play has many benefits for 
children, families, and the wider community. Through our partner Sport Northland, we would like to work with 
Council to create more playful spaces, so encourage Council to work with Sport Northland to pilot ideas based 
on community willingness around play and to leverage off the work and recommendations identified in Kōkiri Ai 
Te Waka Hourua and specifically in the Districts Plan. 

About Sport New Zealand 

Sport New Zealand (Sport NZ) is the crown agency responsible for contributing to the wellbeing of 
everybody in Aotearoa New Zealand by leading an enriching and inspiring play, active recreation, and sport 
system. Sport NZ’s vision is simple - to get Every Body Active in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

Our role as kaitiaki of the system focusses on lifting the physical activity levels of all those living within 
Aotearoa and having the greatest possible impact on wellbeing. We achieve our outcomes by aligning our 
investment through partnerships, funds and programmes to our strategic priorities set out in our four-year 
strategic plan. 

The importance of councils to our approach

The Far North, together with, Kaipara and Whangarei Councils are the major providers and investors of 
sport and recreation facilities in Northland and are critical to the work of Sport NZ in the Te Tai Tokerau 
region. 

We greatly appreciate this support and investment – without it much of what happens in our sector would 
not be possible. Council investment has provided positive outcomes for  a wide range of sports codes and 
community members from diverse cultures, ages, and abilities.   

We also acknowledge the commitment of council staff in supporting the sector.  

Council is also an important partner for Sport Northland, who Sport NZ invests i n significantly and who we 
consider the regional champions of our strategic vision. 

Play, active recreation and sport make an enormous contribution to the health and wellbeing of all those in 
your District.  Physical activity, its wide-ranging benefits and its importance to our communities are 
fundamental to meeting the outcomes identified in the Regional Strategy and District Plan.  
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We also acknowledge the challenges Council faces with balancing the various competing demands such as 
growth, housing, roading climate change and water quality within a context of falling revenue.  The impact 
of Covid-19 will be with us for some time to come, so too the decisions made in your 10-year Budget.  

The impact of COVID-19 on the play, active recreation, and sport sector

COVID-19 has placed significant pressure on Aotearoa New Zealand’s play, active recreation, and sport 
system.   

• Through our insights, we know the COVID-19 lockdowns has exacerbated inequalities, putting some
population groups at even more risk regarding their physical and mental wellbeing.

• Analysis of media commentary also identified concerns about returning to previous activities in
shared public spaces due to safety.

• Sector organisations which play a key role in allowing New Zealanders to be active were also
impacted by COVID-19. These impacts include lost revenue, cash flow difficulties, reduced capacity
and change of membership.

All these things have hit the sector hard and Sport NZ is working with regional sports trusts, councils, a nd 
other local stakeholders to find solutions to help address these. 

Target audiences and activity areas

Sport NZ remains committed to making progress towards our primary goal of ensuring more tamariki and 
rangatahi (aged 5 – 18) have access to quality physical activity options. We aspire to reduce the drop off in 
activity levels of rangatahi from ages 12 to 18 and increase the levels of activity for those tamariki and 
rangatahi who are less active. 

 The Northland Region has a high representation of communities we know are most at risk of missing out, 
including: 

• Maori and pacific communities

• Low income communities where participation is declining

• Growth of new ethnic communities where physical activity preferences differ

Our feedback on your Long-term Plan 

The development of Kōkiri ai te Waka Hourua strategy and a Plan for future Far North Spaces and Places, 
highlighted that a lack of dedicated resource in the Far North in Parks, Open Spaces facilities for play, 
recreation and sport may likely be a barrier to Council’s ability and capacity to facilitate those 
recommendations in the plan that would normally be a Local Authorities  responsibility. 

The lack of ability to connect to a dedicated resource has also impacted a number of different areas within 
our partner Sport Northland, most notably with the Bay of Islands Recreation Centre liaison and in 
representation of Council on the Northland Sports Coalition and the  Strategy Project Steering Group. 
Rather than continue to be addressed in an adhoc or add on to others roles we recommend funding be 
included in this Long Term Plan for a position focused on play, active recreation and sport  planning, 
including relationship management with the districts recreation and sport sector. Given that 5c in every 
ratepayer dollar goes towards recreation facilities – we believe the importance of these facilities to the 
district deserves a dedicated full-time position within the Council.  

We are also submitting that, through our partner Sport Northland, we would like to work with Council to 
create more playful spaces beyond just playground development. Together with Council we would welcome 
the chance to pilot ideas based on community willingness around play, leveraging off the work and 
recommendations identified in the Kōkiri Ai Te Waka Hourua Strategy. 

Sport NZ acknowledges and thanks Council it continued support for Sport Northlands work in the District 
through an annual grant. This ensures a focus on community-led development in targeted communities in 
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the Far North providing Community Connectors which is having a positive impact on building local sport 
systems, places, and facilities.  

Sport New Zealand, Sport Northland and the Far North District Council share a common interest to ensure 
the wellbeing of all in your community using physical activity as a core building block. We know if we can 
raise the physical activity levels of New Zealanders it will lead to better health and social outcome s. 
Working together towards a collective goal will allow us the greatest possible impact on wellbeing for all 
New Zealanders. 

We urge greater investment in the play, active recreation, and sport sector under this Long-term Plan. 
Without this commitment from Council our current and future community play, recreation and sport 
spaces will be compromised. This means our growing, increasingly diverse population will not have access 
to suitable infrastructure and spaces to participate in physical activity .   

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sport NZ contacts

Should the Council seek information or clarification further to this submission, please contact: 

BRENT SHELDRAKE 

Regional Partnership Manager - Northern 

M: 027 478 5122 

E: brent.sheldrake@sportnz.org.nz 

JAMIE DELICH 

Spaces and Places Consultant 

M: 021 859 182 

E: jamie.delich@sportnz.org.nz 
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Surname Simms 

First name Danny 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic submission re rating change 

Notes I wish to record my strong objection the the proposed change to 
capital value rating. The Far North district has a high proportion of 
retirees. Many have, by a lifetime of hard work and frugality been 
able to build a substantial home they are now retired in. 
They have a major asset, but in many cases are now living on the 
superannuation income. Their freehold home is a big part of their 
retirement plan. But with the move to Capital value rating their 
costs will rise appreciably, to the extent of being similar to still 
having a mortgage. They will be forced out of their homes and into 
much smaller low cost premises. Is this the penalty they have to 
pay for their hard won asset? 
Does the FNDC really want to penalise these people? 
I submit this is totally unacceptable. 
In effect instead of encouraging people to care for themselves it 
penalises people who have been some of the most productive 
members of our community. This will contribute to what may well 
be an unintended consequence of discouraging savings and self 
care with a greater dependence on state care and a drop in 
productivity. 
Likewise with farm land. I have farmed all my life. There are brief 
periods of relative prosperity for our farmers. However more often 
than not they are struggling financially. The description of their 
state is generally Asset rich, Cash poor. 
As with retirees this is an assault on the productive members of our 
society and rewards the unproductive. These rewards/penalties 
will drive behaviour and the FNDC needs to seriously consider what 
behaviour they want to encourage. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku 

ID Number IBS60 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Simpson 

First name Mal & Jan 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Residential Rates 

Notes 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS26 

Date 5/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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4 April 2021 

(Address details withheld for privacy)
Kerikeri 

Re: Complaint - Residential Rates Increase 2022 – RA2413290-4 

To whom it may concern, 

We are writing to express our extreme distress and frustration at the recent severe proposed rates 
increase information received. 

We have been struggling for some time to understand the current rates (of $7437.09) justification 
for reasons as follows; 

1. A significant part of the property is used as a shared vehicle drive-way for 4 other residents –
65b, 65c, 65d and 55 Kingfisher Drive for which we maintain and solely pay rates for.

2. We supply and maintain our own tank water system.
3. We supply and maintain our own sewerage system.

We note that the following functions funded from our rates do not apply to our property as follows; 

1. Sewerage rates.
2. Stormwater rates.
3. Water rates.
4. Land drainage rates.

We feel that in consideration of the factors above that the current annual rates calculation, let alone 
the proposed new rates calculation of $8935.04 is completely unfair and unjustifiable for our 
property.   

We are more than happy to pay a fair and reasonable proportion of the annual rates bill.  We do not 
find the current and especially the new proposed calculation to be remotely fair and reasonable.  We 
would appreciate your immediate attention to this matter. 

Yours sincerely 

Mal and Jan Simpson 
(Contact details withheld for privacy)
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Surname Sintes 

First name Robert 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP - Rates 

Notes 1. Stay with land value rating.
2. Retain  user pays for services those users actually
receive......not over all the community..as we already pay to service 
our own septic  systems...already pay to provide our own water 
catchment and its treatment...and already pay the Irrigation 
Company some 500 dollars per year for additional water...Why on 
earth should we be expected to pay twice? 
3. Leave commercial/residential l differentials as is...
Principle.. there is no social equity (other than Jacinda’s perhaps?)
which seeks to have folk pay twice to cover the costs of services
others receive...(except perhaps in a communist state?)

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS3 

Date 29/03/2021 
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Surname Struneski 

First name Lisa 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic LTP submission - Rates 

Notes I am appalled at the recent notification that rates in FNDC are to 
rise for rural properties only. The increase is phenomenal 20 to 
40% in some cases with those I have spoken to. There is no reason 
to penalise the rural sector so much when some smaller subdivided 
adjacent ‘lifestyle’ properties have had no increase. The rural 
draws, upon minimal services no water, sewage or rubbish 
collection in many cases. Yet the 3 Waters Reform Program cost 
look to be born primarily with those who don’t use the needed 
service. https://www.dia.govt.nz/Three-Waters-Reform-
Programme. 
This increase will force those living on larger blocks to forego 
upgrades and plantings on waterways et al projects to enhance the 
overall land use. Selling might be an option and my understating 
with Agenda 2030 that is the desired outcome, albeit a short 
sighted one in the long term for rate revenues. 
Please reconsider this egregious misuse of the council rating 
system. 
As a recent owner of bare land lifestyle block now faced with 40% 
increase in rates and no way to get farm to pay for that increase I 
am appalled and frustrated. In my case the lot was subdivided off 
from approx. 130 HA, of which I own 41HA bare land with pockets 
of totara trees and run-down fences that couldn’t hold an animal 
in. The road to my property is an unsealed paper road – single car 
width with no council maintenance. No services are to my 
boundary. There are now approx. 10 properties along this paper 
road all paying pretty high rates for no council benefits. Increased 
rates should come with some benefit, and be fair across the board. 
Rural landowners should not fund city infrastructure entirely on 
their own 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS62 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Tana 

First name Jenny 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Moerewa youth need a motorcross track (not simpson park) 

Notes Moerewa youth need a motorcross track (not simpson park) 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS106 

Date 3/09/2021 
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Surname Tipene 

First name Pita 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Te Hononga Kaitiaki Rangers 

Notes Tena koe e te kaihopu i enei tuhinga, 
We provide this submission in total support of the Kaitiaki Rangers 
currently engaged at the 
Te Hononga Centre in Kawakawa. 
I have personally been in constant communication with the kaitiaki 
rangers in my role as a 
trustee of the Kawakawa Hundertwasser Park Trust. I often take 
the time to chat with them 
about their work, while on the job. 
Moreover, I have received feedback from many community 
members in regard to the 
kaitiaki and their work at the centre and also around the town and 
community. 
Please know that Arnold Burling, Carlos Te Kani and Fenix Sofaea 
have been very hard 
working, focused and absolutely determined in their work, not only 
for the Te Hononga 
Centre but also around the whole town. 
Moreover, they haven’t only been highly industrious in their work, 
but they have carried out 
this work with a very friendly demeanour and a ‘can do’ attitude. 
They also inadvertently provide a sense of security also, simply by 
the presence around the 
town. 
Consequently, they are hugely popular at the centre and around 
the town, as they go about 
their work with cheerful attitude, often just stopping to converse 
with locals and tourists 
alike who want to know the local narratives or just to talk casually. 
This part of their work 
has meant that visitors and locals alike feel welcomed and in some 
cases, need support in 
some way. This is in keeping with our Ngati Hine values of 
manaakitanga and 
whanaungatanga. 
Ngati Hine is fully supportive of the kaitiaki rangers being retained 
in their roles, as do the 
people of our community. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS42 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Townsend 

First name Sarah (Focus Paihia) 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FNDC Long Term Plan and Annual Plan  -  Paihia bicentenary 

Notes 

Additional supporting
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS41

Date 5/04/2021 

Funding request
The Paihia bicentenary is rapidly approaching, celebrating when 
the missionary famil (Wirliams and Fairburn) were invited by Ngati 
Kawa and Ngati Rahirito sel up the third CMS station here in Paihia 
in 1823. A significant piece of history for the Paihia community. The 
first two mission stations were at Oihi (1814)and Kerikeri (18'19). 
Both ofthose . bicentenaries were celebrated with the help of 
significant funding, notably Kerikeri wh received Project 
management funding from FNDC. We would like to see that there 
will be adequate funding for the Paihia bicentenary to cover 
project management and event contribution. We would anticipate 
this being in the region of $'100,000. 
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PiY$Y

24 Match 2021

To whom it may concern,

Re: FNDC Long Term Plan and Annual Plan.

The Paihia bicentenary is rapidly approaching, celebrating when the missionary famil
(Wirliams and Fairburn) were invited by Ngati Kawa and Ngati Rahirito sel up the third
CMS station here in Paihia in 1823. A significant piece of history for the Paihia
community.

The first two mission stations were at Oihi (1814)and Kerikeri (18'19). Both ofthose
. bicentenaries were celebrated with the help of significant funding, notably Kerikeri wh

received Project management funding from FNDC.

We would like to see that there will be adequate funding for the Paihia bicentenary to
cover project management and event contribution.
We would anticipate this being in the region of $'100,000.

Thank you.

Focus Paihia Community Charitable Trust.

Grant Harnish

Chairperson

i.r.,i:).ia,.'.r,i,,rr!.ilt l::.,:11,r:. :,r.,i, lj r. il,:r'l : li ii.r ll:i:. i.:,.a1r)i.rrrar.ri: r..'t.'r...r-r... ........,...,........

Volume 6 205



Surname Upperton 

First name Margaret Mary & Bob 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic District Plans? Rates Reviews 

Notes I am appalled at the attitude of Council in thinking that they can 
raise rates by 20% and add on other charges like water and 
sewerage charges to properties outside areas of benefit. To say we 
benefit from the use of water every time we have a coffee in town 
is a blatant distortion of the truth as the price of a coffee covers 
that minute cost. Sewerage also, if we pump out our septic tank 
the contractor charges a fee for the use of council facility. 
I believe staff numbers have risen by something like 30% in the last 
few years and suggest that we have no improvement in service, 
roading and efficiency in that time. 
Capital rating is another form of taxing one's assets. You are 
penalising those who live in a so-called "up market area". These 
people have often bought their house when that area was not 
worth so much and would then be paying rates they could not 
afford. This especially puts pensioners in a bad position. 
In particular the proposed Rangitane Jetty and parking area. 
There does not appear to have been any other area researched to 
accommodate this as required by the RMA. There is an area which 
runs through a reserve that is already used by a commercial 
operator which would not disturb residents by the boats being 
launched and retrieved at all hours with attendant noise. The 
proposed plan is so limited and the cost excessive that it is a case 
for using funds unwisely and not in the best interests of the public. 
I wish to be heard at any hearing on this matter. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS27 / IBS93 (duplicate submission) 

Date 5/04/2021 
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I am appalled at the attitude of Council in thinking that they can raise rates by 20% and add on other 
charges like water and sewerage charges to properties outside areas of benefit. To say we benefit 
from the use of water every time we have a coffee in town is a blatant distortion of the truth as the 
price of a coffee covers that minute cost. Sewerage also, if we pump out our septic tank the 
contractor charges a fee for the use of council facility.  

I believe staff numbers have risen by something like 30% in the last few years and suggest that we 
have no improvement in service, roading and efficiency in that time. 

Capital rating is another form of taxing one's assets. You are penalising those who live in a so-called 
"up market area". These people have often bought their house when that area was not worth so 
much and would then be paying rates they could not afford. This especially puts pensioners in a bad 
position. 

In particular the proposed Rangitane Jetty and parking area. 
There does not appear to have been any other area researched to accommodate this as required by 
the RMA. There is an area which runs through a reserve that is already used by a commercial 
operator which would not disturb residents by the boats being launched and retrieved at all hours 
with attendant noise. The proposed plan is so limited and the cost excessive that it is a case for using 
funds unwisely and not in the best interests of the public. 

I wish to be heard at any hearing on this matter. 

Regards, 
Margaret Mary and Bob Upperton 
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Surname Upperton 

First name Simon 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission for both Long Term & District plans 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS97 

Date 6/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Surname Veling 

First name Trish and Gijs 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic FN2100 Submission - Support Flora & Fauna (Asha Andersen) 

Notes Refer to submission Response ID: 3418857 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS73 

Date 6/04/2021 
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Surname Wade-Ferrell 

First name Gregory 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic Submission - Proposed New Rating Method, LTP + RP 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa 

ID Number IBS38 

Date 5/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Submission on the Proposed New Rating Method 

I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 

On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity”, and the Long Term and District 

Plans 

It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what Council identified and accepted as ‘unfair’ 

about the current rating method, other than by inference given the proposed changes.   

The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be considered alongside the proposed “Fees & 

Charges Policy”, as well as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 

It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to attract private benefit, verses those are 

deemed to have a ‘public good’ component.  Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost recovery approach to 

activities such as inspecting properties to ensure compliance with various national or local regulations. For 

example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”.  The interactions of households and businesses with FNDC as a 

regulatory agency tasked with administration of legislation are able to be charged on a cost recovery basis. For 

example, Resource Consenting, Building Consenting, and Dog Control.  

I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 

Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services to property and community facilities 

(District Facilities). Council proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General Rates.  

The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however.  Rather it is more convenient for Council and for its 

contractors to bundle all water and wastewater systems together (and potentially stormwater networks) for 

the purpose of setting a price at the District level, rather than having to reveal the actual cost associated with 

each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living in each settlement.   

This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC and LGNZ have been espousing as the 

way forward for the local government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the opposite of 

democratic and of a free market.   If where one lives, or locates their business or home is a private choice, the 

questions of exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is relevant. Council is prepared to 

charge fees for services deemed to deliver a private benefit in other aspects of life choices, why a different 

assumption when it comes to providing water and wastewater services. Council has not made a good 

economic or even social or environmental case for socializing the capital costs of water and wastewater 

infrastructure, other than asserting we all benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across 

the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not a strong rationale for socializing all of the costs of core 

infrastructure across all SUIPs on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of “improvements”. 

The proposed move to socializing the costs of inefficiencies associated with the Far North’s historic settlement 

pattern, and of poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and maintain communities that 

otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay for their own scheme. But there has been no evidence provided that 

there are any communities that cannot afford to service debt to pay for their own scheme.  Also, if it was 

simply a matter of socializing the costs of all schemes, then Council would have proposed an equal share in the 

form of a targeted rate to apply to all properties, regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not.  

But that isn’t what FNDC has proposed, rather you have suggested a sliding scale of Rates be charged based on 

a limited view of ‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one participant in the public 

meeting (held to discuss rates) observed, this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested 

heavily in property are assumed to have higher incomes than those who haven’t invested in property. That 

assumption has not been tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold true. There are exceptions.  The Far 

North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds (32 – 37% of all residents). These are pensioners, often living in 

the family home purchased decades ago, whose income is superannuation, which provides them a net income 

of just $15,000 per annum – less than the average income for the Far North.  The fact that they managed to 
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remain in their home and it has appreciated in value relative to other areas, does not mean they have a 

greater ability to pay Rates.  

I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to 

evaluate real net income of households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to 

other grants or subsidies via the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing 

adequate infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on 

development opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small 

settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a 

poorly conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 

make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 

systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for renewals 

and upgrades. 

Economists working for Auckland City, where CV is used as the basis for general rates, and where the greatest 

experiment in ‘socialising’ costs of infrastructure (by combining what had been 5 separate local authorities) 

have recently calculated that 59% of all households served by that City would be charged less Rates if Council 

moved to a Land Value basis of rating. That experiment has also produced no evidence that amalgamating or 

outsourcing to a CCO for water services (Metrowater) has improved efficiencies in delivery of services or saved 

Ratepayers any money. 

The Ratepayers of the Far North have not been privy to any equivalent analysis by FNDC in promoting we 

move from LV to CV. You have not told us what proportion of households will pay more and what proportion 

will pay less. The tables provided (p23) only show figures for ‘residential ratepayers’, which suggest we will all 

be paying much more. This implies other land-uses must be the beneficiaries of this proposed change… but 

that is not the reason given for proposing it.  

Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that location, and removing the incentive to retrofit 

or to relocate into more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating unsustainable forms of development. 

It is also discounting the need to lobby Government to assist in funding necessary renewals and upgrades to 

systems necessitated by regulation and national standards established by Government.  

The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for innovation to provide more affordable systems for 

smaller communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our partners”) need to be put on notice 

that the old engineering solutions that have proven so expensive to replace and to upgrade are no longer fit-

for-purpose, and our smaller townships and/or poorer communities will be adapting to more affordable, 

biological solutions for treating waste water, and will be shifting towards a greater self-reliance on rain-water 

harvesting for water supplies. 

I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the weight of trucks allowed on NZ rural roads, it 

did so apparently without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by Ratepayers to ensure roading 

infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the trucking industry and those it serves presumably enjoy savings 

as a result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair to expect they will pay an additional share towards 

improving culverts and bridges to be able to carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards 

maintaining the extensive rural road network on which they rely, along with a minority of residents with low 

weight private vehicles make use of. Indeed those residents frequently submit to Council about the negative 

effects of heavy vehicles on rural roads and the difficulties and adverse effects suffered by their families who 

share these roads with heavy vehicles. If Council really is concerned about social and economic fairness or 

equity, it would have calculated the true cost of maintaining rural roads vs the cost of urban streets and 

charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles using the rural road network. 
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i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates

I OPPOSE this change. 

The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive in rates it just shares it out differently.” 

However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate what has 

been identified as unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for the General Rate. Either 

way, this is a variable amount paid by every SUIP based on their relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V.   

There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the redistribution curves associated with L.V.s and with 

C.V. for the public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs will see a redistribution in

terms of which SUIPs will contribute more and which will contribute less during a gradual shift to full (100%)

C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of access to or receipt of services.

This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital value’ with ‘income’ associated with 

capital improvements to properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements” with income 

earning potential.  

On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of “Progressive tax” in which reference is made to 

low-income and high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those definitions and any of the 

proposed changes to Rating method.  If there had been a relationship, then land-uses associated with 

businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least 1.6x the base rate for ‘residential’ which is 

NOT income earning, but must be paid as an after-tax expense for households).  However, you have not 

proposed an equivalent differential to rural-producers, which are also commercial enterprises (businesses) 

able to claim rates as an expense, and so ought to be charged the same differential as ‘commercial’ land-use 

category of ratepayer, to provide a fair approach towards all businesses (as distinct to residential land uses). 

There would also have been effort made to identify home-based businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and charging an 

additional rate to account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’. 

https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/02/auckland-s-controversial-bed-tax-is-here-to-

stay.html 

A similar proposal for Queenstown followed a non-binding referendum in that District that saw 80% of 

respondents supporting a bed tax to fund infrastructure. 

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/398561/government-supports-5-percent-bed-tax-in-queenstown 

Similarly, Stewart Island has charged a “visitor tax” of $5/person who disembarks on the Island, as a 

contribution towards infrastructure.  

FNDC has not explored any equivalent charge for visitors arriving for day trips off cruise ships, or arriving by 

sea during yachting regatta, or by air (at airports), or by road who may not stay in any visitor accommodation 

(and so wouldn’t contribute via a bed-tax, or the additional pans charges). 

FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability to pay Rates (affordability) is directly 

correlated to Capital Value of the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate Assumptions include that 

the Far North is expected to continue to have an ‘aging’ population, meaning a greater proportion of residents 

will fall into the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to have limited earning potential as they age. It is also noted 

in the Corporate Assumptions that average household incomes are not expected to rise significantly.  

There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but capital poor”. FNDC has not shown that 

those residing in a higher value property do have additional disposable income to pay Rates, when compared 

to people residing in lesser valued property. It may be that households residing in high value homes are fully 

committed to maintaining that asset and have little additional disposable income, while households residing in 

a lower value property pay less on the mortgage and on maintenance and have a greater disposable income.  
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The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with this past decade, as incomes have not kept 

pace with housing costs, and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher proportion of household income. 

I make these points to underscore that the supporting material provided to understand FNDC’s rationale for 

proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT provide sufficient information to allow anyone to deem it 

is indeed ‘fairer’.  

The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses (property codes for rating purposes or which 

townships) will benefit the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming will benefit from this 

shift, as these land uses have relatively low value “improvements” as primary production enterprises 

(according to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to higher value improvements 

associated with dairy farm operations). Most of the rate burden, however, will fall on commercial and 

industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher value residential properties.   

Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is contributed to ‘transportation’.  The high 

cost of roading in the Far North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more intensely developed 

Central Business Districts and industrial precincts, but is due to the extensive rural roading network and high 

costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles use of these rural roads. 

This is further evidenced by the small amount each year towards “footpaths” within the ‘transportation 

budget’, at just $150,000 in year 1 of the plan, in each of the Wards. That is a ridiculously small amount when 

the vastly greater share of general Rates are paid by urban communities, some of whom have repeatedly 

submit to Council requesting serious consideration be given to improving unsafe, deficient pedestrian 

environments. For example, in central Paihia.  

Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the beneficiaries of the rural transportation network 

are, and endeavor to charge them a greater share.  Primary-producers are businesses, which have proven 

resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has been noted with FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement.  

As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn experienced by Commercial Ratepayers and 

the many households reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The primary sector’s ability to access 

national aid or other relief following/during a drought or flood sees that sector in a good position to contribute 

fairly towards the transportation network upon which it relies.  

Meanwhile, FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement observes that FNDC will plan using the BERL forecast “mid-

range” – that will see it take at least 3 years for the tourism sector to recover.  The COVID19 Impact Statement 

notes on the last page, quoting TV1 news advising, just before Christmas, that there was “no accommodation 

in the Far North for the coming holiday period”.  That is an absurd statement for FNDC to have accepted, when 

6/8 of the back-packer hostels in Kings Rd, Paihia are now under contract to MSD (for 2 years) to provide 

“emergency accommodation” rather than being available for tourists; when the Copthorne Waitangi was only 

operating at 30% of normal capacity; and, the Millenium hotel chains “Kingsgate” in Paihia remains closed 

other than for ‘emergency accommodation’ (also under contract to MSD).  An accommodation sector that 

‘pivoted’ towards ‘emergency housing’ does not support an equivalent economy to the one that had catered 

to international visitors. It is also becoming apparent that the domestic tourism is quite different, in terms of 

spending patterns, to international visitors.  The point is, don’t assume ‘commercial’ ratepayers are able to 

carry the extra cost associated with FNDC’s proposed shift from LV to CV basis for rates, and continuing to 

subsidize rural businesses need for an extensive rural road network. 

ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP) and the Roading Rate

($100/SUIP)

I OPPOSE this change. 
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I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate into it). It is important that every SUIP be 

seen to contribute equally towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community that must fund our local 

authority.  

This reflects that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, while another 10c is for “Regulatory 

Services” (presumably that portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the ‘public good’ share), while 

12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core functions of the territorial authority that every SUIP 

must support equally, because we all benefit equally as citizens/ratepayers having to provide for local 

government.  

Incidentally, the increase to 12c from just 8c in 2018, represents a serious increase for “future planning”.  It is 

presumed this is to progress the draft Proposed District Plan, and to undertake place-based spatial planning to 

better integrate infrastructure planning with development enabled under the new District Plan.   

It is refreshing to read in Council’s “Capital Achievability Statement” and in the “Infrastructure Strategy” that 

FNDC is acknowledging its historical failure to adequately lead-in to including Capital projects in the Long-Term 

Plan, by first undertaking the evaluations necessary to support a project’s inclusion in the work programme to 

be funded. Effort to undertake the preparatory work, essential to progress a Capital project efficiently from 

financing to delivery, is also reinforced by the ‘asset condition assessments’ and ‘project Darwin’.  It is still 

surprising though, that these activities are still needing to be funded at the high rates forecast, when they are 

initiatives that started some time ago. We have seen GIS and other IT improvements funded frequently over 

the years, with no evidence of any gains in productivity or improvements in strategic or forward planning. And 

our communities have not been engaged in consultation on the future form and functionality of our townships 

in over 20yrs.  

I note that the release of ‘draft’ Proposed District Plan concurrent to the consultation on this Rating Review 

and the Long Term Plan is useful as a reference, to be able to be better informed of the Council’s Planners’ 

thinking, and to be able to compare the ’30 year infrastructure strategy’ to the proposed new plan provisions, 

but it is inconsiderate of Council to also call for ‘submissions’ on that draft at the same time as we are 

preparing submissions to this important Rating review and the Long Term Plan.  

iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs)

I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial SUIPs. 

Commercial activities that have located in commercial zoned property have for too long paid a much greater 

share than other businesses that locate outside of ‘commercial zone’.  The Far North has, consequently, seen a 

lot of businesses establish in the rural-residential area (in workshops, sheds, as stand-alone secondary 

structures). This is inefficient for customers and undermines FNDC’s ability to Rate all businesses fairly and to 

provide for the levels of service required to improve central business districts (such as provision of transit hubs 

and parking structures).  

The Table on p12 reveals that a rural (and lifestyle) property valued at $1m will pay $7,861 Rates per annum 

(in 2030), while an equivalent $1m commercial property will pay $21,375 per annum. The notes to that table 

don’t clarify if these example rates are assuming the move to CV or is based on retaining the status quo. It’s 

also not clear if those example rates have been based on a fixed total rate, or has incrementally increased the 

size of the pie to account for new capital works as per the work program.  Either way, the inequity should be 

glaringly apparent. Both land-uses are ‘enterprise’ engaged in producing and selling wares to customers. Both 

is able to pass on the costs to their customers, and claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense.  The local commercial 

enterprise is most likely to be serving local residents (or visitors). The rural enterprise is more likely an 

exporter, whose produce will be sold offshore. Is there an assumption that the off-shore buyers of that 

produce are less able to pay a fair share towards the costs of production (associated with providing for our 

local council and infrastructure) than are local residents?   
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I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to “rural production” SUIPs – as these 

activities are enterprises able to claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out of before tax, gross 

income).  This differential, applied to all forms of enterprise (associated with land-use) has the effect of 

leveling the field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from the net (after-tax) income. The 

difference in effect on incomes is significant – to the tune of 1.6 x as a minimum to level the playing field – or 

making the tax system fairer. 

iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & wastewater to a District-wide

approach

I strongly OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all 

Wastewater and Water schemes.  

It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within the Area of Benefit for each scheme. It is also 

important for local democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities retain a very direct 

relationship with their Council, in determining what services are required to property, that Ratepayers will 

have to and are prepared to pay for.  There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’ of Ratepayers by Council. That is 

why we have local democracy and elected representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected 

representatives are to engage with local residents and with the assistance of experts, work to find solutions to 

common problems or to provide for communal needs.  

I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) communities from their ability to influence 

directly what infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.  

It is particularly important for those communities based on historical pre-European settlements and 

relationships to the whenua, that they maintain a direct ability to influence local Council about what they 

require in the way of ‘communal services’ to be funded by Rates. It may be that, if Council is unable to find 

appropriate solutions, that these communities could look to other options for meeting their communal needs. 

If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then it may be necessary to look for additional 

revenue streams or subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development of these areas).  

However, it is important to retain the current ability for Council work together with communities to design or 

to choose innovative schemes that reflect the community’s ability to pay and/or development potential should 

a new scheme be established. It is preferrable to retain the ability to differentiate between the different 

townships’ schemes and communities of interest, over simply spreading costs over all properties throughout 

the District who happen to be connected to any scheme, as though there are no differences between them. 

That is a dis-service to all “communities” served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse 

communities.   

The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX would also have the effect of subsidizing 

inefficient or unsustainable (financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger urban centers, which 

are growing will find themselves having to pay not only for development associated with growth, but also to 

maintain other areas that are not developing, but which may be in decline or static. Rather than a fate 

accompli, innovative solutions are needed to turn around the fate of these smaller settlements, and the 

provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that.  

This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as relevant if Council had reinstated a 

Development Contribution Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next decade, and yet rather 

than identifying the additional capacity to be provided for and enabling development in all serviced 

communities, Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all connected properties. 

Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water more affordable, it is simply making living 

in the Far North less affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable schemes. This would 
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mean, for example, that the people of Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to help pay for the new Kerikeri 

Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their own town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in 

terms of OPEX.  The idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help pay CAPEX for a new scheme for 

Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own 

new scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer rating system”, particularly in light of 

an absence of Development Contributions. 

Largely we have moved away from septic tanks to bio-systems for sewerage in areas not connected to the 

sewerage system. This has created quite a substantial cost to any build and on-going maintenance required 

and yet there has been no revision of lot sizes with this advance in technology. Do we still need minimum 

3,000m² sections to cater for sewer drainage when using a bio system? In the 1980s sections much smaller 

than that were approved in coastal zones and are still on septic systems. What work has gone into calculating 

the land size required when utilising a bio-system versus an old fashioned septic system? Efficiency of land use 

in the right areas for housing is critical and can be one component, of many to help with housing affordability. 

v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge

I OPPOSE this change 

The “Availability Rate” charge recognizes sunk communal investment, intended to provide a public good and 

to enable a type of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in an absence of such 

schemes.  It is not fair to subsidise those who do not ‘opt in’ to a communal scheme, while still expecting their 

share to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of such subsidies is land-banking, that can force a 

community to have to further extend expensive infrastructure. The main lever a Council has to ‘encourage’ 

development and dissuade from land-banking is to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided 

expressly for the purpose of ‘development’. I submit that you continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 

100%).  

vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater to every rateable property

I SUPPORT this change 

All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town supply water and sewage schemes. When 

drought hits and tanks are dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water. When one 

towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other systems to assist.  When Waipapa private water 

scheme needed to close, that entire community was able to be connected into the Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, Fire 

Stations, Courts and the like located in townships served by FNDC provided water and wastewater 

infrastructure. That all residents across the District, whether rural or urban, avail themselves of Government 

provided services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these services. 

vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the area of benefit cover most

of the cost

I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to Water and Wastewater, and the addition of 

a Targeted Rate for properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, where such networks are 

provided.  

However, when properties have historically been required to provide their own stormwater management 

systems as an adjunct to development consents, then they ought to be exempt from contributing to any new 

communal scheme, until such time as they are able to retire their private on-site stormwater systems.  
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Furthermore, on-site stormwater systems are an improvement to property that would attract a higher share of 

Rates, should FNDC shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater harvesting tanks to compliment 

the town supply, requiring less draw on the communal system, is an improvement to property that would 

attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for Rates. Retaining walls, to prevent private 

property falling onto public roads similarly, are improvements that would attract higher rates.  These examples 

serve to illustrate that it is NOT fairer to share costs according to ‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer to share 

costs according to land value, as land value is a better proxy for the levels of service and state of development 

of an area. 

viii) Additional Comments

The first table on page 23 of the consultation document purports to compare the original methodology to the 

potential change of moving to CV.  Yet the top table contains targeted rates… without explanation as to why 

they are all increasing considerably. I assume that table is showing the effect of combining all the CAPEX costs 

identified in the 10 year work program into a District Wide targeted rate, rather than illustrating the cost per 

connection for each of the communities served by a particular scheme. 

The second table on page 23 of the consultation document is insufficient to be able to compare and consider 

the impact of the shift from LV to CV basis for general rates, as it fails to provide information on all types of 

rates, in only showing “example residential rates by ward and community”.  It is not clear if the total amount 

being taken is held constant, so that it is just the effect of moving from LV to CV that is shown.  I suspect that 

the Total Rates is not held constant, however, as all rates increase significantly for every community – 

suggesting that either the Total Rate take is much higher, or some other category of Ratepayer is paying much 

less. 

Debt levels of $333M by 2031 will create an unsustainable debt burden on rate payers if and when interest 

rates increase. The mechanism that interest payments cannot exceed 10% of revenue cannot be guaranteed in 

a rising interest rate environment and debt cannot be reduced overnight. I understand Councils get special 

rates via the Government however Reserve Bank interest rates have averaged 7% since 1985. The only way to 

reduce debt if interest rates rise is an extreme increase to rate payers or a Central Government bailout. 

Potentially allocating 10% of income to interest repayment on an on-going basis is not a smart policy and does 

now allow for debt capacity in the future when required. 

By 2031 the average residential rate payer in Kerikeri will be paying well in excess of $100 per week in rates 

including connected services but not including the NRC levy, no matter what rates model is used going 

forward. This will be unaffordable for many, not just in Kerikeri or Russell but even in lower rateable areas. We 

cannot have continued increases in rates that far exceed the rate of inflation and on the current inflation rate 

would be more than double. 

The Far North, like much of the country has a major infrastructure deficit and the Plans are looking to address 

this partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund increases in financing costs, infrastructure 

spending and increased operational costs. In order to pay for infrastructure and increased costs without 

dramatically increasing debt and income, two measures may be effective: 

a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget has ballooned in recent years and this needs

to be curbed. Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am sure the Council thinks it

already does this as a matter of course, but the evidence strongly suggests otherwise.

b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has one of the lowest central government

redistributions to regions in the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only if the Local

Governments around the country stand together can this be altered. The current model of bidding /
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competing for funds and not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from Central Government 

needs to be challenged and needs to be done as a combined voice from all Councils. There has been for 

decades a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so Councils scrap to obtain their fair share 

and this funding has in the past been a political hot potato, with areas that are marginal seats receiving more 

funding than others. Northland’s recent change in the political landscape is a perfect example of this. Regional 

infrastructure or Local Body government funding should be apolitical. This is not just a Far North but a 

nationwide issue, and it needs to be addressed. There is $3.8 billion available right now; per capita the Far 

North should be entitled to at least $60M of this. Ensure we at least get that. 

The LTP is also impacted by the DP and this is where considerable changes to the DP can positively impact the 

outcomes for the LTP. Kerikeri being the growth engine of the Far North needs far more land rezoned for 

residential development close to town. The south side of Waipapa Road between Rainbow Falls road and 

Waipapa needs to re-zoned to rural living from rural production. This area is already compromised and also 

backs onto the land holding the Council has purchased for the new Waipapa Sports Hub. By rezoning this area 

it will create more land supply close to town and also an opportunity for the Council to develop their own 

subdivision with the surplus land not required for the Sports Hub. This could be a substantial revenue earner 

for the FNDC. The area of benefit for the Kerikeri sewerage scheme needs to be expanded immediately. In the 

LTP it is scheduled for 2029 at an estimated cost of $35M. If this was brought forward creating 1000+ new 

connections not only would there be a significant saving in inflationary costs the large increase in the rate 

payer base would largely pay for the capital cost within 10 years. It would also create more supply of land / 

housing close to town, something we need as a town, a region and as a country. 

Within the capital works program in the LTP, I cannot see any budget for the change to the Kerikeri one way 

system or to create a bypass, nor any other major roading projects, such as the long-mooted road from SH10 

Bulls Gorge connecting Maraenui, Hall roads and through to Mill Lane. This is a long term plan, is it not? 

Kerikeri is one of the fastest growing small towns in New Zealand and yet as far as I can see there is no 

substantial investment in new roads to divert traffic from the CBD. It’s quite incredible! Where is the planning 

for growth? 

I am confused whether a developer contribution levy will be re-introduced in the LTP? It’s not clear one way or 

the other. In the past developer contributions were too high in relation to property values, however they 

should never have been scrapped altogether, rather the contribution should be a percentage of around 3% of 

the developed value or and paid once the development is completed from the sale proceeds. 

In summary, unfortunately the plans submitted for consultation fall far short of the ambition and innovation 

required. It’s a difficult position for Councils where there has been a large underspend on infrastructure for 

decades and the funding from Central Government has and still is inadequate. But there is no use just carrying 

on the same old unsustainable way and old ideas. Methods need to be challenged as does Central 

Government. 

NAME: Gregory Wade-Ferrell 

ADDRESS: (Contact details withheld for privacy)

I am affiliated to the Kerikeri & Surrounds Ratepayers & Residents Association. 

I am affiliated to the Paihia & Districts Residents & Ratepayers Association 
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BWCB Strategic Priorities 2020 - 2031 

Community Empowerment 

 Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference  Category 
FUNDING 
Community Events 
(non- commercial) 

Supports the retention of 
events fund and 
infrastructure fund which is 
annually contestable. Board 
would be more favourable to 
applicants that are 
community based not for 
profit organisations. 

Support local  / Localism Ongoing   Community 
Event 
Calendars 

Community Board 
Grant Funding and 
Council 
Events and 
Infrastructure Funding 

Festive Events  $2.5k per town (plus up to 
$2.5k for 
traffic management). 

Support local communities  Annual   Funding 
submission to 
CB 

Community Board 
Grant Funding 

Support 
Projects/Event Seed 
Funding 

Good chance to succeed 
within the first three years. 

Local and Sustainable  Ongoing   On 
application 

Community Board 
Grant Funding 

Placemaking Fund Request increase to $100k 
per ward, noting increase 
expected due to impacts on 
communities of COVID-19. 

Load into AP/LTP provisions 
- Recognising the diversity 

within the BWCB ward
an increased fund would
empower the Board to
provide communities
with greater opportunity
to satisfy the four well-
beings, some of which
have previously been
turned away due to lack
of sufficient funding.

Ongoing  Annual and 
LTP plans 

Community Board 
Grant 
Funding/Placemaking 
Fund 
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Community Board 
Grant Fund 

Request to increase annual 
funding due to 
oversubscription and 
increased pressure on fund 
due to impacts on 
communities of COVID-19. 

Load into AP/LTP provisions 
- Recognising the diversity 

within the BWCB ward
an increased fund would
empower the Board to
provide communities
with greater opportunity
to satisfy the four well-
beings, some of which
have previously been
turned away due to lack
of sufficient funding.

Ongoing  Annual and 
LTP plans 

Community Board 
Grant Funding 

Town Beautification 
Fund 

Empowering Communities. Delegated to enable CB to 
empower and enable 
communities at community 
board level. 

Ongoing Annual Town Beautification 
Grant Funding 

Community 
Plans (including 
iwi/hapu plans, reserve 
management plans).   

Community Board will work 
with communities and 
Council teams to 
Participation. 
In the absence of town based 
planning empower 
communities to develop their 
own plan by which they can 
create an action plan 

Load into AP/LTP provisions to 
work with Council staff for 
Council to fund and 
development the Community 
Plans. 

2021-
2031 

Annual and 
LTP plans    

 Planning 

District Plan 
Consultation 

Community engagement & 
approval   

Input & participation  2020- 
2021 

Drop ins and 
Online 
submissions  

 Planning 

Community Pride 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference   Category 
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Moerewa Pou  
Trail /Kororareka 
Wharf Wero 

Stories to educate in 
alignment with cultural and 
historical significance. 

Community Pride, Youth Pride, 
and appropriate partnerships 

2020-
2021 

Annual and 
LTP plans  

 Placemaking 

Celebrate our shared 
and diverse heritage   

Special places, nature, 
culture and heritage    

Knowing who we are and 
where we live   

2020-
2025 

Placemaking 

Add to 
funding decision makin
g tool -WIP  

Bi-lingual 
place and road 
naming   

Build understanding 
& community pride   

Learn more about where we 
live and meanings behind 
names   

2020-
2025 

Community 
and Maori 
historians   

Iwi/hapu/whanau,NTA, 
District 
Facilities, DOC, Comm
unications   

Seasonality Issues  Toilets, Litter, Rubbish, 
Mowing   

Town maintenance services 
contracts between Oct-April 
annually 

2021-
2031 

 RFS’s – 
increase in 
community 
requests for 
service 

District Facilities 

Sustainable 
procurement – use 
local people 

Bi-lingual signage Information and directional 
signage as BAU  

Work with Iwi/Hapū to reinstate 
names of place 
that recognise the mauri of 
place 
- Kerikeri River /Te Awa o Nga
Rangatira 

By 2024  Ngati  
Rehia  
Environmental 
Management 
Plan 

Communications 

NTA 
 
District Plan 

Volume 6 223



Public Safety   

Road Safety and Speed Limits 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 
Review speed limits  Submission on speed 

limit review     
Public Safety   
Traffic calming and 
Placemaking improvements to 
manage traffic counts   

2020-
2025 

Road speed tests, vehicle counts 
data to feed into Council road safety 
plans and NZTA township plans    

Seasonal Road Safety Issue Install temporary 30km/hr 
speed zone on some 
Totara North and 
Whangaroa Harbour road 
areas. 

Public safety 2021-
2023 

Pedestrian Safety 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 
Prioritise pedestrian safety 
in CBD areas   

Kerikeri 
Russell 
Kaeo 

Pedestrian friendly 
town centres and formal 
pedestrian crossings and 
controlled crosswalk outside 
Hunting and Fishing   

2021-
2031 

NTA 

Master planning 

FN2100   
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Top of Opua Hill – safe 
crossing/path  

SH11 – safe pedestrian 
crossing (esp for school 
children)  

Walking track between 
Ness Road and Buck 
Death Bend 

Promote Community Well-
being 

Public Safety Issue  2021-
2023 

Waipapa West 
Road and Extension 

On bend – school children 
walking on road and on 
first major bend (“smash 
bend”), school buses stop 
there  

Public Safety Issue  2021-
2023 

Bay of Islands Academy 
to Tapuaetahi turnoff  

Path for school children  Public Safety Issue  2025-
2030 
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Riverstream to SH10 Support the development 
of a track 

Public Safety Issue, Pedestrian 
and Cycle Safety 

 2025-
2030 

 Growth Planning 

Safety and Security 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 
Funding support to assist 
Māori Wardens to work 
alongside Police in our 
communities 

Request that Council 
allow budget to assist 
supporting Māori Wardens 
to work alongside Police 
in our communities 

Māori Wardens have worked in 
towns within the BOI-W CB 
area successfully in the past & 
are under resourced to meet 
the communities needs 

2021-
2022 

https://www.police.govt.nz/about-
us/m%C4%81ori-and-
police/m%C4%81ori-and-police-
working-together 

https://www.stuff.co.nz/dominion-
post/wellington/122708087/mori-
wardens-to-increase-patrolling-in-
wellington-amid-rise-in-
alcoholrelated-issues 
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Facilities   

New Street Lights 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 
Te Kemara Ave  2 lights  Public safety  2021-22  Trade off with council for water line to 

Copthorne   
Boardwalk/footpath 
extension    

Lewer St 
to Whangaroa Marina 

Public safety  2022-23  Community Plan  
There is a programme of renewals in 
place by FNHL for Whangaroa – 
replacement pontoons at Clansman & 
Marlin wharves, and fender piles at 
Totara North and Clansman wharves 
in year 2.  

Year 4 is Totara North wharf renewal. 

Year 6 is remedial works on 
Clansman wharf.  

Between Heritage 
Bypass and Landing RD  

Footpath lighting Public safety  2023-24  Community Board Plan 

Station Rd Kawakawa 2 lights  Public safety  2020-21  Cycle trail extension 

Tohitapu Rd Paihia  High user area 
along Te Haumi beach 
toilet   

Public safety  2023-24  High public use of facilities on 
beach    

Kaeo Main St  SH10 and amenity 
lighting (blue lights), 
playground lighting  

Public safety,   
thru traffic increasing 

2021-22  Community Board Plan 

Kawakawa Main St  SH1 and under verandah 
lighting - request new 
street lighting in 
Kawakawa  

High visitor and traffic counts  2021-22  NZTA Township Plan & Community 
Plan   
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Okiato Car Ferry Footpath lighting Public safety, high use area 2021-22 

Pomare and Florance St  Russell -1 light for footpath  Public safety, high use area  2022-23  

Install street light at end 
of Massey St. Moerewa 

Footpath lighting Public safety 2021-
2022 

Ref. T. Toki RFS 3994951 

All lights functional – 
basic level of service 

Lights always functioning 
across the district  

Public safety, high use area. 
RFS’s not responded to in a 
timely manner. 

2021-
2031 

Car Parking 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year Reference 
Chapel St Russell sealing 
and maintenance  

Between Church and 
Baker St   

Community public parking 
need   

2021 Growth Planning 

Wellington St Russell new 
parking  

Partly funded by CB 
(Next to Baptist 
Church).  

High user area near boat ramp 
Public Safety    

2021 Growth Planning 

Russell Boat Ramp Trailer 
car park 

The Strand High user area near boat ramp 
Public Safety    

2021 Growth Planning 

Cemetery Rd. Kaeo  Expand car park and 
turning area to enable 
all weather parking 

Additional off-street public 
parking    

2022 Community submissions 

More public carparking in 
Kerikeri 

Find solutions to 
Kerikeri’s parking 
problems 

Fast growing town, demand 
increasing, residents/visitors 
frustrated 

2021 District Plan provision required 
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More Disability Parking  Need more disability 
spaces - review ratio of 
parking/disability and 
increase the disability 
parking ratio.  

Place based planning 2021  Disability Action Group 

Bus depot in Kerikeri Find solutions for 
Kerikeri traffic and 
parking including bus 
depot outside of CBD. 

2021 District Plan provision required 

Paihia disability/ elderly 
parking 

CBD Inner shopping 
area, review ratio of 
parking/disability and 
increase the disability 
parking ratio.    

Accessibility and awareness  2021-
2023 

Focus Paihia 

Disability Action Group 

Support Ongoing Staff 
Updates of 
NZTA Township Plans 
for Kawakawa and Moerewa  

Kawakawa additional 
crossing & cycle trail 
extension,    
road calming thru 
townships   

Public Safety, accessibility, 
convenience, public 
connectivity with townships 

2021-
2023 

NZTA /FNDC  
Moerewa & Kawakawa 
NZTA Township Plans  

Reserve by 
Whangaroa Gamefish 
Club be made available to 
all weather parking.  

Council Reserve 
adjacent to Whangaroa 
Gamefish Club, 
opposite the Whangaroa 
Hall All-weather parking. 

Seasonal pressure  2021-
2023 

Community submission 

FNHL disability car parks to 
be painted in alignment with 
National standards.  

Encourage the painting 
of disability parking sites 
to meet National 
standards  

Painting disability carparks blue 
and white 

2021 Disability Action Group 

Accessible parking near 
Kawakawa 4 Square along 
Wynyard Street 

Kuia/Kaumatua  

More able access through 
town 

Kawakawa 
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Walking Tracks

Activity Detail Rationale Year Reference
Kapiro Road Whole length of road Promote Community Well-

being 
 2022-
2025 

Kaheka Point Track, 
Whangaroa 

Support the 
development of a track 
to Kaheka Point from 
Old Hospital Road  

Develop in conjunction with 
DoC 

 2023-
2025 

Totara North to Taupo Bay 
Walking track 

Support the 
development of a track 
that links the Wairakau 
Track in Totara North to 
the settlement in Taupo 
Bay 

Long-term 15-year community 
request 

 2025-
2030 

Maintenance of existing 
walkways   

Maintain walkways to 
track standards and 
incorporate 
maintenance plans 
when developing 
walkways. 

Public Safety Issue, Pedestrian 
and Cycle Safety 

 Ongoing  Growth Planning 

Connectivity to reserves and 
jetties  

Support the 
development of a track 
for the purpose of 
connectivity 

Public Safety Issue, Pedestrian 
and Cycle Safety 

 Ongoing  Growth Planning 

A shared Pathway (bridge to 
bridge) linking the Waitangi 
Bridge with the Kaipatiki 
Bridge 

off SH11 walkway, 
offering an alternative 
route/link to Waitangi & 
the Treaty Grounds.  

This is a historical track for 
those of you who can recall the 
late Toro (a local identity) & his 
horse trekking.  

Footpaths  *Refer to footpath matrix

Activity Detail Rationale Year Reference
Adopt NZTA standards for 
width of footpaths 

Adopt NZTA standards 
for width of footpaths 
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Request Input to Footpaths 
Renewal Schedule 

Request Input to 
Footpaths Renewal 
Schedule 

The Community Board 
members receive complaints 
and would prefer to know what 
is happening before being 
approached. 

Ongoing.  

Kerikeri footpaths  Riverview Rd    
Length of Blacks Rd 
Kapiro Road  
Kerikeri Road to 
Greenway Drive 
The Ridge, Aranga 
Road to shops 

Public Safety 

Opua footpath  Kellet St 
to Opua School 

Public Safety  
Small linkage 

 2017 

Matauri Bay 
footpaths    

Matauri Bay Rd   
Te Tapui Rd 
to Matauri Bay school 
Pah Rd  - check 
spelling 

Public Safety   2020-21 

Russell footpaths  Long Beach to connect 
with carparks both 
ends   
Florence Ave 
to Matauwhi Bay 

Public Safety  Planning for growth 

Kaeo, Totara 
North Whangaroa 
footpaths   

Bowden Rd   
Totara Nth School Rd  
Lewes Rd to Kent Bay 
Clansman’s Wharf to 
Ratcliffe Bay Boat 
Ramp 

Public Safety   
Linkages/connectivity 

Moerewa 
footpaths 

Complete Snowden Rd 
and School Rd   
Moerewa School 
to Otiria Marae   

Public Safety,   
students walking home from 
school   

NZTA Moerewa Township Plan 
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Haruru Falls 
footpath    

Falls Rd 
to Watea (SH11) 

Public Safety   
Extension to existing footpath 

 2020-21 NZTA 
Community submission 

Bay of Islands Airport to 
SH10 roundabout  

Not necessarily a full 
concrete path but 

Linkage with existing footpath 
to major infrastructure 

NZTA (ahead of installation of 
sculpture)  

Pungaere Road - Waipapa 
Road, SH 10  

 Pedestrian safety  NZTA 

Waipapa Roundabout to 
Kerikeri Roundabout  

 Future planning Growth planning linkages to Waipapa 
Sports Hub 

Work with NZTA on Kaeo 
footbridge to ensure it is 
completed  

SH10  Public safety  High 
priority 
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Recreation and Waterways Development 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 
Shade and public toilet for 
Marsden Rd, 
Paihia playground - possibly 
being taken up by Focus 
Paihia  

Public amenities  Increase in community use  FNDC 

Community submission 

Kerikeri Domain Plan   
Working group, chaired and 
membered by CB. When 
ESEO funding has been 
allocated take business case 
to council for remaining 
funding required.  

Long-Term – full 
delegation of 
responsibility to go to 
BOIWCB   
Develop 
and socialise plans for 
public input    

Fits Govt “Be Active” strategy, 
high community interest, 
public recreation space   

Community Board/PGF/Council 
supported project   

Implement Dog recreation 
plan 

Identify 
& socialise exercise 
areas   

FNDC Dog Policy /LTP Kerikeri and Russell community voice 
& FNDC Dog Policy   

Drinking Water 
Fountains & Shade in 
parks and reserves  

Trial in CBD areas and 
reserves (including 
Kerikeri)   
Spatially map  

Visitors and Public comfort  Community Board 
Plan with stakeholder 
groups such as Focus Paihia Inc, 
DHB, etc  

Moerewa Playground and 
Kaeo Playground needs a 
shade structure. 

Community 
recreational space 

Public enjoyment 2021-
2022 

Community submission 
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Lake Manuwai management 
plan review   

Develop as joint 
managed public area   

Public access to recreation 
facilities   

Community board plan 

Lake Manuwai Toilets  Higher level of 
infrastructure needed 
and consideration to 
an additional 
accessible toilet. 

High use recreational 
facility seasonal event 
demand. 

Community Board Plan 

Support community-
led stream riparian 
restoration and volunteer 
groups  

Re-planting tracks, 
trails, embankments 
with natives  
Supporting volunteers 
Development of 
maintenance plans. 

Support urban restoration of 
natural environment and 
equitable access for all  

CB support for volunteers to make a 
difference in our public places and 
reserves   

NRC 

Implement Bedisloe Domain 
management plan    
If the Waitangi National Trust 
take the estate lease back, the 
Board recognises the need for 
recreational land in the 
Haruru/Waitangi/Paihia area  

Commence discussion 
and renegotiate lease 
extension and upgrade 
public facilities for 
future community 
intergenerational 
space.  

Build a community sports hub 
asset for 3 growing 
communities    

Bedisloe Domain management 
plan, Haruru, Waitangi, Paihia. Focus 
Paihia supported    

Support the development and 
maintenance 
of recreational marine access, 
including ramps, parking, boat 
storage & racks at boat ramps 

Security and 
convenience 

Public security and should be 
a rated facility as part of 
mooring fees   

Community Board plan 
Place based planning 

CB support Community based 
activity at Roland’s Woods & 
Lavenders Land 

Community 
recreational 
space   

Public enjoyment  Community Board plan 
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Freedom Campers  Request Council to 
ensure there is some 
monitoring in place to 
ensure that freedom 
campers are being 
responsible visitors 
that protect the 
environment (and 
reduce impact on 
ratepayers). 
Access to public 
toilets   

Designated places  FNDC FC policy 

Spraying of roadsides  Request Council 
undertake an 
education campaign 
regarding the ‘No 
Spray’ register  

Kaeo Northern reserve - 
“Transport Park” (maintained 
but not owned by FNDC)   

Tidy up the ownership 
issues of the property  
Recognising 
community benefit 

Public enjoyment FNDC/Community Board 

New Watea Playground Community 
recreational space 

Public enjoyment FNDC/Community Board 

New Waipapa Playground Community 
recreational space 

Public enjoyment FNDC/Community Board 

New Opua Playground FNHL 
reserve  

Community 
recreational space  
Community component 
of the marina resource 
consent. 

Public enjoyment  2020-21 FNHL 

Acquisition and/or retention of 
land for longer-term purposes 
(eg longer term boat-trailer 
parking etc)  

Community 
recreational space  
The Board support the 
retention of land that 
could be considered 
strategic for future use. 

Public enjoyment 

 Eg. Divestment of halls 

FNHL/Community Board/FNDC 
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Development of an 
equitable Marine Recreational  
Resources Strategy    

Access to and 
development of 
accessible 
community/recreational 
marine facilities needs 
to be more strategic 
and future proofed  

FNDC/Community Board 

Shared and Connected Public 
Facilities & Reserves 

Support acquisition of 
Esplanade Reserve 
access to Onewhero 
Bay 

Providing public access to 
beach between Kerikeri and 
Paihia. 

A new Playground/Play Space 
for the Waitangi Reserve 

That runs between Te 
Kemara Ave & Te 
Karuwha Parade 

 Roading, Infrastructure and Connectivity 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 

Adequate Maritime facilities at 
Rangitane   

Support of the current-
consented project (i.e. 
fix jetty).  Develop 
footpath connectivity 
reserve to jetty   

Public access to launch boats, 
car and trailer park, provide 
public amenities    

 2025-30 Community plan 

Delayed Road Sealing works   Examples: 
Te Tii Maunganui Rd 
500mtrs, Taranui Rd 
1kms, Rawhiti Rd 
2kms, Waikare Rd 
16kms,   
Windsor Landing, 
Matawaia Marae area 
Omaunu Road to 
Bruce’s gate 

Non-completed works 
previously identified in 
Community Board Plans 

Community Board plans 
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Community Connectivity roll 
out 

Free WIFI and 
broadband for rural 
communities   

Online services are increasing 
& rural residents need 
connectivity to live their lives 

Support “Nothing but Net” digital 
strategy    

Simpson Park Hall, Moerewa Urgent roof repairs 
needed 

Community submission 

Ruapekapeka Pa  Support 175 years 
anniversary   
commemorations 

Community, Regional & 
National significance   

Towai community plan, Ngati Hine 
& Ngapuhi Iwi/hapu plans, council 
and Community Board plans, PGF 
funded event.  

Towai and Maromaku Commu
nity    

Support set up of Towai 
Makers Market with 
WIFI connect     
Entry and Exit onto 
SH1 is dangerous    

Community organised market. 
Trend setter for other rural 
areas, Road safety issues     

Towai Community Plan,  
NZTA plans for 
SH1 Towai intersections 

Climate change mitigation -Lift 
low lying tidal roads and 
footpaths, cycle trails  

Review roading & 
drainage suitability to 
cope with floods   

Addressing climate change, 
tidal extremes and flooding   

Council climate change policies and 
remedies   

Kerikeri Masterplan 

(district wide growth pains 
including roading and 
infrastructure plans)    

Allow for population 
growth and changing  
demographics    
We’re looking at doing 
an area plan for 
Kerikeri in SPP. CB will 
be heavily involved. 
This feeds into earlier 
mention of more 
carparking in Kerikeri 

District plans reflecting 
demographic growth 
strategies, smart allocation of 
resources, maintaining food 
growing 
areas and native surrounds –  
Don’t lose why we live 
here and develop activities 
 that add currency to our 
tourist economy  

District plans, Community Plans, 
NZTA plans, Council and 
Government plans    
FN2100, Aging Communities Funding 
($15k available for a strategy) 
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Service levels for town and 
public facilities maintenance    

Community Board input 
into maintenance 
contracts/policies as 
Board can inform staff 
of seasonality 
requirements.  

Community Board members 
knowing the schedule of 
services and service levels 

Council Service Policies/contracts 

Sustainable procurement strategy. 

Community Halls  Fit for purpose halls 
across district – safe 
drinking water, internet 
connectivity, effective 
heating/cooling. 
Ensure that any 
divestment is 
considered in 
consultation with the 
community. 

Pump track for BMX bikes Either through 
placemaking fund or 
consider purchasing a 
modular pump track 
(www.parklife.co.nz) 
that could be shared 
around the three wards 

Mobile concept would align 
especially well with the FNDC 
shift to supporting a mobile 
library, ensuring equal 
opportunity around the 
District. In some cases, 
temporary may well be the 
better option for the ratepayer 
spend, when taking whole life 
cost into account 

St Paul’s Rock Road 
Development 

Develop a ‘Tourist 
Road’ linking Ota Point 
Rd, St Pauls and 
Kaheka Point track 

Old Hospital Road dangerous 
and high tourist potential 

Extended connection Connecting Whangaroa 
and Ota Point to Kaeo 
Wastewater treatment 
System 

 Future Whangaroa Plan 
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Sewage Treatment 
Effectiveness 

There needs to be a 
study into the 
effectiveness of 
wastewater disposal to 
stop treatment plant 
and septic tank 
seapage getting into 
waterways and 
harbour/sea 

Future Whangaroa Plan 
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Youth 

Activity  Detail  Rationale  Year  Reference 
Support FNDC Youth council  Develop FNDC 

Youth strategy  
Governance training for 
Youth   

Annual 
Plans 

Youth activity calendars 

CB rep on Youth council  Governance 
experience to 
mentor Youth 

Keep Youth in district  Annual 
Plans 

Youth policy & strategy 

Youth participate in Council 
meetings    

By invitation  Build Youth experience in 
governance   

Ongoing  FNDC Youth policy 

Youth scholarships  Amend CB funding 
policy to support 
scholarships    

Education & nurturing local 
talent   

Annual  By application 

Additional notes; 
• Consider tapping into walking track vs footpaths budget as it is underspent
• Develop a decision-making tool that relates to strategic priorities for Board to use when assessing applications
• Develop new strategic plan that addresses equality and equity across BOI-W ward taking covid, 4 wellbeings etc into account –
work backwards from LTP submission date
• Add to Strategic Plan to make FND a motorhome friendly district
• Schedule and register for reserves and halls (not just the map) so are accurate and easy to use
• Update on reserve funds (from development contributions) held by each Board.  (This funding is owned by the CB, but the

Boards are not advised on what funding is available still etc) Information should be publicly available.
• Boards are more operational than just a governance role and the CEO did agree with this. (Lane and Manuela).
- BOARD STATEMENT – INCLUDE, TO CONTINUE TO SUPPORT COMMUNITY PLANS (INCLUDING IWI/HAPU PLANS AND

RESERVE MANAGEMENT PLANS).The Board request that if Council is going to continue having Community Boards that they be
engaged in activities in their area, works project and contracts.
examples

Levels of services 
- Contracts (Focus Paihia)
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Community Plans (including 
iwi/hapu plans, reserve 
management plans).   

Community Board will work with 
communities and Council teams to 
Participation. 
IN the absence of town based planning 
empower communities to develop their 
own plan by which they can create an 
action plan 

Load into AP/LTP provisions to 
work with Council staff for Council 
to fund and development the 
Community Plans. 

2021-
2031 

Annual 
and LTP 
plans 

 Planning 

- 

ENDS 
=== 
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Submission on the Proposed New Rating Method 

On the matters of “fairness” and “simplicity” 

It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what Council identified and accepted 

as ‘unfair’ about the current rating method, other than by inference given the proposed changes.   

The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be considered alongside the proposed “Fees 

& Charges Policy”, as well as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 

It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to attract private benefit, verses those 

are deemed to have a ‘public good’ component.  Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost recovery 

approach to activities such as inspecting properties to ensure compliance with various national or local 

regulations. For example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”.  The interactions of households and 

businesses with FNDC as a regulatory agency tasked with administration of legislation are able to be 

charged on a cost recovery basis. For example, Resource Consenting, Building Consenting, and Dog 

Control.  

I generally support the “User Pays” approach to fees and charges. 

Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services to property and community 

facilities (District Facilities). Council proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General 

Rates.  

The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however.  Rather it is more convenient for Council and 

for its contractors to bundle all water and wastewater systems together (and potentially stormwater 

networks) for the purpose of setting a price at the District level, rather than having to reveal the actual 

cost associated with each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living in each settlement.   

This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC and LGNZ have been espousing as 

the way forward for the local government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the 

opposite of democratic and of a free market.   If where one lives, or locates their business or home is a 

private choice, the questions of exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is 

relevant. Council is prepared to charge fees for services deemed to deliver a private benefit in other 

aspects of life choices, why a different assumption when it comes to providing water and wastewater 

services. Council has not made a good economic or even social or environmental case for socializing 

the capital costs of water and wastewater infrastructure, other than asserting we all benefit from 

diversity of having numerous small settlements across the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not 

a strong rationale for socializing all of the costs of core infrastructure across all SUIPs on a sliding scale 

based on QVs limited view and assessment of “improvements”. 
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assumption has not been tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold 

The proposed move to socializing the costs of inefficiencies associated with the Far North’s historic 

settlement pattern, and of poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and maintain 

communities that otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay for their own scheme. But there has been 

no evidence provided that there are any communities that cannot afford to service debt to pay for 

their own scheme.  Also, if it was simply a matter of socializing the costs of all schemes, then Council 

would have proposed an equal share in the form of a targeted rate to apply to all properties, 

regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not.  But that isn’t what FNDC has proposed, 

rather you have suggested a sliding scale of Rates be charged based on a limited view of 

‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one participant in the public meeting (held 

to discuss rates) observed, this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested heavily in 

property are assumed to have higher incomes than those who haven’t invested in property. That 

true. There are exceptions.  Volume 6 243



The Far North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds (32 – 37% of all residents). These are pensioners, 

often living in the family home purchased decades ago, whose income is superannuation, which 

provides them a net income of just $15,000 per annum – less than the average income for the Far 

North.  The fact that they managed to remain in their home and it has appreciated in value relative to 

other areas, does not mean they have a greater ability to pay Rates.  

I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for central Government, which is better 

placed to evaluate real net income of households and disposable income available to pay rates, along 

with access to other grants or subsidies via the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the 

table in providing adequate infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest 

that lateral thinking on development opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is 

necessary, to reinvigorate our small settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the issue 

under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly conceived wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather 

than make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature 

of the systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX 

for renewals and upgrades. 

i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates

I OPPOSE this change. 

The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive in rates it just shares it out 

differently.” 

However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate 

what has been identified as unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for the 

General Rate. Either way, this is a variable amount paid by every SUIP based on their relative ranking in 

either L.V. or C.V.   

There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the redistribution curves associated with L.V.s 

and with C.V. for the public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs will see a 

redistribution in terms of which SUIPs will contribute more and which will contribute less during a 

gradual shift to full (100%) C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of access to or 

receipt of services. 

This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital value’ with ‘income’ associated 

with capital improvements to properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements” with 

income earning potential.  

On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of “Progressive tax” in which reference is 

made to low-income and high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those definitions 

and any of the proposed changes to Rating method.  If there had been a relationship, then land-uses 

associated with businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least 1.6x the base rate 

for ‘residential’ which is NOT income earning, but must be paid as an after-tax expense for 

households).  However, you have not proposed an equivalent differential to rural-producers, which are 

also commercial enterprises (businesses) able to claim rates as an expense, and so ought to be charged 

the same differential as ‘commercial’ land-use category of ratepayer, to provide a fair approach 

towards all businesses (as distinct to residential land uses). 
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There would also have been effort made to identify home-based businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and 

charging an additional rate to account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in 

Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’. 

FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability to pay Rates (affordability) is 

directly correlated to Capital Value of the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate 

Assumptions include that the Far North is expected to continue to have an ‘aging’ population, meaning 

a greater proportion of residents will fall into the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to have limited 

earning potential as they age. It is also noted in the Corporate Assumptions that average household 

incomes are not expected to rise significantly.  

There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but capital poor”. FNDC has not shown 

that those residing in a higher value property do have additional disposable income to pay Rates, when 

compared to people residing in lesser valued property. It may be that households residing in high value 

homes are fully committed to maintaining that asset and have little additional disposable income, 

while households residing in a lower value property pay less on the mortgage and on maintenance and 

have a greater disposable income.  

The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with this past decade, as incomes have 

not kept pace with housing costs, and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher proportion of 

household income.  I make these points to underscore that the supporting material provided to 

understand FNDC’s rationale for proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT provide sufficient 

information to allow anyone to deem it is indeed ‘fairer’.  

The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses (property codes for rating purposes or 

which townships) will benefit the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming will 

benefit from this shift, as these land uses have relatively low value “improvements” as primary 

production enterprises (according to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to 

higher value improvements associated with dairy farm operations). Most of the rate burden, however, 

will fall on commercial and industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher value 

residential properties.   

Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is contributed to ‘transportation’.  The 

high cost of roading in the Far North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more intensely 

developed Central Business Districts and industrial precincts, but is due to the extensive rural roading 

network and high costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles use of these rural 

roads. 

Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the beneficiaries of the rural transportation 

network are, and endeavor to charge them a greater share.  Primary-producers are businesses, which 

have proven resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has been noted with FNDC’s COVID19 Impact 

Statement.  

As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn experienced by Commercial 

Ratepayers and the many households reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The primary 

sector’s ability to access national aid or other relief following/during a drought or flood sees that 

sector in a good position to contribute fairly towards the transportation network upon which it relies.  
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ii) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & wastewater to a District-wide

approach

I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all 

Wastewater and Water schemes.  

It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within the Area of Benefit for each scheme. 

It is also important for local democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities retain a 

very direct relationship with their Council, in determining what services are required to property, that 

Ratepayers will have to and are prepared to pay for.  There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’ of 

Ratepayers by Council. That is why we have local democracy and elected representatives to oversee 

what will be provided. Elected representatives are to engage with local residents and with the 

assistance of experts, work to find solutions to common problems or to provide for communal needs.  

I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) communities from their ability to 

influence directly what infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.  

If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then it may be necessary to look for 

additional revenue streams or subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development of 

these areas).  However, it is important to retain the current ability for Council work together with 

communities to design or to choose innovative schemes that reflect the community’s ability to pay 

and/or development potential should a new scheme be established. It is preferrable to retain the 

ability to differentiate between the different townships’ schemes and communities of interest, over 

simply spreading costs over all properties throughout the District who happen to be connected to any 

scheme, as though there are no differences between them. That is a dis-service to all “communities” 

served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse communities.   

The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX would also have the effect of 

subsidizing inefficient or unsustainable (financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger 

urban centers, which are growing will find themselves having to pay not only for development 

associated with growth, but also to maintain other areas that are not developing, but which may be in 

decline or static. Rather than a fate accompli, innovative solutions are needed to turn around the fate 

of these smaller settlements, and the provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that.  

This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as relevant if Council had reinstated a 

Development Contribution Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next decade, and 

yet rather than identifying the additional capacity to be provided for and enabling development in all 

serviced communities, Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all connected properties. 

Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water more affordable, it is simply 

making living in the Far North less affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable 

schemes. This would mean, for example, that the people of Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to 

help pay for the new Kerikeri Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their own town, 

not only in terms of CAPEX, but in terms of OPEX.  The idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help 

pay CAPEX for a new scheme for Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa into such a new 

scheme, in addition to paying for their own new scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not 

shout “fairer rating system”, particularly in light of an absence of Development Contributions. 
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iii) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater to every rateable property

I SUPPORT this change 

All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town supply water and sewage schemes. 

When drought hits and tanks are dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water. 

When one towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other systems to assist.  When Waipapa 

private water scheme needed to close, that entire community was able to be connected into the 

Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, 

Fire Stations, Courts and the like located in townships served by FNDC provided water and wastewater 

infrastructure. That all residents across the District, whether rural or urban, avail themselves of 

Government provided services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these services. 

iv) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the area of benefit cover most of

the cost

I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to Water and Wastewater, and the 

addition of a Targeted Rate for properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, where 

such networks are provided.  

On-site stormwater systems are an improvement to property that would attract a higher share of 

Rates, should FNDC shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater harvesting tanks to 

compliment the town supply, requiring less draw on the communal system, is an improvement to 

property that would attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for Rates. Retaining 

walls, to prevent private property falling onto public roads similarly, are improvements that would 

attract higher rates.  These examples serve to illustrate that it is NOT fairer to share costs according to 

‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer to share costs according to land value, as land value is a better proxy 

for the levels of service and state of development of an area. 

Name: Josephine A Webb 

Address: (Contact details withheld for privacy) 

 Kerikeri 
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Surname Williams 

First name David 

Organisation Position 

Project / Main topic rates review submission 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS33 

Date 5/04/2021 

See attachment next page
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Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 

You assert that the average rate increase will be 5.5%. This assertion disguises the outliers and your document 

is silent about these and the reasons behind them. I have thus spent many hours trying to figure out why, on 

your current plans, my rates will rise by 23% next year. My neighbours have similar or larger increases. The 

reason is not the ‘public good’ charges, nor the progressive change to rating on capital value. It can be found in 

the large increase in the rating charge/dollar land value, from 0.0046 to 0.0063. I can understand the 

reasoning behind moving away from a regressive uniform charge, but suspect that this is not the reason for 

such a spectacular increase either. Instead, I suspect that at least in a significant part it is because you, the 

council, have incurred very large capital costs for sewage and water schemes needed to cope with significant 

new housing development for which you do not charge a development levy. This is exactly the same problem 

that lead to the Kaipara district council being put into administration: perhaps that event looms large in your 

collective mind? Or is it because you plan some very expensive roading and cyclepath development that is also 

associated with housing development? Your soft-focus, touchy-feely, superficial graphics hide this problem 

and I find them an insult to my intelligence. A clear explanation of the reason for the spectacular increase in 

my rates would be appreciated. Your documents do not give this. 

On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity” 

It is obvious from my initial comment that I struggle to understand what is “fair” about a 23% rate increase 

when we are not connected to reticulated water or sewage, pay for rubbish collection, and are connected by a 

rural road that has little or no maintenance. It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly 

what Council identified and accepted as ‘unfair’ about the current rating method, other than by inference 

given the proposed changes.  The proposed system is neither simpler nor fairer than the present one, rather 

simply more convenient for Council and for its contractors to bundle all water and wastewater systems 

together (and potentially stormwater networks) as well as roading for the purpose of setting a price at the 

District level, rather than having to reveal the actual cost associated with each scheme and being transparent 

about the cost of living in each settlement.   

This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC and LGNZ have been espousing as the 

way forward for the local government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the opposite of 

democratic and of a free market.   If where one lives, or locates their business or home is a private choice, the 

questions of exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is relevant. Council is prepared to 

charge fees for services deemed to deliver a private benefit in other aspects of life choices, why a different 

assumption when it comes to providing water and wastewater services. Council has not made a good 

economic or even social or environmental case for socializing the capital costs of water and wastewater 

infrastructure, other than asserting we all benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across 

the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not a strong rationale for socializing all of the costs of core 

infrastructure across all SUIPs on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of “improvements”. 

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 

make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 

systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for renewals 

and upgrades. 

Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that location, and removing the incentive to retrofit 

or to relocate into more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating unsustainable forms of development. 

It is also discounting the need to lobby Government to assist in funding necessary renewals and upgrades to 

systems necessitated by regulation and national standards established by Government.  

The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for innovation to provide more affordable systems for 

smaller communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our partners”) need to be put on notice 

that the old engineering solutions that have proven so expensive to replace and to upgrade are no longer fit-
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for-purpose, and that our smaller townships and/or poorer communities should be adapting to more 

affordable, biological solutions for treating waste water, and should be shifting towards a greater self-reliance 

on rain-water harvesting for water supplies. 

I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the weight of trucks allowed on NZ rural roads, it 

did so apparently without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by Ratepayers to ensure roading 

infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the trucking industry and those it serves presumably enjoy savings 

as a result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair to expect they will pay an additional share towards 

improving culverts and bridges to be able to carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards 

maintaining the extensive rural road network on which they rely. 

i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates

I OPPOSE this change. 

The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive in rates it just shares it out differently.” 

However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate what has 

been identified as unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for the General Rate. Either 

way, this is a variable amount paid by every SUIP based on their relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V.   

There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the redistribution curves associated with L.V.s and with 

C.V. for the public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs will see a redistribution in

terms of which SUIPs will contribute more and which will contribute less during a gradual shift to full (100%)

C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of access to or receipt of services.

This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital value’ with ‘income’ associated with 

capital improvements to properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements” with income 

earning potential.  

On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of “Progressive tax” in which reference is made to 

low-income and high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those definitions and any of the 

proposed changes to Rating method.   

Finally, this method makes rates subject to the assumptions underpinning QV valuations, and assumes that 

ability to pay is somehow related to the movements in the property market. That may be true for some people 

but is manifestly untrue for many residents of the Far North, particularly for long-term residents who are now 

pensioners still living in their own home. 

ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP) and the Roading Rate ($100/SUIP)

I OPPOSE this change. 

I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate into it). It is important that every SUIP be 

seen to contribute equally towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community that must fund our local 

authority. However, I suggest that there be a mechanism for remission of rates for those who genuinely 

cannot pay. 

I note that that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, while another 10c is for “Regulatory 

Services” (presumably that portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the ‘public good’ share), while 

12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core functions of the territorial authority that every SUIP 

must support equally, because we all benefit equally as citizens/ratepayers having to provide for local 

government. However, they are also large – a total of 26% of the rate income, and given the rate increases 

proposed should surely be carefully examined.  

iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs)
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I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial SUIPs. 

I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to “rural production” SUIPs – as these 

activities are enterprises able to claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out of before tax, gross 

income).  This differential, applied to all forms of enterprise (associated with land-use) has the effect of 

leveling the field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from the net (after-tax) income. The 

difference in effect on incomes is significant – to the tune of 1.6 x as a minimum to level the playing field – or 

making the tax system fairer. 

iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & wastewater to a District-wide approach

I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all 

Wastewater and Water schemes.  

It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within the Area of Benefit for each scheme. It is also 

important for local democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities retain a very direct 

relationship with their Council, in determining what services are required to property, that Ratepayers will 

have to and are prepared to pay for.  There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’ of Ratepayers by Council. That is 

why we have local democracy and elected representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected 

representatives are to engage with local residents and with the assistance of experts, work to find solutions to 

common problems or to provide for communal needs.  

I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) communities from their ability to influence 

directly what infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.  

If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then it may be necessary to look for additional 

revenue streams or subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development of these areas).   

Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water more affordable, it is simply making living 

in the Far North less affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable schemes. This would 

mean, for example, that the people of Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to help pay for the new Kerikeri 

Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their own town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in 

terms of OPEX.  The idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help pay CAPEX for a new scheme for 

Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own 

new scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer rating system”, particularly in light of 

an absence of Development Contributions. 

v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge

I OPPOSE this change 

The “Availability Rate” charge recognizes sunk communal investment, intended to provide a public good and 

to enable a type of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in an absence of such 

schemes.  It is not fair to subsidise those who do not ‘opt in’ to a communal scheme, while still expecting their 

share to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of such subsidies is land-banking, that can force a 

community to have to further extend expensive infrastructure. The main lever a Council has to ‘encourage’ 

development and dissuade from land-banking is to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided 

expressly for the purpose of ‘development’. I submit that you continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 

100%).  

vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater to every rateable property

I SUPPORT this change 
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All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town supply water and sewage schemes. When 

drought hits and tanks are dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water. When one 

towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other systems to assist.  When Waipapa private water 

scheme needed to close, that entire community was able to be connected into the Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, Fire 

Stations, Courts and the like located in townships served by FNDC provided water and wastewater 

infrastructure. That all residents across the District, whether rural or urban, avail themselves of Government 

provided services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these services. 

vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the area of benefit cover most of the

cost

I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to Water and Wastewater, and the addition of 

a Targeted Rate for properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, where such networks are 

provided.  

NAME David Williams 

ADDRESS (Contact details withheld for privacy) 

I am affiliated to the Kerikeri & Surrounds Ratepayers & Residents Association. 
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First name 

Organisation 

Project / Main topic LTP Submission Received 

Notes Refer to submission document 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

ID Number IBS17 

Date 1/04/2021 

See attachment next page

Position Carbon Neutral NZ 
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FNDC Draft LTP 2021-31 - submission 

Submittor:    Carbon Neutral NZ Trust, Kerikeri Branch, 28 Landing Road, Kerikeri 0230 
e-mail:  carbonneutraltrust@gmail.com  web: carbonneutraltrust.org.nz
Author:  Rolf Mueller-Glodde, Trustee
Phone:  (Contact detail withheld for privacy)

We wish to make a verbal submission 

The charitable Carbon Neutral NZ Trust, Kerikeri Branch is a Community Group with a focus 
of raising awareness for Climate Change and what households and individuals can do to 
reduce their greenhouse gas emissions.  The free and easy carbon calculator has approx. 
1,000 users so far.  The trust has another branch on Waiheke Island.

P5 Three Waters: It was probably appropriate to sign the non-binding MOU to have a foot in the 
boat, and we are looking forward to the more intense consultation based on more detail to consider 
the opt-out possibility.  From what we have heard so far, it might make sense to pool expertise and 
responsibility with all Northland Councils, but not with Auckland with very different schemes and 
requirements.  The Northland Councils lack expertise resulting in high cost (consultants) and inferior 
management (numerous facilities are working sub-standard and/or on expired consents).   
A huge problem seems to be the lack of reserves to renew/renovate existing/ageing facilities 
because their applied depreciation funds have been used for other projects instead of for the 
intended purpose.  This needs to be changed.  However, as apparently all Councils have applied this 
handling, there appears to be a general lack of capital for urgently required work to avoid serious 
environmental consequences and/or failure of service to ratepayers.  Support from Central 
Government will be required and need to be applied for. 

P5 Adaptation to Climate Change:  It is good to see that the seriousness of Climate Change and the 
risks for Northland are recognised.  However, after a little bit of public consultation, plans and 
actions have been handled behind closed doors without information, consultation and 
transparency.  It is of utmost importance to reflect details to the ratepayers to entice them to plan 
accordingly and also to consult FNDC in case the plans/actions are deemed 
inappropriate/insufficient.  We are keen to know Council’s planning and procedures to ensure that 
all its decisions and its departments’ actions are coordinated to mitigate the risks of Climate 
Change.  This is a matter for the “team of 57,000”. 
While the Draft FN2100 is insufficient for its ambitious goal to plan for 80 years ahead, the 
description of “How we get there” on page 12 should actually be incorporated into the LTP 2021-
31. The next 10 years are the most crucial ones to mitigate Climate Change, as 2030 is considered a
“tipping point”.
See also our points under P6 Strategic Planning.

P5 Transport and Roading:  The cooperation among the 4 Northland Councils is welcome in 
principal.  However, we have been calling for an acceptable solution for Kerikeri’s traffic problems 
since 15 years.  Traffic congestion is now experienced daily rather than just during the summer 
holiday period.  The provision of a parallel road (“CBD Bypass”) to Kerikeri Road through the CBD is 
long overdue.  The KK Strategic Road Network Plan needs to be speeded up with higher 
priority than “4" in the Draft Regional Land Transport Plan.  Planning for the CBD Bypass is 
required urgently and construction should be commenced with a year - even without NZTA 
funding contribution.  If a targeted rate for Kerikeri ratepayers would be required, it should be 
taken into consideration that Kerikeri is a shopping and service hub for the whole District: 
part of the cost should be covered by general rates.
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Actually, if the current application for the felling of the aged eucalyptus and redwood trees at 
Woodlands eventually does get approved to make room for housing development, a through 
road connecting the already provided stubs from Golf View Road and the Heritage Bypass 
needs to be planned for the longer term (see enclosure attached).

Additionally, the call to end the construction of more cul-de-sac sub-divisions is still being ignored 
with the effect that all traffic has to use the already over-burdened main roads with lengthy periods 
of turning right or left (loss of time and increase of fuel consumption and CO2 emissions).  This 
increases the risks for pedestrians and bikers, who urgently need substantially better infrastructure 
to enable commuting on foot or bike instead by car (reduce CO2 and congestion, increase 
exercise/health, save drivers’/parents’ time).  The recent engagement of a Christchurch consultant 
for a walking & cycling strategy for Northland is deemed as inefficient (lack of local knowledge) and 
costly (travel and accommodation): what about the intended local procurement?   
The funding for local walking and cycling tracks needs to be advanced and increased substantially. 

P6 Community Facilities:  It is acknowledged that Far North Holdings Ltd has been handling assigned 
projects successfully and efficiently.  Yet, FNHL is suffering from a bad reputation due to their lack of 
consultation/information/collaboration with the public.  Procedures are not transparent (example 
Rangitane Boat Ramp).  FNDC’s remit to FNHL needs to be changed to reflect that before FNHL gets 
mandated with a project, FNDC’s mandatory consultation has to take place, so that it is obvious that 
FNHL is just the executing vehicle on FNDC’s behalf. 

P6 Strategic Planning:  We feel there is a lack of information and consultation.  We had never heard 
of the project Nothing But Net, which sounds good.  Why?  - We participated in the initial 
consultation with some community groups at the start of the 2100 Plan and then never heard about 
it again, despite having offered more input.  Same for the Climate Change Road Map.  Same for the 
appropriately ambitious job description for the new position of Climate Sustainability Officer we had 
drafted and provided, only to see it being ignored.  We suggested to engage a high calibre Senior 
Manager with authority to guide all Divisions responsibly on the path through Climate Change 
mitigation and transition, which we repeat herewith! 

P6 Crown Funded Economic Stimulous Projects:  It is good to have won some funding for projects in 
the Far North.  However, the procedure of FNDC Admin applying for funding of projects under 
urgency under exclusion of Councillors (!!) and the public based on “shovel-ready” rather than 
“future oriented” projects in consideration of Climate Change is seen as inappropriate.  Numerous 
projects are “nice to have” but not essential.  Information about the projects was published 
late.  Why? 

P7 Our Infrastructure Strategy:  The planning is described as responsible and forward-looking for 
the next 30 years with the expectations that the asset infrastructure will work for the next 10 
years.  This seems questionable in view of several water and wastewater systems being used on 
expired consents and/or not working properly.  (See above P5 Three Waters).  The very lengthy 
planning and rounds of public consultation for the Kerikeri wastewater plant resulted in an 
enormously expensive and already insufficient system.   

P9 Key Financial Goals 
- Moderate impact of funding depreciation on strategic assets: See above P5 - The proceeds of
depreciation need to be kept in reserve to fund maintenance, repair and renewal.  Misappropriation
leads to increased cost later.
- Limit Debt:  It does not make much sense to strictly limit debt at this time of extremely low cost
borrowing, when some infrastructure improvements/renewals are urgently required.  Better borrow
more now at low cost to build the infrastructure now at lower prices than in the future. This will
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support the enhancement of the economy and reduce unemployment as well, especially with local 
procurement.  - Use low interest borrowing possibilities provided by the Local Government 
Commission/Central Government. 

P10/11 Capital/Operation Spend - Environmental Management = 0%:  It is surprising to see a 0% 
budget for this climate change related area, even if caused by rounding vis-a-vis 10% operating 
spend. 

P15 Early Engagement Results:  This information is interesting, but which consequences does 
Council plan?  Example: the change to Capital based Rates did not reach a majority, but it is intended 
in the draft plan?? 

P18 Housing for the Elderly: Option 4 is preferred. 

P20 Enable sustainable economic development:  Not sure: tend to Option 2.  Basically, NRC has the 
duty to represent all of Northland’s ratepayers in regard to Northland Inc.  All districts are 
represented by their local Councillors.  It seems more efficient to let NRC handle Northland Inc alone 
while involving District Councils in respect of action and funding for respective projects.  An FNDC 
shareholding would not be limited to provide annually rapidly rising contributions, but also involve 
continuous management participation.    

P22 Fairer and Simpler Rates:   Option 1 - keep the existing land-based system.  Charging the more 
wealthy more than the less wealthy would be agreeable in principal.  However, it is well known that 
Northland’s inhabitants include a high percentage of retirees without other income than their 
Super.  They might own a property with a high capital value, but have no regular income to pay high 
rates.  Younger property owners might have to use a large income portion on mortgages. 
We strongly oppose the change of the rating system to capital base! 

P24 Other things: 
Significance and engagement policy: The first determination for every decision Council makes must 
be the potential impact on Climate Change, as we are in an emergency situation and as such impact 
would affect everyone in the Community.  Best practice and easier to read policies will be welcome. 

Development Contributions:  As already requested repeatedly, development contributions must be 
re-instated without further delay.  Kerikeri has been growing rapidly without the infrastructure 
growing along.  The backlog of necessary investment in roading, water services and other 
infrastructure will result in unaffordable and unfair rate increases.  Behind closed door negotiations 
with investors like Arvida Retirement Village about some reluctant contribution (upon neighbours’ 
pushing) is insufficient and unacceptable.  Developers should know what to expect.   

GE-free/GMO: The existing precautionary provisions and policies regarding GE-free/GMO need to be 
preserved and enhanced to ensure the exclusion of any gene edited organisms in the Far North 
and actually all of New Zealand.  The occasionally called for introduction of trees, grasses 
and pest control methods GMO-manipulated with the CRISPR technique needs to be 
cautiously rejected.

Draw a straight line from the stub from Golf View Road to the stub on the Heritage Bypass to plan 
for a through road parallel to Kerikeri Road: 
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PSGR 
Physicians and Scientists for Global Responsibility 

New Zealand Charitable Trust 

PO Box 16164  +64 (0) 27 505 0808
TAURANGA 3147    info@psgr.org.nz  

  www.psgr.org.nz 

5 November 2019  Copies to All New Zealand Councillors 
 District Health Boards and Public Health Units 
 All MPs and other appropriate recipients 

For the attention of all New Zealand Regional Councils and Councillors 

As recently elected representatives of residents in your region we acknowledge your responsibility and 
concerns for sustainable land use, limiting the consequences of releasing genetically engineered organisms 
into your environment, and preserving the reputation and integrity of regional economies for exporting clean, 
safe products that New Zealand overseas markets buy from us knowing they are free of genetically 
engineered DNA. 

Physicians and Scientists for Global Responsibility is a Charitable Trust established to provide independent 
scientific assessment and advice on matters relating to genetic engineering and other scientific and medical 
matters.  In this capacity, informative letters have been regularly addressed to all New Zealand Councillors 
since 2003.   

It is important that Councillors know what genetically engineered organisms are and the reasons for the need 
for precaution particularly in the face of recent commercial pressure for the release of genetically engineered 
ryegrass in the New Zealand environment and deregulation of gene editing such as CRISPR (cas9).   

The High Court of New Zealand and equivalent courts in the European Union have supported regulation of 
gene edited products as genetically engineered organisms (GEO).  Consumers, producers and exporters 
benefit from protections to preserve non-engineered production and maintain the integrity of food safety and 
labelling systems.   

Councillors should also be aware of the tremendous efforts for close to two decades made by Councils in 
Northland, Auckland, the Bay of Plenty and Hawkes Bay to protect ratepayers from the risks of releasing 
genetically engineered organisms into the New Zealand environment.  These policies and protections are 
included in regional plans as an important local tier of oversight. 

One concern for councils taken up by Local Government NZ has been the request for government to introduce 
strict liability to moderate commercial risk-taking that is ‘socialised’ on ratepayers.  As some vested interests 
lobby for ‘deregulation’ there is also a growing call for the BioEthics Council to be reinstated, to advise on 
ethical issues such as gene editing in humans and farm animals. 

This situation has led us to send the following material.  We ask all re-elected and new councillors to read and 
absorb so that each representative can meet their duty of care to those in their region from a sound knowledge 
base. 
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Please note that the terms genetic engineering and genetic modification are used synonymously as in 
genetically engineered (or modified) organisms (GEOs / GMOs).  The more recently proposed Gene Editing 
includes techniques such as CRISPR (cas 9).  Transgenic and biotechnology are terms also used for the 
technologies. 

Biotechnology has made important advances adding much of value to our scientific heritage.  However, the 
technologies of genetic manipulation are seriously flawed, require effectual oversight and comprehensive 
regulation, and comprise only a very small part of biotechnology applications. 

PSGR uses the term genetic engineering (GE) because it most closely represents the changes made when 
novel DNA is inserted into plant life. 

PSGR’s principle concern is with such novel manipulation of organisms being released into the New Zealand 
environments, both physical and human.   

Once released into an environment, manipulated novel DNA is irretrievable.  

As of September 2019, the Ministry of Primary Industries’ website clearly states:  “No genetically modified 
seeds or nursery stock have been approved for release into New Zealand, so we have strict import rules to 
ensure no unapproved GM material arrives in the country.”1  PSGR maintains that this should remain the 
status quo. 

Moving genes between species involves the patenting of plants and animals.  It has extended property rights 
into biology, providing the potential for direct control over much agricultural production and the food supply.2   

In 1994, four major seed companies controlled 21% of the global market.  Subsequently, mergers and the 
buying up of smaller companies means four transnational seed companies and four transnational 
agrochemical firms now control a large measure of their respective markets globally.  Pesticide corporations 
producing genetically engineered seeds dominate the agricultural input market, effectively controlling the 
world's seed, pesticide and biotechnology industries. 

Monsanto was claimed the world’s largest seed producer, helped in this by owning the now-defunct patent and 
selling the glyphosate-based herbicide Roundup for use on its crops genetically engineered to withstand 
spraying with the chemical.  Bayer, the second largest agrochemical company in the world, purchased 
Monsanto for $63 billion in 2018, a merger approved by the Canadian government.  Bayer now owns 33% of 
the global seed market and 23% of the agrochemical market.3   

In the US, the overuse of glyphosate associated with genetically engineered crops has aided the development 
of resistance to glyphosate in weed species, and to those species replicating to spread over millions of 
hectares of farmland.   

Commercial plantings of transgenic food crops were first grown in the mid-1990s.  It was soon apparent that 
they threatened the environment; e.g. glyphosate-resistant rye grass was established in Australia by 1998.4 

1 https://www.mpi.govt.nz/importing/plants/seeds-for-sowing/genetically-modified-seeds-and-nursery-stock/  
2  See also http://www.psgr.org.nz/22-glossary/frontpage/1-welcome  
3 https://cban.ca/gmos/issues/monsanto/  
4  Volume 46, Issue 5 October 1998, pp. 604-607 ‘Evolved resistance to glyphosate in rigid ryegrass (Lolium rigidum) in Australia’ Powles et al, DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043174500091165 
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Because of the horizontal gene transfer of the resistance to glyphosate DNA, crops that are resistant to 
another toxic herbicide, dicamba5, are being developed.  Herbicide resistance, or herbicide tolerance, 
engineered into food crops is aimed at allowing farmers to spray freely without killing the crop.  Scientists 
predict wide-spread heavy use of dicamba will also lead to weeds resistant to that chemical. 

The above developments raised concerns for many in New Zealand.  

The Inter-Council Working Party on Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) Risk Evaluation and 
Management Options (ICWP) 

Northland Councils acted by establishing the ICWP in response to community concerns about transgenic 
organisms.  The Far North, Whangarei and Kaipara District Councils, Auckland Council and  Northland 
Regional Councils are represented on the working party.  Find out more on   
http://www.wdc.govt.nz/PlansPoliciesandBylaws/Plans/Genetic-Engineering/Pages/default.aspx 

Three major reports commissioned by the Working Party identified a range of risks involved with trialling and 
releasing genetically engineered organisms into the environment.  The ICWP also gave approaches to managing 
the risks: 

Genetically engineered organisms have become invasive and can affect non-target species including 
indigenous flora and fauna with long-term effects on ecosystems. 

There may be effects on Maori cultural beliefs of whakapapa, mauri, tikanga. 

There are ethical concerns about mixing genes from different species including human genes and the long-
term safety of such novel food. 

Economic risks include the loss of income through contamination, or perceived contamination, of conventional 
food products, with negative effects on marketing and branding opportunities such as 'clean and green' or 
'naturally Northland', and the costs associated with environmental damage, e.g. clean-up costs for invasive 
weeds or pests which are seen as coming from the public purse. 

There are limited liability provisions under the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms (HSNO) Act 1996.6  
Challenges have been made to the right of Councils to have ”precautionary statements” in their Regional 
Policy Statements and a cautionary approach with their Plans, and Councils’ rights have been upheld in New 
Zealand Courts. 

What is genetic engineering? 

Genetic engineering (GE) is the artificial, direct alteration of an organism's DNA.  It usually involves genes 
being taken from a natural host and inserted into a new host; for example, fish genes into tomatoes and 
strawberries,7 rat genes in lettuce, and genes from the cecropia moth into apples.  It can also involve 
genetically engineering resistance genes for herbicides used by farmers, councils and home gardeners.  The 
purpose is to insert a desired trait into a plant that does not have that trait.8   

5  http://www.panna.org/sites/default/files/dicamba-NCAP.pdf   
6  https://www.boprc.govt.nz/media/321876/environment-court-decision-18-dec-2013-env-2012-339-000041-part-one-section-17.pdf 
7 http://thegreendivas.com/2011/06/10/waiter-theres-a-fish-in-my-tomato-a-gmo-story/  
8 https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/global-warming/food-how-altered/  
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The application of genetic engineering technologies alters the DNA of a living organism in ways that are much 
more radical than the generally incremental, slow processes of natural evolution. 

PSRG sees fundamental research into these and other aspects of molecular biology as important to New 
Zealand; for example, using the technologies to produce pharmaceutical and industrial materials.   

PSGR also sees that health and scientific professionals in New Zealand, indeed worldwide, have grave 
concerns about aspects of genetic engineering technologies.  As we have said above, biotechnology has 
added much of value to our agricultural and scientific heritage.  However, the trial and error approach to 
evaluating the effects of genetic manipulation is inappropriate and dangerous when novel organisms enter the 
natural environment.   

The natural complex inter-relationships between organisms are genetically determined in ways about which 
we have too little knowledge.  You can read more on www.psgr.org.nz and http://www.psgr.org.nz/faqs. 

Currently, a New Zealand Crown Research Institute, trading as Scion, runs a limited scale open field trial of 
genetically engineered trees near Rotorua, some of which involve pine trees.  Wilding pines9 are a major and 
expensive problem for many New Zealand Councils and were recently in the news again.  While claims are 
made of novel DNA being engineered not to procreate, it needs only a failure of 0.01 percent or less for 
procreation to take place.  There is no guarantee failure cannot occur.  Can Councils and government afford 
the potential cost/s of failure? 

Other experiments in New Zealand are carried out in strict containment.  

Approving engineered organisms for release into the New Zealand environment is the responsibility of this 
country’s Environmental Protection Authority (EPA).  However, once the EPA approves a genetically 
engineered organism for release their responsibility ends.  There is no independent monitoring of effects, good 
or adverse.   

New Zealand’s history of genetic engineering experimentation outside of a laboratory is poor.  A field trial of 
genetically engineered tamarillos was grown at the Kerikeri HortResearch station.  At the time, lax security 
allowed the engineered crop to potentially cross-pollinate with commercial tamarillo crops.10  Claims, counter 
claims and denials abounded, but these of themselves revealed that the dangers were known.  A 
HortResearch spokeswoman is reported to have confirmed that trials of genetically engineered tamarillos were 
being done at Kerikeri and that “the fruit isn't even allowed to hit the ground.”  ‘Hitting the ground’ would 
potentially allow for cross contamination with tamarillos grown nearby.  Promised monitoring after the 
experiment was reported as poor or non-existent.  A Royal Commission on Genetic Modification (est. 2000)11 
acknowledged that public concern about the Kerikeri trial was justified.  

PSGR maintains that the risks revealed – proven overseas in abundance – should not be allowed to 
contaminate the New Zealand environment.  This is where Councils have a right to have a say.  Councils in 
Northland, Auckland and Bay of Plenty have precautionary statements in their Plans.   

9 https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/pests-and-threats/common-weeds/wilding-conifers / 
10 The history of experimentation warrants airing.  Modified tamarillos attract anti-GE protesters, 30 June 2000, Angela Gregory 
https://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=105549; https://www.beehive.govt.nz/node/14500  
11 https://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/Hazards/Royal%20Commission%20on%20GM%20in%20NZ-Final.pdf  
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A 2012 Colmar Brunton poll found 84 per cent of Hawke's Bay residents surveyed wanted a status free of 
genetically modified organisms for the region’s food production.  Hastings District Council secured GMO-free 
status in 2015.  Federated Farmers appealed the decision through the Environment Court which upheld the 
Council's decision to prohibit the outdoor release and field trials of GMOs.  Council and Ngati Kahungunu Iwi 
Inc worked closely to protect and safeguard the environment.12   

Other polls have shown that a significant portion of the population does not want genetically engineered / 
modified organisms released into the environment.13  Can Councils and government afford the potential cost/s 
of ignoring public opinion? 

Proposed changes to the Resource Management Act could bar Councils from protecting their region 

PSGR opposes the changes based on the record of past decisions made by New Zealand’s central 
government and regulatory authorities. 

New Zealand is in a unique position in that our borders are bounded by extensive distances of sea. 
Contamination is virtually impossible by air-borne DNA coming over those seas.  We can potentially protect 
this country’s environment and retain it as Clean Green and 100% Pure. 

New Zealand’s Ministry of Primary Industries requires testing of imported seed for the presence of transgenic 
seed for specific species and varieties of the following genera:  Brassica, Glycine, Medicago and Zea.14  In 
testing hundreds of kilograms of imported maize seed for sowing annually15 the presence of transgenes has 
been found in sweet corn and maize multiple times.16   

Food imports contaminated by viable transgenic organisms represent a risk to the international food and feed 
trade.17  New Zealand imports around 200,000 tons of animal feed annually.  This includes engineered crops 
claimed as “non-viable” which are inspected, although PSGR understands they are not tested by the Ministry 
of Primary Industries 

Some plants are genetically engineered with one trait, some with more than one.  This latter is known as ‘gene 
stacking’.  Monsanto’s Smartstax includes eight introduced traits.  The most common traits are herbicide 
resistance and using genes from the soil bacterium Bacillus thuringiensis to produce a Bt insecticide.   

Glyphosate resistance 

Since the first marketing of glyphosate in the 1970s, over 250 species have become resistant to its effects.  It 
simply no longer kills them.  In 2015, New Zealand had 12 glyphosate resistant species; three resisting 
multiple chemicals.18  This resistance included glyphosate resistance in perennial ryegrass and Italian 
ryegrass.  Some populations are also resistant to glufosinate which is used in genetic engineering of plants.   

12  https://www.nzherald.co.nz/the-country/news/article.cfm?c_id=16&objectid=12099940.  https://trueearth.co.nz/pure-hawkes-bay/.   
13  http://www.wdc.govt.nz/PlansPoliciesandBylaws/Plans/Genetic-Engineering/Documents/GE-Poll/GE-Poll-Results-Auckland-Region.pdf; 
http://purehawkesbay.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/OverwhelmingSupportforGMFreeHawkesBay.pdf.  
14  http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/regs/imports/plants/gmo 
15 http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/regs/imports/plants/gmo/corn-maize  
16 http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/regs/imports/plants/gmo/corn-maize 
17 https://www.euractiv.com/section/agriculture-food/news/fao-study-cases-of-gmo-contamination-rise/ FAO study: Cases of GMO contamination 
rise, Philippe Collet, 20 March 2014 (updated: 27 Mar 2014) 
18 https://resistance.nzpps.org/index.php?p=herbicides/introduction
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Releasing resistant genetically engineered plants would contaminate the New Zealand environment.  As we 
have said, once novel DNA is released into the environment, it is irretrievable. 

Since engineered crops resistant to glyphosate were commercialised in the mid-1990s glyphosate use in the 
US has increased dramatically and its effectiveness has diminished.19   

The industry solution is to use chemicals such as 2,4-D and dicamba, both of which belong to a chemical class 
that has been associated with increased rates of diseases, including non-Hodgkins lymphoma.20   

Another industry solution is to develop genetically engineered crops which scientists see as creating new 
generations of increasingly more intractable weeds controlled with yet more herbicides, leading to an era of 
much increased use of and dependence on pesticides. 

Introduced genes can transfer to other species in a process called horizontal gene transfer (HGT) 

Transgenic DNA has crossed between corn/maize varieties, between canola varieties, and between 
engineered crops and wild relatives.   

Just five years after the release of the first genetically engineered commercial crops in Alberta, Canada, 
chemical and DNA testing confirmed canola volunteers had acquired resistance to three chemicals:  Roundup, 
Liberty and Pursuit.21  In Argentina, transgenic soy and corn/maize comprise 100% of production of those 
crops.  A 2019 official figure of 340,000 tonnes was given for soybeans imported into New Zealand.  Are these 
or any other imported genetically engineered crops extensively tested?  A survey by Friends of the Earth found 
agricultural chemical use between 1990 and 2013 has risen from 3 to 12 litres per hectare largely due to 
engineered crops.   

Genetically engineered High Metabolisable Energy (HME) ryegrass 

Of particular concern for New Zealand is the potential introduction of genetically engineered HME ryegrass.22  

English perennial ryegrass is the principal seed used for permanent pasture for grazing, hay and silage.  New 
Zealand’s exported ryegrass seed meets a substantial percentage of global demand, contributing significantly 
to the economy; perennial ryegrass being dominant in herbage seed production, supported by an international 
reputation as a supplier of high-quality seeds.  In 2018, pasture seed exports earned NZ$98m; 45% of total 
exported seed sales.23  

Export markets - the US, Australia, Europe, Japan, China and South America - look for purity and trueness to 
type, qualities based on our solid reputation and the fact that we are free of the engineered gene/s 
contamination that has resulted overseas from growing genetically engineered crops.  A key part of this 
success is the voluntary seed certification and isolation distance management systems (SCID) being operated 
for the industry by AsureQuality Limited, a State-owned enterprise24.  Pasture seeds - primarily ryegrass and 
clovers - also support our livestock and dairy industry, which represents 60 percent of NZ's exports.  

19 http://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2015-may/managing-glyphosate-resistance-may-sustain-its-efficacy-and-increase-long-term-returns-
tocorn-and-soybean-production.aspx#.VtTiPECqCuI 
20 http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/industrial-agriculture/the-rise-of-superweeds.html#.VtYadkCqCuJ 
21 https://www.organicconsumers.org/old_articles/ge/superweed.phpl; http://weedscience.org/mutations/mutationdisplayall.aspx 
22 https://www.agresearch.co.nz/news/hme-ryegrass-making-steady-progress/  
23 16 February 2018 https://farmersweekly.co.nz/#  
24 https://www.govt.nz/organisations/asurequality-limited/  
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PGG Wrightson and the New Zealand taxpayer are partners to the development of an engineered ryegrass 
and field trials are being run in the US. 

Perennial ryegrass is a highly out-crossed, wind-pollinated species, and is subject to extensive gene flow.  A 
significant concern is the possibility of novel genes being taken up in other plants nearby.  The potential rate of 
natural cross-pollination reduces with distance, but it is not known how many times cross-pollination can 
continue by a hop, skip and a jump, or for what distances, or for what period of evolutionary time.   

For example, while most of the gene flow occurred within two kilometres in the direction of prevailing winds, 
researchers found evidence from a monitored planted area of a RoundUp-resistant transgene from genetically 
engineered bentgrass (Agrostis stolonifera L) in a related species (Agrostis gigantea) growing 14 km away and 
in wild-growing plants of the same species 21 km away.25   

For anyone not convinced that transgenes in pollen can travel that far, 'Pollen-Rain from Vegetation of 
Northwest India,' reported pine pollen found in Northern India over 600 km from the nearest pine trees.  New 
Zealander, Faranty Desborough, an experienced pilot, speaking to the Hawkes Bay Times in October 2003 
said, “I have flown in a thermal at 7000 feet altitude over a corn field that was being harvested and was 
surrounded by corn husks that were being sucked up by the thermal.”  A southerly wind will carry sand from 
the Sahara Desert to settle on cars in London and just four days after the first bombing raid over Iraq in 2003, 
traces of depleted uranium from fired weaponry were detected in New York.   

Once in the atmosphere, pollen and other particles can travel the globe.  Perennial ryegrass cross-pollinates 
freely with annual and Italian ryegrass.  Consequently, many hybrid ryegrasses have developed.  Ryegrasses 
are typical of invasive weed species found in rural and urban riparian zones.  Grass seeds can germinate after 
passing through an animal's digestive system.  Seeds recovered from faeces 12-24 hours after feeding proved 
viable and seedlings started to emerge one week after planting.  Seeds have also been transported in the wool 
of sheep and, in the case of perennial ryegrass, remained in the wool for 1-2 months.   

Recent proposals for developing ryegrass include not using genetic engineering while another suggests we 
adopt engineered ryegrass.  It is a position that needs the strictest scrutiny.  It would be impossible to protect 
the genetic purity and trueness to type of perennial ryegrass from artificially created engineered genes.  
Escapees can simply go on spreading and contaminating.  We cannot guarantee control over their movement: 
by human or mechanised traffic; by insects, birds and mammals; by wind, rain or flooding.  Genetically 
engineered plants can potentially wreak ecological havoc.  Can Councils afford the potential cost/s of allowing 
engineered ryegrass in their region? 

Speaking on a DVD - A Silent Forest:  The Growing Threat, Genetically Engineered Trees – Dr David Suzuki 
of The Suzuki Foundation, says:  “As a geneticist, I believe there are far too many unknowns and unanswered 
questions to be growing genetically engineered plants – food crops or trees – in open fields.”  The ideas of 
genetic engineering are dangerous because we don’t have a clue what the long-term impact is going to be.   

Exports and tourists 

A Ministry for the Environment report, Our clean green image:  What’s it worth? asked ‘Is the environment 
valuable?’  It confirmed the New Zealand clean green image is what sells, that New Zealand companies need 
to understand who their customers are and what really makes a difference to those customers.   

25 Evidence for landscape-level, pollen-mediated gene flow from genetically modified creeping bentgrass with CP4 EPSPS as a marker, Lidia S. Watrud et al  
PNAS October 5, 2004 101 (40) 14533-14538; www.pnas.org/content/101/40/14533.   
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This applies to Councils serving their local industries and communities.  Common-sense should tell us that the 
practical thing to do is to protect our environment, our economy and the well-being of New Zealanders.  Why 
endanger that by releasing engineered genes into the environment? 

This country's primary exports are dairy products, meat, fruit and fish.  About 95% of our agricultural produce 
is exported.  New Zealanders and many overseas markets want ‘GE-free’ foods.  Germany, strongly anti-GE, 
buys our meat and dairy products worth some NZ$756 million/pa.  Japan buys around 11% of our exports and 
has refused imports because of potential contamination.    

A prime indicator of why New Zealand should not release or grow genetically engineered organisms is 
because insurance companies will not insure against damage and governments are reluctant to legislate on 
liability.  When Minister for the Environment, David Benson-Pope confirmed that if transgenic contamination 
occurs in New Zealand it will be those affected by the pollution who will pay - local councils and growers. 

An increasing number of Councils are looking at how to handle genetically engineered organisms in their 
region.  Concerns cover contamination, and the impact on local industry, agriculture, health and tourism.  It is 
vital Councillors understand the risks and act accordingly to meet their duty of care.  Can Councils and 
government afford the cost of no action? 

Fortunately, New Zealand has strong bio-safety laws and application procedures.  Despite this, not all the 
decisions made are considered wise by independent scientists and experts.  Government and regulators are 
heavily lobbied by industries.  By having precautionary statements in hand, Councils can look after their 
immediate duty of care, their residents and environment. 

Jean Anderson 
On behalf of 
The Trustees and Members of Physicians and Scientists for Global Responsibility Charitable Trust 

Paul G Butler, BSc, MSc, MB, ChB, Dip.Obst., FRNZCGP, General Practitioner, AUCKLAND 
Jon Carapiet, BA(Hons), MPhil., Senior Market Researcher, AUCKLAND 
Bernard J Conlon, MB, BCh, BAO, DCH, DRCOG, DGM, MRCGP (UK), FRNZCGP 
General Practitioner, ROTORUA 
Elvira Dommisse BSc (Hons), PhD, Mus.B, LTCL, AIRMTNZ, Scientist, Crop & Food Research Institute 
(1985-1993), working on GE onion programme, CHRISTCHURCH 
Michael E Godfrey, MBBS, FACAM, FACNEM, Director, Bay of Plenty Environmental Health Clinic, 
TAURANGA 
Elizabeth Harris, MBChB, Dip Obs, CNZSM., CPCH, CNZFP; DMM, FRNZCGP, General Practitioner, 
KUROW 
Frank Rowson, B.Vet.Med., retired veterinary surgeon, MATAMATA 
Meriel Watts PhD, Coordinator Pesticide Action Network Aotearoa NZ, AUCKLAND 
Peter R Wills, BSc, PhD, Associate Professor, University of Auckland, AUCKLAND 
Damian Wojcik, BSc, MBChB, Dip.Rel.Studies, Dip.Obst., DCH, FRNZCGP, FIBCMT (USA), FACNEM, M 
Forensic Medicine (Monash), FFCFM (RCPA), General Practitioner, Northland Environmental Health Clinic, 
WHANGAREI 
Jean Anderson, Businesswoman retired, TAURANGA. 
Jodie Bruning, B.Bus Agribusiness, TAURANGA 
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Further reference material: 

‘Jurisdiction of Councils to Regulate GMOs under the RMA, Response to Christensen and Nicolle, Anderson 
Lloyd Lawyers’  
Dr Kerry Grundy, Convener Inter-Council Working Party on GMO Risk Evaluation and Management Options  
http://www.rmla.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/jurisdiction_of_councils_to_regulate_gmos_under_the_rma_-_dr_k_grundy.pdf 

Royal Commission on Genetic Modification Report 
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/Hazards/Royal%20Commission%20on%20GM%20in%20NZ-Final.pdf 
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/hazards/report-royal-commission-genetic-modification   

The History of Genetic Modification in New Zealand, Sustainable Future, Exploring a Complex World 
http://www.mcguinnessinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Project-2058-The-History-of-Genetic-Modification-in-New-Zealand.pdf 

The International Survey of Herbicide-Resistant Weeds monitors the evolution of the most common herbicide 
resistance genes across a wide range of weedy species. See http://www.weedscience.org/

Genetically Engineered Crops in the United States, Fernandez-Cornejo et al, 
Economic Research Report No. (ERR-162) 60 pp, February 2014  
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/45179/43668_err162.pdf 

International Service for the Acquisition of Agri-Biotech Applications (ISAAA) 
List of GE crops and information on them http://www.isaaa.org/gmapprovaldatabase/cropslist/

The ETC Group 
*Seeds & Genetic Diversity http://www.etcgroup.org/issues/seeds-genetic-diversity

*How Gene Drive Organisms Could Entrench Industrial Agriculture and Threaten Food Sovereignty
http://www.etcgroup.org/sites/www.etcgroup.org/files/files/etc_hbf_forcing_the_farm_web.pdf 

The Union of Concerned Scientists 
*Sustainable Agriculture https://www.ucsusa.org/food/sustainable-agriculture

*Failure to Yield: Evaluating the Performance of Genetically Engineered Crops
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-engineering/failure-to-yield.html#.VtneykCqCuI  

*High and Dry: Why Genetic Engineering Is Not Solving Agriculture's Drought Problem in a Thirsty World
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-engineering/high-and-dry.html#.VtnfKECqCuI 

Ends

Volume 6 267

http://www.rmla.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/jurisdiction_of_councils_to_regulate_gmos_under_the_rma_-_dr_k_grundy.pdf
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/Hazards/Royal%20Commission%20on%20GM%20in%20NZ-Final.pdf
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/hazards/report-royal-commission-genetic-modification
http://www.mcguinnessinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Project-2058-The-History-of-Genetic-Modification-in-New-Zealand.pdf
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/45179/43668_err162.pdf
http://www.isaaa.org/gmapprovaldatabase/cropslist/
http://www.etcgroup.org/issues/seeds-genetic-diversity
http://www.etcgroup.org/sites/www.etcgroup.org/files/files/etc_hbf_forcing_the_farm_web.pdf
https://www.ucsusa.org/food/sustainable-agriculture
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-engineering/failure-to-yield.html#.VtneykCqCuI
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_agriculture/our-failing-food-system/genetic-engineering/high-and-dry.html#.VtnfKECqCuI


Surname 

First name 

Organisation Bike Northland Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

Receipt No IBS120 

Date and time 14/04/2021 

Volume 6 268



To: Far North District Council  

From:  Bike Northland Incorporated 

Bike Northland Inc. supports the further development of cycling and walking infrastructure in Te Tai 
Tokerau / Northland, for the purposes of enhancing commuter and recreational transport, enhancing 
health and wellbeing outcomes, contributing to the local economy and reducing environmental footprint. 

The shared goals of Bike Northland, Waka Kotahi and Northlands' Councils in cycling infrastructure 
would benefit from the activation of the network investments on a regional scale. Bike Northland seeks 
the NTA’s support for this proposal to fund Bike Northland to facilitate and enhance the above outcomes. 
The proposed role would optimise implementation of the vast amount of infrastructure planned, ensuring 
uptake of the network. 

Bike Northland seeks shared funding from the local government organisations of Northland for a three-
year term. The purpose of the funding is to provide industry representation, leadership and stewardship 
to develop Northland’s biking infrastructure for recreational and commuter activities.  

The funding arrangement proposed by Bike Northland is: 

 Whangarei District Council, $25,000 p.a. for 3 years
 Far North District Council, $15,000 p.a. for 3 years
 Kaipara District Council, $15,000 p.a. for 3 years
 Northland Regional Council, $35,000 p.a. for 3 years
 Bike Northland, $25,0001 p.a. for 3 years

• The main aim is to shift movements from on-road by developing off-road recreational cycleways
connecting communities and to enhance and create bike parks. Many of these are suitable as
shared facilities for walking and cycling and mobility access.

• BN will promote the programme and may lead some individual projects.

• Generally, BN would assist and facilitate other trusts and community organisations, including
Iwi, to develop and maintain tracks and parks around Northland.

• BN will ensure there is a centralised easily accessible information source about bike tracks and
facilities around Northland.

• BN will provide technical and fund sourcing skills where required.

• A key objective of BN is to assist in the development of the Twin Coast Discovery Cycleway.
This is 660km of (ultimately) off-road core route around Northland connecting Mangawhai to
itself, the long way round,

Mangawhai-Lang’s Beach-Waipu Cove-Waipu-Ruakaka-One Tree Point-(links to Whangarei
City on Waka Kohatu highway development) One Tree Point-Whangarei Heads-Pataua-
Ngunguru-(links to Whangarei City)-Tutukaka Coast-Whananaki-Helena Bay-Bay of Islands-
Opua-(links to Russell-Paihia-Waitangi-Kerikeri)-Kawakawa-Moerewa-Kaikohe-Okaihau-
Horeke-Rawene-Opononi-Waimamaku-Donnelly’s Crossing-Kaihu-Dargaville-Te Kopuru-
Ruawai-Paparoa-Kaiwaka-Mangawhai.

The Opua-Horeke section (Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail) is already complete. Other
smaller sections are in various stages of development by community groups.

1 Bike Northland’s share is donated time by the Board based upon 1 hour each board member per week 
costed at $100/hour. 
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Branches off this core route are also desired, such as the examples given above of linking One 
Tree Point to Whangarei City, Whangarei City to Ngunguru, and Opua to Kerikeri.  

Extending the network into the Far North to reach Cape Reinga is also desirable. 

Mangawhai is a strategic hub. To the south, the network is already planned and advancing from 
Mangawhai connecting Matakana and Puhoi. 

This proposal would enable at least a 0.5 EFT role, supported by BN board members, focused on: 

• Identifying, engaging and supporting key community groups and trusts as partners to develop
and take ownership of trail sections.

• Facilitating funding acquisitions for network development.

• Leading, coordinating and integrating the efforts of partner groups.

• Developing relationships with tourism and commercial sectors.

• Developing relationships with other stakeholders including state and local government health,
road safety and transport organisations.

• Developing and maintaining a centralised, accurate and accessible database of Northland’s
available cycle trail network.

Central Otago, South Canterbury and Hauraki cycle trail networks have proven to be very successful 
and have brought considerable financial benefit to communities in accommodation, cafes, 
restaurants, attractions and services providers.   

Northland has a fantastic story to be told and enjoyed.  The Twin Coast Discovery Cycle Route will 
have benefits that are significantly higher than the cost to construct the network, however these can 
only be realised when there is a substantial connected network.   

The few existing successful tracks and facilities need more visibility and are not yet numerous 
enough. 
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SUBMISSION 

TO 

THE FAR NORTH DISTRICT COUNCIL ON  

CONSULTATION DOCUMENT FOR LONG TERM PLAN 2021-31 

To: LTP 2021-2031 Submissions 

Far North District Council 

Private Bag 752 

KAIKOHE 0440 

submissions@fndc.govt.nz  

1 April 2021 

Kia ora 

Thank you for the opportunity for Ngā Tai Ora - Public Health Northland, Northland District 

Health Board to provide a submission on the Far North District Council (FNDC) Draft Long 

Term Plan 2021 - 2031. 

Ngā Tai Ora is one of 12 public health units across New Zealand. We are tasked with promoting 

and protecting the health of our communities, and preventing disease, with actions focused on 

reducing inequities, influencing health determinants and supporting people to be healthy where 

they live, learn, work and play. 

We support parts of the Draft Long Term Plan 2021-2031 for the Far North District but have 

suggestions and recommendations for improvement. We wish to be heard in support of our 

submission. 

Submission Contacts:   Prepared by: 

Dr Bart Willems  

Public Health Medicine Specialist 

Ngā Tai Ora - Public Health Northland 

Email: bart.willems@northlanddhb.org.nz 

Dr Brigid O’Brien 

Public Health Medicine Specialist 

Ngā Tai Ora – Public Health Northland  

Email: brigid.o’brien@northlanddhb.org.nz 

Mr Warren Moetara 

Service Manager 

Ngā Tai Ora – Public Health Northland 

Email: 

warren.moetara@northlanddhb.org.nz  

Dr Lily George PhD 

Policy Analyst 

Ngā Tai Ora – Public Health Northland 

Email: Lily.George@northlanddhb.org.nz 
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INTRODUCTION 

We acknowledge significant changes to the landscape since the previous Long-Term Plan 

(LTP) in 2018. In 2019 we welcomed the reinstatement of the four aspects of community well-

being – social, economic, environmental and cultural – into the Local Government Act (LGA). 

This shift towards broader, more integrated and sustainable approaches to improving quality 

of life in our communities into the future was also reflected by the central Government’s first 

wellbeing budget in 2019, and at the international level by the Sustainable Development Goals 

to which New Zealand is a signatory.  

As well as the local issues we face as a region we have been heavily impacted by two large 

global emergencies: climate change and the COVID-19 pandemic. These are ongoing and 

have in common at their root the unsustainable impact of human activities on the natural 

environment. There is increasing awareness of seriousness and urgency to act upon climate 

change with the scientific recognition that we now have less than a decade to prevent the worst 

outcomes. Numerous local bodies in New Zealand have declared climate emergencies, 

including the Far North District Council (FNDC), in 2019. Last year brought the COVID-19 

global pandemic with major impacts both globally and locally, especially for mental health in 

our community.  

As we step into the next decade we see opportunities for Public Health Northland and FNDC, 

with our overlapping roles and common goals, to work together to tackle the challenges in a 

way that optimises co-benefits for health and wellbeing. From a population wellbeing 

perspective the top priorities we see for the region are:  

• An equitable transition to healthy people living in a healthy climate and environment

• Drinking water security

• Affordable healthy housing for all

• An equitable transition to safe, healthy, decarbonised transportation

• Pandemic readiness, response and recovery.

Drawing on this context we offer detailed feedback on the LTP 2021-31 in the following table. 
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Key Issues 

FNDC Activities Our Comments & Recommendations 

Key strategic priorities identified in the LTP 

1. Climate Change

Climate change emergency 

in Northland: an equitable 

transition to healthy people 

living in a healthy climate 

Introduction: 

Northland has carbon emissions intensity above the national average1 

and the effects of climate change are already being seen (extreme 

weather events, flooding, coastal inundation, erosion, and drought2). 

With further climate change projections already locked in, delayed or 

inadequate action may see irreversible tipping points crossed, and a 

worsening of these impacts3 with serious consequences for the four 

wellbeings (social, economic, environmental and cultural)4, all of which 

should be in balance for optimal health. We therefore applaud FNDC’s 

declaration of a climate emergency and the acknowledgement of 

climate change as a priority issue in the LTP. However, we are 

concerned that the proposed actions do not match the urgent scale and 

unprecedented rate of transformation that is required to enable a 

healthy future for our communities. The science is now clear that this 

transformation requires dramatic decarbonisation to limit global 

temperature rise to 1.5°C by 20305. This means at least a 45% reduction 

in global emissions by 2030 and zero emissions by 20506. No one 

country or region can solve climate change singlehandedly. FNDC 

needs to take its part in a global and national effort for an equitable 

transition to healthy people living in a healthy environment. 

Climate change, human health and wellbeing: 

The health sector recognises climate change as the biggest threat to 

human health and wellbeing in the 21st century7, but also as an 

incredible opportunity to cut carbon emissions in ways that greatly 

improve health, equity and wellbeing8. 

According to the former World Health Organisation (WHO) Director-

General, Dr Margaret Chan: “achieving net zero emissions is the most 

important global health intervention now and for decades to come,” and 

that the “health benefits will outweigh the costs of mitigation policies, 

even without considering the longer-term health and economic benefits 

of avoiding more severe climate change.”9  

The right to the highest attainable standard of health is recognised in 

the United Nations (UN) Declaration on Human Rights10, and hauora 

(health and wellbeing) is one of the taonga guaranteed to all citizens 

under Te Tiriti o Waitangi11.  
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Health/wellbeing effects of climate change: 

The health and wellbeing impacts of climate change are serious, broad 

and disproportionately affect the vulnerable (children, elderly, people 

with disabilities and chronic disease and low income groups, posing a 

particular risk for Māori). Impacts include increased injuries, heat 

illnesses, air pollution related illness, mental illness, infectious and 

food/waterborne illness, health and socioeconomic inequalities, 

food/water insecurity and climate refugee burden on healthcare 

systems12.  

Health/wellbeing co-benefits of well-designed climate action: 

These include: 

• Reductions in air pollution related disease through reduced

fossil fuel use in heating and transport

• Reductions in injuries and deaths from vehicle accidents

• Reduction in infectious disease, respiratory disease and energy

poverty from more energy efficient homes

• Reduction in cardiovascular disease, obesity and diabetes from

more active transport and plant-based diets13

• Reduction of stress levels related to excessive heat,

uncontrolled fires, flooding and sea level rises, and insufficient

drinking water.

Recent studies clearly show that well-designed climate action is needed 

to optimise health gains14. 

The scale and rate of decarbonisation needed to secure a healthy 

future: 

While many people are undertaking well intentioned action towards 

emissions reductions the degree of scale and rate of the reduction 

required is usually not appreciated. The Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change (IPCC) has shown that to avoid the worst effects, a rise 

in global temperature needs to be limited to 1.5°C above preindustrial 

levels by 2030, which translates to global net CO2 emissions decline of 

about 45% (from 2010 levels) by 203015. New Zealand (NZ) ratified the 

Paris Agreement 2015 that committed to limit the global temperature 

increase to 1.5°C.  

The Climate Change Commission (CCC) is currently drafting advice to 

the Government regarding specific emissions budgets and targets 

which are expected to be legislated by 2022. NZ’s Zero Carbon Act 2019 

provides the legislative framework for NZ’s contribution to this 1.5°C 

reduction (New Zealand’s Nationally Determined Contribution is to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 30% below 2005 levels by 

2030)16. These are likely to have significant implications for local 
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government decision-making especially in terms of infrastructure such 

as transport, roading, housing, manufacturing and primary industries. In 

NZ the agriculture and transport sectors account for the majority of 

emissions17. In Northland the two biggest emitters are agriculture and 

manufacturing18. Other Councils around New Zealand are expecting the 

bulk of climate change mitigation work to fall on Councils and 

accordingly are taking a proactive approach19 - developing carbon 

emissions inventories for their regions and plans for quantifiable 

emissions reductions, along with adaptation (e.g. Auckland Council has 

committed to reduce emissions by 50% by 2030 and achieve net zero 

emissions by 205020).  

Recommendations: 

• FNDC strengthens its approach to climate change mitigation

and adaptation, drawing on the work of other Councils such as

Auckland Council,  Waikato District Council and Horizons

Regional Council21:

o Invest in climate change action: the focus must not only

be on adaptation but also on mitigation (i.e. emissions

reductions)

o For the Far North region and for FNDC itself:

▪ Measure carbon emissions by type and district,

including a baseline inventory and on-going

monitoring

▪ Set measurable emission reduction targets by

type/sector that match the urgent scale and

rate of transformation that is required and align

with the Paris Accord, IPCC and Zero Carbon

Act recommendations e.g. 50% reduction by

2030, net zero by 2050.

o FNDC work more closely with Northland DHB to

develop and implement plans that support an equitable

transition to a safe, healthy, decarbonised region. This

means applying a health/wellbeing and equity lens to

all climate relevant policies/decisions, with a particular

focus on the following areas: transport, water, food

systems, agriculture, housing, energy. Recommended

structured processes include:

▪ Health Impact Assessment (HIA)22

▪ Health in all Policies (HiAP) approach23

o Avoid locking in infrastructure projects over the next

decade and beyond that are not compatible with rapid

decarbonisation; instead prioritise projects that
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decarbonise with co-benefits to health e.g. active 

transport. 

o FNDC takes a ‘green recovery’ approach24 to rebuilding

our local economy and communities from the impacts

of the COVID-19 pandemic i.e. taking the opportunity to

create the healthy decarbonised region we need

o Adaptation: plan to prepare for the already locked-in

impacts of climate change, and to rapidly adapt to a

zero-carbon future. Measures need to prioritise and

protect groups likely to be worst affected - Māori, Pacific

peoples, children, elderly, and low income people, and

those geographically more affected by the direct

climate impacts e.g. living in flood or drought prone

areas. To avoid increasing inequities in implementing

the aforementioned measures consideration needs to

given to minimising further negative financial impact on

low-income groups.

Flooding mitigation There was significant flooding in the Far North district in 2020, due to 

what weather experts called a “one-in-500 year rainfall event”25 . This 

resulted in millions of dollars of damage to property. Given the flooding 

was primarily in low socio-economic areas such as Moerewa and very 

rural areas like Waikare, there was an inequitable impact of the flooding 

on those who are less likely to afford the cost of repairs after the 

flooding.  

While the FNDC is undertaking mitigation of the impact of the flooding, 

there is still major work to be done, especially in places such as 

Moerewa and Waikare. We therefore urge the Council to work with 

these communities to ensure that their needs are met. 

Recommendation: 

• That the FNDC continue to assess the needs post-flooding of

small communities in the Far North District and provide

mitigation initiatives to deal with these.

2. Protect our water supply:

Potable water supply The need for infrastructure investment in sustainable provision of safe 

potable water has been demonstrated by the recent droughts in 

Northland, lead contamination in Otago and the 2016 Havelock North 

campylobacter outbreak. The recent issuing of a Boil Water Notice for 

Waipapa has highlighted the importance of having a well-developed 

Water Safety Plan with good procedures and committed support from 

all parties involved. 
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We note and support the protection of water supplies as the number one 

priority outcome from the FNDC’s community consultation in 2020. 

We also note and commend the recent progress made with drinking 

water supplies in the Far North that includes: 

• Omanaia-Rawene treatment plant

• New bore source for Omapere-Opononi

• The development of a second bore for Kaikohe

• Allocation of funding in the proposed Capital Works

Programme, e.g. relocation and development of a new water

treatment plant for Paihia, replacement of an intake/rising water

main in Kerikeri, treatment plant and  source renewal in Kaitaia.

We support the FNDC’s recent commitment to water safety planning 

and anticipate seeing the proposed investigation of the infrastructural 

needs as well as the developments in the proposed capital works 

included in the Water Safety Plan as they are developed over the 

coming year. The planned improvements in the Water Safety Plan need 

to be incorporated into further planning at all levels to ensure that the 

drinking water supplies are safe, viable, and sustainable.  

We fully support the FNDC proceeding with improvements to its drinking 

water supplies, notwithstanding, the current and future changes that are 

taking place through the establishment of Taumata Arowai and Three 

Waters. 

Recommendation: 

• That adequate infrastructural investment and Water Safety

Plans are well developed to ensure drinking water security.

New subdivisions Special consideration should be accorded to any future subdivisions 

which may be dependent on on-site sewage disposal systems in close 

proximity to any shellfish harvesting areas (whether for recreational kai 

moana collection or commercial harvesting). Of particular note are any 

subdivisions dependant on on-site sewage disposal within the Waikare 

inlet surrounds. 

The Control of On-site Wastewater Disposal Systems Bylaw 201026 

which came into force on 1 July 2010, is due for review on 26 May 2020. 

We trust this by-law will be reviewed as soon as possible. 

Recommendations: 

• That FNDC ensure new subdivisions are connected to FNDC-

operated reticulated water and wastewater systems. This will

ensure the security and safety of drinking water supplies, and

also reduce the likelihood of adverse effects due to the

cumulative effects of multiple single on-site systems within a

relatively small area (this is especially important if on-site
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systems are located close to ground water tables, on poor 

draining soils, susceptible to flooding or with features that 

permit drainage to surface catchments or the sea) 

• That a climate change action lens and population health lens be

applied to all new subdivisions i.e. they are built to reduce

emissions from our homes while maximising health and equity

co-benefits e.g. zero carbon builds, with insulation and clean

heating (low emission, low air pollution)

• Sufficient resources are allocated by Council to review the

Control of On-site Wastewater Disposal Systems Bylaw 2010,

so the bylaw does not lapse again.

Water Fluoridation The most recent New Zealand Oral Health Survey (2009)27 showed that 

children and adolescents living in areas with fluoridated water have 40% 

less tooth decay than those living in areas without. The significant 

benefits of water fluoridation for oral health are also supported by over 

60 years of studies around the world28. 

Northland has consistently had one of the country’s highest tooth decay 

rates, especially among children and adolescents with significant ethnic 

(Māori: non-Māori) oral health inequalities29. The high rate of tooth 

decay affects general health and well-being and results in significant 

costs to the health sector. This includes the probable connection 

between tooth decay and heart health30 – yet, much of this is potentially 

preventable. Community water fluoridation (endorsed by the Ministry of 

Health)31 is considered worldwide as one of the cornerstones of 

prevention and one of the top ten greatest population-based public 

health measures in reducing the occurrence of tooth decay32. However, 

Northland remains non-fluoridated.  

The Health (Fluoridation of Drinking Water) Amendment Bill was first 

introduced by the previous National government in 2016. The bill as it 

stands proposes decision-making on fluoridation be shifted from local 

authorities to District Health Boards. The government will however be 

introducing a Supplementary Order Paper that changes the bill and 

gives responsibility for decision making to the Director-General of 

Health. This is expected to pass by the end of the year and to mandate 

fluoridation of reticulated water. 

Northland DHB: 

• Affirms the Ministry of Health’s position on community water

fluoridation to provide protection against tooth decay across the

whole community.
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• Supports community water fluoridation at accepted safe levels

being introduced into reticulated drinking water supplies to

increase access to fluoridated water.

• Agrees that community water fluoridation of drinking water

supplies is the most cost-effective population-based strategy to

assist in the prevention of tooth decay in communities of over

800 people.

• Is committed to reducing oral health inequalities through

community water fluoridation.

• Promotes awareness and advocates for fluoridating all

reticulated water supplies in Northland in collaboration and

engagement with Northland Primary Health Organisations

(PHO’), Iwi health providers, Non-Governmental Organisations

(NGO’s), and other relevant agencies.

Recommendation: 

• We recommend fluoridation of the reticulated water supply to

protect the health of our community.

3. Housing:

Housing, climate change and 

health: an equitable 

transition to safe, healthy, 

affordable, accessible, 

decarbonised housing 

Inadequate housing conditions impact heavily on the health of the 

vulnerable living in the most highly deprived communities in which the 

Far North features highly, with much of the area being on the deprivation 

index levels 7 to 10. An analysis of households in Te Tai Tokerau paints 

a dismal picture with a high proportion of substandard housing, 

particularly in relation to the presence of dampness and mould growth, 

and many households lacking access to basic amenities33. It was 

reported in 2020 that generally one in three Māori live in cold, damp 

and/or mouldy homes, in comparison with one in five Pākehā. In 

Northland, 42.9% of Māori live in damp housing34. Such conditions, 

along with overcrowding and other factors of sub-standard housing, can 

have significant impacts on health, especially in relation to respiratory 

infections and Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease, rheumatic fever 

and skin infections35. There is strong evidence, nationally and 

internationally, of improved health outcomes resulting from warmer and 

drier homes36. Improving housing is also an equity issue, with Māori and 

Pacific families being over-represented in low-income households in 

areas of poorer quality and crowded housing. Energy use in housing 

(building and heating) also impacts carbon emissions.  

Recommendations: 

• We note the absence of any mention of housing issues in this

LTP and while acknowledging that this is an issue that requires

a multidisciplinary approach recommend there should be long-

term resources allocated to the development of policy and plans

in the future.
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• Prioritise reducing emissions from our existing and new houses

while maximising health and equity co-benefits. Pathways to

this include:

o The installation of clean heating and insulation of all

existing houses

o Investing in new, zero carbon, healthy, accessible

social housing

o Enabling high efficiency, low emissions home

heating37.

• Working with Māori and iwi with regard to collaborative housing

initiatives that are meaningful for Māori for example, use of

papakāinga and multi-owned land. This would also create

increased employment opportunities for Māori, including

building apprenticeships, with positions specifically for Māori

apprentices as one avenue for employment.

Homelessness The effect of rising house prices and rentals, as well as likely job losses 
that are and have occurred as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, are 
likely to impact heavily on the rates of homelessness in the Far North. 

It is understood that “A home is essential to wellbeing….[as] a crucial 

platform for recovery, employment, education and wider community 

engagement and participation”38. In 2019 more than 41,000 people were 

estimated to be homeless in Aotearoa NZ39. 

Furthermore: 

• “Homelessness is no longer dominated by the stereotypical

rough sleeper with mental health issues and is now more often

a working family with young children”40.

• Māori and Pasifika groups, along with new migrants and those

with disabilities, have disproportionate rates of homelessness41.

• Homelessness is living without shelter, in temporary

accommodation, sharing accommodation with a household, or

living in uninhabitable housing42.

• Many have experienced a multitude of disadvantages, including

poverty, poor physical and/or mental health, unemployment or

low income rates, and disconnection from cultural institutions43.

• The concept of the ‘hidden homeless’  defines homelessness

as beyond just those who are sleeping rough, to include those

who are ‘couch surfing’, living in overcrowded homes and so

on44.

The government has recognised that Te Tai Tokerau/Northland has one 

of the most severe experiences of homelessness, with a 

disproportionate impact on Māori45. In Northland in 2020, across all age 

groups, Māori make up a significantly higher proportion of those 

receiving Emergency Housing Grants: 
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• In the 15-29 year age group, Māori were 87.1% of recipients

• 83.3% of the 30-44 age group

• 79% of the 45-59 age group

• 52.5% for those in the 60+ age group (this is still more than half

the recipients in that age range)46

• Northland currently has a population percentage of 33.9% for

Māori, more than twice that of the national population

percentage of 15.7%47.

The Hon. Phil Twyford, then Housing Minister, stated that: 

“We must acknowledge the harsh effects the housing crisis has had on 

Māori. They have borne the brunt of rapidly rising house prices and 

skyrocketing rents. A crucial part of Government policy must help more 

Māori move into their own homes, and there are great opportunities to 

partner with Māori organisations to do this48.”  

Recommendation: 

• That FNDC work closely with local as well as government

organisations such as Te Puni Kōkiri, and iwi/hapū, to create

sustainable housing solutions for Māori, that enable home

ownership in ways that are meaningful to Māori, for example,

use of papakāinga and multi-owned land. This would also

create increased employment opportunities for Māori, including

building apprenticeships, with positions specifically for Māori

apprentices.

Housing for the Elderly Recommendations: 

• That housing for elderly be culturally appropriate and

consideration be given to the development of papakāinga (a

group of three or more houses on whenua Māori, and

functioning as an intentional ‘community’ in accordance with

tikanga Māori). This communal living model can help to mitigate

loneliness for Māori.

• That consideration is given to the Swedish model where elderly

are supported to remain within their own homes as long as

possible49.

Sustainable economic 

development 

The forestry and farming sectors have both seen reduction in the 

workforce required due to a combination of mechanisation and 

increased unit size. This in turn has seen an increase in the use of 

contracting for differing tasks. Foreseeable changes are the increased 

use of technology in industries, drones and robots requiring a different 

workforce part of which may be remotely located.  

For rural development to be successful it must be sustainable and able 

to support the local communities50. Urban drift and the industrialisation 

of horticulture and forestry have reduced the number and types of jobs 

available, changing the structure and shape of rural communities.  
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Recommendation: 

• That development initiatives for rural communities take into

account the current and potential future impact of technological

unemployment on local populations. This includes projections

in technological advancement/automation and how this may

affect sustainable employment opportunities.

Deepen sense of place and 

connection 

It is likely that most Far North residents feel a strong connection to the 

lands and people of the Far North. Initiatives such as the Whitebait 

Connection51 (which provides education in schools and marae about our 

many unique and significant wetlands and freshwater environments) 

serve to strengthen that sense of connection. However, the on-going 

proliferation of economic hardship and social challenges infer that we 

still have a long journey ahead in creating a Far North District in which 

all  residents can thrive. The FNDC can review how we manage and 

grow social infrastructure that encourages, a deeper sense of place and 

connection as a firm foundation for development in the Far North. The 

FNDC can investigate a sustainable social procurement operating 

model that looks beyond economic measures, redefining value through 

considering “broader social, cultural and environmental outcomes”52. 

This fits well with the reinstatement of the four wellbeings (social, 

economic, environmental and cultural) into the Local Government Act in 

201953. This is one area in which collaboration with Public Health 

Northland/Northland DHB, can be of benefit. 

Recommendations: 

• That the FNDC reviews the social infrastructure of the Far North

to seek improvements

• That the FNDC investigate a sustainable social procurement

operating model that looks beyond economic measures,

through consideration of broader social, cultural and

environmental outcomes

4. Transportation

An equitable transition to 

safe, healthy, decarbonised 

transportation 

Transport is one of the leading and growing sources of carbon 

emissions in New Zealand54 so a rapid transition to safe, healthy 

decarbonised transport is a national priority to which the Far North 

District must be a participant. In urban centres this involves rapidly 

shifting people out of petrol and diesel vehicles into more active 

transport (e.g. walking, cycling and public transport), electric vehicle use 

and ride sharing. Infrastructure must be set up to support this to occur 

in a safe and equitable manner so that our vulnerable populations such 

as elderly, children, those with disabilities, low socioeconomic groups 

and Māori are not disadvantaged. In rural settings the focus needs to be 

on electrifying the vehicle fleet. These shifts will not only bring benefits 
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for climate due to emission reductions, but also major co-benefits for 

human health/wellbeing (reducing obesity, heart disease, cancer, 

diabetes, and respiratory disease)55. There is also potential for co-

harms to health and health equity from mitigation and adaptation actions 

that do not apply a population health lens56.  

Recommendations: 

• That FNDC works together with Northland DHB to plan and

implement transport infrastructure that supports an equitable

transition to safe, healthy, decarbonised transport by 2030,

including setting measureable targets. This includes that the

following be in place as soon as possible and well before 2030:

• Accessible, low cost and safe public transport for

people with diverse needs (people using guide dogs,

pushchairs, walking sticks, wheelchairs, mobility

scooters, and people with disabilities and their

caregivers, people with babies and toddlers, and/or

during the later stage of pregnancy, and senior

citizens).

• Accessible and safe walkways, cycleways, shared use

pathways, especially in urban areas, with more planting

for environmental health.

• Zero carbon public and freight transport systems

(electric rail and buses, widespread electric car share

systems, low carbon shipping, electric vehicle charging

infrastructure).

• That FNDC implements a plan to measure and reduce its own

transport emissions (with targets aligned with guidance set by

the prevailing science and legislation [the IPCC, Paris Accord,

Zero Carbon Act]).

• Avoid locking in transport infrastructure projects that are not

aligned with transport decarbonisation.

Dust – sealed rounds and air 

quality 

We support the proposed sealing of rural unsealed roads with 
prioritisation of the areas identified in the Regional Dust from Unsealed 
Roads Mitigation Framework57. Dust generated (from road dust and 
other sources) can have a range of potential effects including: health 
effects from exposure to contaminants associated with the dust; health 
effects from exposure to inhalable particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5); 
nuisance effects such as soiling, and effects on amenity and visibility; 
and effects on ecosystem58. The exposure-response relationship is 
essentially linear and there is no ‘safe’ threshold; adverse effects on 
health are observed at all measured levels59. The possibility of logging 
companies and such businesses contributing to costs of road sealing 
could be explored.  

Recommendations: 

• That FNDC invest sufficiently in carrying out the sealing of

unsealed roads as per the priorities outlined in the Regional

Dust from Unsealed Roads Mitigation Framework60.

Volume 6 284



Other issues to consider: 

Engagement with iwi The FNDC is to be highly commended for progressive, on-going and 

respectful engagement with iwi and Māori, as demonstrated in the 

resources available for Māori individuals and communities on their 

website61. Included in feedback themes is the notion “that we would all 

benefit from embracing Te Ao Māori to improve Māori partnerships”62 .  

It seems, therefore, that the FNDC is aware of legislative responsibilities 

to Māori and local iwi, and has created engagement mechanisms to 

ensure robust compliance with those responsibilities. Given that Māori 

are more likely to live in substandard housing, experience poverty and 

under-education/under-employment, suffer the consequences of 

climate change and so on, and on the other hand can be creative and 

innovative and contribute significantly to local and national economies63, 

it is imperative that the FNDC develop a comprehensive policy on 

engagement with Māori and local iwi. This must include working 

collaboratively with Māori to ensure equitable growth for Māori, which 

will be of benefit to the Northland economy. As noted by Te Taitokerau 

Iwi Chief Executives’ Consortium, “Already significant contributors, 

Taitokerau Māori have the potential to substantially increase their 

contribution. For whānau to secure meaningful work and enjoy the same 

income levels as the average Kiwi, an environment needs to be created 

that enables this to occur.” – However, “Māori need to lead the change 

in the conversation”64. The FNDC demonstrates good ability to enable 

Māori to lead where necessary.  

Recommendation: 

• That the FNDC continue to build successful relationships with

Māori and iwi.

Engagement with Ngā Tai 

Ora - Public Health and 

Northland DHB 

Local Government Minister, the Honourable Nanaia Mahuta, noted that 
“We face serious challenges such as the impact of population growth, 
climate change and ageing infrastructure….Reintroducing an emphasis 
on the four well-beings will engage councils and citizens on an 
intergenerational approach to improving quality of life outcomes in our 
towns and cities”65. The four wellbeings are social, economic, 
environmental and cultural wellbeing.  

As well as providing an opportunity for strong engagement with 
iwi/Māori, there is opportunity for stronger engagement with Ngā Tai 
Ora/Public Health Northland and Northland DHB (NDHB). The 
Canterbury DHB defines Health in All Policies (HiAP) as “an approach 
to working on public policies across sectors and with communities. It 
systematically takes into account the health implications of decisions, 
seeks synergies, and avoids harmful health impacts – to improve 
population health and health equity”66 . 

Northland, including the Far North, is a region of high deprivation and 
huge inequities in health. With relatively little effort, synergies between 
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activities and goal outcomes of the PHU/NDHB and the FNDC could be 
identified and collaborative projects established. Adopting a HiAP 
approach in Council could impel innovation in meeting targets for the 
four wellbeings.  

Recommendation: 

• The establishment of a working group between the Ngā Tai Ora
- Public Health Northland/NDHB and FNDC to identify projects
and a way forward.

Alcohol While FNDC has an Alcohol Control Bylaw67, it does not have a Local 
Alcohol Policy as such. The Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 clause 
75, permits any territorial authority to develop a local alcohol policy 
(LAP). Territorial authorities are not required to have a LAP in place, 
however, we strongly recommend that the FNDC develop a LAP to limit 
hours and density of licensed premises, particularly off Licences. 

Recommendation: 

• That consideration to be given to the development of a Local
Alcohol Policy, with emphasis on keeping tavern type premises
away from residential areas or sensitive sites.

COVID-19 and pandemic 

preparedness and 

response 

Although Northland has been relatively shielded from major economic 

impacts of the lockdowns, and major morbidity/mortality from COVID-

19, Healthline call data indicates that the mental health of Northland 

residents has been significantly impacted. We are in the process of a 

vaccination roll-out and much uncertainty remains around the future of 

the pandemic and its effects on our community. Even if the COVID-19 

pandemic is brought under control, our communities will need on-going 

assistance with recovery. Furthermore we need to be aware that 

pandemics are predicted to increase in frequency and severity because 

of increased globalisation, urbanisation, changes in land use, and 

exploitation of the natural environment68.  Therefore we face an ever 

present risk of another infectious disease pandemic (e.g. novel 

influenza) and need to be prepared for such. 

Recommendations: 

• That FNDC has a comprehensive pandemic plan in place to

deal with the current and future pandemics, and that the plan is

reviewed regularly.

• That FNDC takes a ‘green recovery’ approach, i.e. as we

recover from the COVID-19 pandemic taking the opportunity to

create the healthy decarbonised region we need (as outlined in

the section on climate change).

Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs)69 

In 2015, the 17 SDGs were signed off by all governments in the United 

Nations (including NZ). The SDGs are an exciting opportunity for 

business, government, civil society and the tertiary sector to align their 

purpose and provide leadership on the delivery of Agenda 2030 (a 

universal agenda to achieve sustainable development globally). 
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Recommendation: 

• We encourage FNDC to engage with this process as

appropriate, and would welcome collaboration on relevant

projects.

Wellbeing In 2019 an amendment to the Local Government Act (LGA) 2002 saw 

the reintroduction of the role of council on promoting and protecting the 

social, economic, environmental, and cultural wellbeing of communities. 

This aligns with the wellbeing approach that central Government is now 

taking in its Wellbeing Budget. Councils around NZ are now shifting 

towards integrating a wellbeing lens into their strategic plans (e.g. 

Clutha District Council, Masterton District Council).  

Recommendations: 

• That FNDC structure their strategic objectives, business

activities and targets to explicitly align with the wellbeing

framework (social, economic, environmental, and cultural

wellbeing) articulated in the LGA

• That FNDC consider more widespread consultation with wider

community groups such as our homeless, disabled, youth, iwi,

and hapū. This will ensure their voices are heard and

incorporated into the LTP and is a step towards reducing

wellbeing inequities.

Gaming bylaw The Class 4 Gaming and TAB Venue Policy (#3117)70 was last reviewed 

in October 2014, and according to the section on ‘Monitoring and 

Review’, the policy should be reviewed every three years. It is therefore 

overdue for review. We urge the FNDC to complete this review as part 

of the current LTP in order to achieve further reduction in gaming 

establishments, ideally moving towards their abolition. 

Recommendation: 

• That the FNDC complete a review of the Class 4 Gaming and

TAB Venue Policy (#3117) as part of the LTP.

Community safety and 

connectivity for healthy 

community outcomes 

We advocate for collaboration with iwi/hapū through the Māori Councils 

and Komiti Māori for regions (Te Kaunihera Te Tai Tokerau) to reinstate 

Māori wardens in areas of populations exceeding 40% Māori. This will 

support equity in whānau ora and community health through tikanga-

based support of community and social wellbeing. Māori and 

rural/marae communities can be empowered to support pro-social 

behaviours through a tikanga approach for whole of Community Social 

Wellbeing. Māori Warden roles are supported by funding and training 

available through Te Puni Kōkiri71.  

The Covid-19 pandemic lock down in 2020 saw a reduction in petty 

crime, non-scheduled offences, and road traffic offences72. Marae 
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across the country modified tikanga in order to cope with the pandemic, 

learning from previous pandemics in which Māori experienced 

disproportionate loss of life – Māori died at seven times the rate of non-

Māori in the 1918 influenza pandemic73. Strategies included creation of 

border controls to protect the whakapapa for Māori communities. Such 

activities can be supported by Māori Wardens in their capacity as 

cultural conduits with existing terms of reference to serve the whole 

community.  

Recommendation: 

• That Council work with Te Puni Kōkiri and other local

organisations, to, for example, support the work of Māori

Wardens to increase community safety.

Consultation process for 

vulnerable populations 

Recommendation: 

• That FNDC undertakes better consultation with wider

community groups regarding LTPs to ensure vulnerable

populations who may not have the same opportunities to

engage in the standard consultation process still have their

voices heard have a voice e.g. homeless, disabled, youth, iwi

and hapū.
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CONCLUSION 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission. In summary we support aspects of the FNDC 

LTP 2021-31 and believe it can be strengthened in the following ways, focussing on the five top 

population wellbeing priorities for the region and the transitions we need to see within the next decade: 

Recommendations1: 

1. Climate change and environmental sustainability: An equitable transition to healthy people living

in a healthy climate and environment. FNDC strengthens its approach to climate change

mitigation and adaptation by:

a. Baselining regional emissions (developing a baseline emissions inventory), setting

quantitative reductions targets that align with the science (e.g. 50% reduction by 2030,

net zero emissions by 2050 as per Auckland City Council)

b. Collaborating with Public Health Northland to develop climate action policies that

optimise heath/wellbeing and equity co-benefits (using tools like Health in all Policies

and Health Impact Assessments) with a focus on transport, housing and water

2. Transport: that transport strategy aligns with an equitable transition to safe, healthy,

decarbonised transport. Prioritise investment in active transport, ride sharing, electric vehicle

infrastructure; and divest from carbon emission-heavy projects

3. Housing: that housing strategy aligns with healthy, safe, affordable, accessible, decarbonised

housing for all

4. Water: that drinking water strategy aligns with ensuring security of safe, equitable supply;

prioritise drought resilience in the context of climate change

5. Pandemic preparedness: that adequate planning is in place to manage the on-going COVID-19

pandemic, and future pandemics, and that FNDC takes a ‘green recovery’ approach.

Perhaps the strongest recommendation we can make, however, is that the FNDC apply a 

health/wellbeing and equity lens over all their activities, and work more closely with Public Health 

Northland to facilitate this. This would help achieve the ‘four wellbeings’ outcomes that are sought, and 

steer the region through the challenges it faces into a healthy sustainable future.  

Yours sincerely 

Dr Bart Willems - Public Health Medicine Specialist 
Mr Warren Moetara - Service Manager 
Ngā Tai Ora - Public Health Northland.  

1 Note other recommendations are contained in the body of the document. 
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