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IMPLEMENTATION ROAD SHOW REPORT

Introduction

Aotearoa’s environmental and resource management legislation 
is changing. The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) is out, 
and new law is being designed to take its place. 

The recommendations of the independent review of the resource 
management system, New Directions for Resource Management 
in New Zealand (Review Panel Report), chaired by the Hon Tony 
Randerson QC, have provided the foundation for the approach 
the Government has signalled it will take. Three Acts: The Natural 
and Built Environments Act, the Strategic Planning Act, and the 
Climate Change Adaptation Act1. 

The driver of change is simple. Stakeholders across the board feel 
that the RMA is not delivering the outcomes it was intended or 
expected to deliver. For the environment. For partnership under 
Te Tiriti o Waitangi. For infrastructure. For housing. 

As the Review Panel Report and numerous inquiries into the 
RMA over the last few years have identified, the law itself is only 
part of the picture. Implementation is equally important. The 
words on the page can be as carefully crafted as possible, but 
if there is insufficient desire or ability to apply or understand 
them, they will struggle to deliver.

We facilitated a roadshow on behalf of RMLA2 to explore ideas 
around how to make the ‘new system’ work on the ground to 
create a better future.

At six locations around the country (Kerikeri, Auckland, Tauranga, 
Wellington, Christchurch, and Dunedin), 24 panellists were 
tasked with drawing on local knowledge and personal experience 
to generate ideas of national application for successful 
implementation. 

The panel discussions and this report are based on the 
understanding that the Government will be adopting key 
recommendations from the Review Panel Report such as 
having regional spatial strategies and combined plans. But 
the recommendations in this report have application even if a 
different planning framework is ultimately adopted.

Three topics were used as a springboard for discussion: 
environmental limits and bottom lines; Te Ao Māori concepts, 
and capability and capacity. The first two were selected because 
of their identification in reports on the efficacy of the RMA 
as areas where implementation is a particular challenge, and 
because they are signalled to be core aspects of the new law. 
The third was selected as a cross-cutting issue that is central to 
the successful implementation of any system. 

Although these three topics provided the starting point, the 
barriers and solutions discussed across the six sessions were 
much broader.

He māmā ngā pātai o tēnei Kaupapa. He uaua tonu ngā whakautu.

E whakarerekē ana ngā ture-ā-taiao o te motu nei. He aha hoki ngā ahuatanga  
me panonitia ki te whakamahia tēnei ture.

Mo te tiakina te oranga o te taiao. Anō hoki te tiakina i ngā tangata.

Me kia whakahoutia te huarahi mo ngā ture i runga i te mata o te whenua.

Koinei ngā mahi i mua i o tātou kaikorero.

1 https://environment.govt.nz/what-government-is-doing/areas-of-work/rma/resource-management-system-reform/
2 The Association of Resource Management Practitioners - Te Kahui Ture Taiao.

THIS REPORT

This report attempts to distil the ideas generated by panellists 
and practitioners at the roadshows around Aotearoa into eleven 
solutions for how to overcome implementation barriers, and 
hopefully improve outcomes on the ground. Some of these 
solutions may seem obvious but experience shows they have 
not been consistently implemented for the past 30 years. 

This report is based on the panel discussions and individual 
preparatory interviews with each panellist. It also incorporates 
ideas discussed with attendees during and after each session. 
In some cases, we have included a direct quote where this 
emphasises or succinctly captures the point being made. These 
are shown as anonymous quotations.

The eleven recommendations cannot capture every solution 
or idea raised or discussed. Rather, they reflect common and 
persistent themes which were subject to the most robust 
discussion and depth of thought. 

Importantly, a small number of solutions does not mean only 
a small number of barriers would be addressed through their 
adoption. Quite the opposite. As the roadshow progressed, it 
became increasingly clear that a single change or action, well 
designed, can address multiple problems. 

It also became clear that the barriers to implementation are 
interconnected, and so the solutions are too. It follows that the 
recommendations in this report are not intended to be ‘pick n 
mix’. If they are to maximise their contribution to transformational 
change they would ideally be taken together. 

The recommendations in this report are not intended to be 
viewed as the individual perspectives or positions of the authors, 
or of the RMLA. Rather, they represent the shared views and 
ideas of the panellists and contributing practitioners.

https://environment.govt.nz/what-government-is-doing/areas-of-work/rma/resource-management-system-reform/
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BARRIERS

There is a lack of cultural understanding from many non-Māori. Not only about mātauranga and tikanga, but about the shared 
history of the people of Aotearoa generally, and the area in which they work specifically. This means it is either very difficult, or 
not possible, to create a shared vision of the future, and agreement on how to get there. 

There is a lack of “safe spaces” at all levels of the environmental and resource management system to have honest 
conversations about Aotearoa’s history, past grievances, different knowledge systems, and the future of Aotearoa.

Creating a shared narrative

SOLUTIONS

1 Before beginning preparation of any planning instrument 
under a new system, the first step in every region would 

involve creating a safe space(s) for all members of the community, 
Māori and non-Māori, to discuss the history of the region, its 
landscapes, its peoples, and the relationship of its peoples with 
each other and with the region’s landscapes.

The nature of the ‘spaces’ created, and the processes followed, 
must be place-based. They are likely to be different in every 
region. They should be co-designed by the relevant local 
authorities and Māori, ideally at marae level. The design needs 
to ensure that all people attending feel safe to talk, ask questions, 
and share their experiences. 

Sufficient time needs to be allocated to both the design and 
conversation processes. The time required should be identified as 
part of the design process. The time required will differ between 

regions, depending on the strength and integrity of existing 
relationships. 

The executive and senior management teams of all relevant 
local authorities should be required to attend and contribute, 
even if they are not ‘running’ the process. 

There is always a risk that only a small percentage of non-
Māori, or only those who already have some understanding, will 
attend. Requiring attendance has pros and cons. It can create an 
opportunity for those people to be exposed to the conversation 
- “once you know you cannot unknow”. On the other hand it 
can mean that engagement and understanding is not genuine. If 
mandatory attendance is considered appropriate, then standing 
to submit on any planning document created could be limited to 
those who participate in the process to incentivise participation.  

2 Ensure improved cultural competency of key non-Māori participants by:

a. Requiring lawyers and planners as part of their continuing professional development requirements to complete a 
course addressing at least: the articles and principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, raupatu, historical and modern Māori groupings 
and the relationship between these (iwi, hapu, marae, whanau), tikanga (principles) central to environmental and resource 
management, the importance of local kawa (application). 

b. Requiring all council employees, from executive down to complete a course covering the same, and including a component 
specifically focused on local history and the value of the local landscape to local Māori. 

At least the local aspect of any course should be run by local Māori.

Examples from panellists of successful safe spaces

• Farm shed meetings between Pou Mātai Kō/ Cultural Land Management Advisor at 
Environment Canterbury and farmers in Te Waihora to discuss history of the area.

• The freshwater plan development process in Murihiku where the Regional Council and Ngāi 
Tahu have co-designed the proposed freshwater plan and co-developed content informing 
changes to the plan. Integral to the process was the time and space allocated at the front 
end to allow each party time to understand and speak the others ‘language’. 

WHY

Only once a “shared narrative” is created can a shared future for people and the 
environment be identified and worked towards. The “Environment slides into 
this narrative – if you understand the story and evoke belonging the limits and 
environmental attributes you put in to protect the environment become a lot easier.” 
This is an essential foundation for moving forward and being able to not only design, 
but commit to following, a plan for the region’s future. 

There needs to be participation by ‘people at the top’ and from a broad cross-section of 
perspectives for a process of this nature to have integrity and have enduring outcomes. 

Practitioners play a critical role in ensuring that the new system works. It is therefore 
essential that they are culturally competent if Te Ao Māori concepts/principles are part 
of that system. 

“ Once you know 
you cannot 
unknow. 

“ Environment slides 
into this narrative 
– if you understand 
the story and evoke 
belonging the limits 
and environmental 
attributes you put in to 
protect the environment 
become a lot easier.
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Shifting emphasis to focus on achieving long-term outcomes

BARRIERS

We heard two different perspectives on the concept of ‘environmental limits’ or ‘environmental bottom lines’. 

Some panellists considered the language of ‘resource management’, ‘limits’ and ‘bottom lines’ engenders a ‘take’ mentality and 
a ‘race to the bottom’ approach to environmental management. It is like saying “How much can I hit my mother before she dies.” 

In a similar vein, others explained that the language of ‘limits’ is also at odds with Te Ao Māori, where ngā tangata have a whakapapa 
relationship with the environment which is based on reciprocity, and each ensuring the other’s health. This relationship demands 
restoration and rehabilitation; actions to give back to the environment. 

Some felt it sets up adversarial battles about who gets what or whether anyone should get anything at all. 

On the other hand, other panellists considered ‘limits’ or ‘bottom lines’ fundamentally shift the conversation about how the 
environment should be managed and used. “Limits move things and cut out the noise”. 

Where there was alignment was that controls on activities are a key part of environmental and resource management, but should 
not be the primary focus of the system. 

In terms of the implementation of ‘limits’ or ‘bottom lines’ on the ground, issues identified included: 

• The concept of ‘limits’ or ‘bottom lines’ is used too liberally. 
Having hard ‘limits’ apply to uncertain or overly broad 
concepts or areas undermines support for clear, tangible 
‘environmental bottom lines’ (e.g. ecological bottom lines). 
These need to be separated. This is exacerbated by there 
being too many plans and too many plan processes: there 
are “too many chefs in the kitchen”.

• The public interest in protecting the environment is disparate 
and the interest of those using its resources is focused. This 
means that it can be difficult to ensure nationally set limits 
are adhered to, and local ones are identified and put in 
place. 

• Enforcement is poor. This means that breaches of limits are 
often not addressed. 

• The relatively short-term timeframes of planning instruments 
often do not align with the time it takes for the impacts of 
human activity to be felt (e.g. the freshwater ‘lag’ effect), and 
the time it takes for restoration or rehabilitation activities to 
bear fruit. They also do not align with Te Ao Māori which 
looks backwards, at the historical landscape of ngā tupuna 
(ancestors), as well as forwards to what landscape is to be 
given to ngā mokopuna (grandchildren). 

• Limits often feel forced upon people who feel separated 
from the process of setting them, particularly when they 
are set at a national level. As a result, they do not trust the 
integrity of the limits that are set or do not understand their 
purpose. Limits often feel unattainable because the focus is 
on what you cannot do, rather than what you can do.

• Some people find it difficult to accept restrictions on their 
use of natural resources and what they perceive to be 
private property rights. This can mean people continue to 
operate under a ‘no limits’ mentality for as long as possible, 
ignoring the movement of public and political opinion and 
of regulation, and then feel shocked when new rules come 
in.

• Limits are sometimes brought in with an immediacy which 
does not recognise economic reality of transitioning, nor the 
fact that in a number of instances activities were incentivised 
by central government, or that the local authority allowed 
that activity. 

• Limits keep changing (e.g. NPSFM) This undermines 
economic certainty and stability. Continual policy change is 
disruptive, instead of letting things be achieved and bedded 
in.

SOLUTIONS

This solution assumes the combined plan provided for in the exposure draft of the NBA and the regional spatial strategy 
proposed in the Strategic Planning Act will be adopted. This solution relates to the content of those documents and the process 
for developing them.

Regional spatial strategy

Would visually identify the long-term future landscapes of the region (see solution 6 regarding bringing plans alive). In doing so 
it would:

a. Identify long-term future landscapes at a catchment-scale (i.e. one of each catchment that together cover the region).

b. Be focused on the landscape sought to be achieved within 2 generations (e.g. 50 years). 

c. Identify the future natural environment, built environment, and areas of other resource use (e.g. where you want bush, 
where areas of cultural importance are located, where you want access through that bush and where you do not, where 
you want houses, where you want farming, where you want a road or a transmission line) at a high-level. This involves 
making decisions about where restoration is desired, and where development outcomes such as housing and infrastruc-
ture are to be delivered in the long-term. This involves making the hard decisions about trade-offs; “This is difficult be-
cause it is difficult”.

d. Need to reflect national direction setting some parameters for what the future state must achieve/look like (See solution 5 
regarding national direction).
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The process for preparing the regional spatial strategy and its visual, future landscapes would:

a. Begin with the local authority providing opportunity for community input through an informal, ‘blue sky’ focused process 
(e.g. drop in days at local halls in the catchment; sessions at local sports clubs; sessions at schools; session at marae). This 
should be publicised via multiple platforms. 

b. Using that information, the future landscape map for each catchment would then be co-designed by the local authority 
and representatives from the catchment’s hapu/marae (see solution 4 regarding co-design). Technical experts would be 
available to ensure that the proposed future state is environmentally sound and attainable. Infrastructure providers would 
need to participate so that their future requirements can be incorporated. 

c. The future landscape map produced for each catchment would be publicly notified with opportunity for public input, and 
then finalised. 

d. Identify interim targets for achieving the identified future state for each catchment. 

So that they can adapt in the face of disruptive change the future landscape maps and interim targets would be able to be 
adjusted at appropriate intervals (as per recommendations in the Review Panel Report). Adjustments would only be able to be 
made if they meet specified criteria in order to ensure the maps’ integrity is retained. Criteria would be narrow and would be set 
in legislation.

Regional combined plans

The regional combined plan would then be designed to achieve the regional spatial strategy’s future landscape maps in a 
manner consistent with which interim target stage (discussed below) the combined plan is focused on. 

The initial steps for preparing each regional combined plan would include a “rapid solution finding process” for how to reach 
the future state within each catchment. This is where participants follow a structured process of identifying problems and 
causes, then temporary and permanent solutions for addressing those. Its purpose is to provide people within each catchment 
an opportunity to identify existing and new ways they can adjust what they are doing to move towards meeting outcomes. It 
is intended to focus on the ‘we can’ not the ‘we can’t’ or ‘aren’t allowed to’. Events would be 
open, key industries operating within the catchment would be specifically approached and 
invited (e.g. farmers in primarily farming catchment). 

Controls for achieving the future landscape as mapped in the regional spatial strategy would 
be identified. The solutions identified as part of the “rapid solution finding process” would 
inform the controls selected. The combined plan would include both. Controls and solutions 
related to achieving the interim target closest in time to the combined plan being prepared would be specific. Those anticipated 
to be needed to achieve future interim targets would be identified in a general, high level manner. The purpose of this would be 
to provide an indicator of what is at that time considered likely to be required to take the next step towards achieving the future 
landscape. 

Examples from panellists 

• Transitional approach in climate change legislation with a long-term target and interim targets. 

• Adaptive plan frameworks that are being adopted by business to plan for, and respond to, climate change and other 
disruptors. 

• ‘Outcomes’ focus of the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast track consenting) Act 2020. Some panellists discussed that this has 
adjusted their approach to considering applications from one focused on ‘are they taking too much’, to one focused on 
‘are they making a positive contribution to/meeting the necessary outcomes’. 

• Rapid solution finding processes undertaken with farmers.

WHY?

The way in which a planning document is prepared, its time horizon and point of focus, and the nature and framing of its 
methods and controls are key determinants of how well it is applied on the ground. 

An outcomes focus means that ‘take’ (and related controls) and ‘give’ (and related restoration and rehabilitation requirements) 
have equal prominence. A clear long future state identified at catchment scale, supported by shorter term more precise targets 
helps to focus controls more precisely. 

If people feel ownership over the future the planning document is aiming for, there will be less opposition to change and 
controls on activities. A long term time horizon provides investment certainty to drive change. “If you give people lead in 
times and ownership then people will adapt”. A long term time horizon also better reflects the timescales at which the natural 
environment works. A series of interim targets ensures that concrete action is taken to achieve outcomes within a defined time 
period, and then provides opportunity to respond and adapt in response to changes that have arisen in the preceding period 
(e.g. if a particular action or control worked well or if it did not). 

Providing an opportunity for people to focus on identifying solutions makes the process of change less scary, and allows 
practical actions to be incorporated within planning documents alongside controls.

“ This is difficult 
because it is 
difficult. 

e. Not be designed to capture minute detail (e.g. the exact line on the ground between an area intended for restoration 
planting and an area intended for housing). 
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BARRIERS

There is a lack of appreciation of what is being asked of Māori in seeking to include Te Ao Māori concepts/principles in western 
law. This process takes a small piece of one knowledge system “based on generations of thinking and knowing and doing” and 
seeks to “jam it into a system and framework entirely of another”. This puts the integrity of the concept/principle at significant risk.

There is no single, pan-Māori view. Attempts to define Te Ao Māori concepts/principles at a national level do not recognise this. It 
may be possible to identify tikanga (principle) that can be stated at a national level, but kawa (application) must be locally defined. 

If the process for identifying Te Ao Māori concepts/principles to include in law at a 
national level lacks integrity, the concept/principle itself is likely to also. This compromises 
implementation on the ground because the concept/principle is not supported by local 
Māori or Pākeha. 

At the national and local level, non-Māori are tasked with interpreting and applying Māori 
concepts/principles but do not understand them. This means those concepts/principles 
are often misapplied, or simply put in the ‘too hard’ or ‘not real’ baskets. 

Bad process at the national level, followed by bad process at the local level, “risks 
bastardisation of Māori concepts/principles and loss of integrity”.

Creating safe spaces for Māori to develop and co-design legislation and planning 
instruments

SOLUTIONS

1 Primary and subordinate legislation prepared at a national level would only state the concept(s)/principle(s). It would not 
define them. Articulation and application of the concept(s)/principle(s) would be determined by Māori at the local level, as 

part of the plan-making process (e.g. as part of both the spatial strategy and combined plan which we assume will be adopted). 

2 The processes for identifying a concept(s)/principle(s) 
to be included at a national level, and for articulating and 

applying it at the local level, would:

• Involve iwi, hapū and marae.

• Be designed by Māori. 

• Include sufficient time to prepare and sufficient time to 
participate. 

• Include expert support available to assist Māori but 
recourse should not be forced. 

• Ensure concept(s)/principle(s) and its local expression 
are not reworded by non-Māori to ‘fit’ with the rest of the 
relevant document. 

Examples from our panellists of successful processes

• Process behind Te Mana o te Wai. The Freshwater Iwi Leaders Group held hui around the motu over 12 months to identify and 
discuss the proposition and potential concept/principle. After that there was a process for a formal ‘gifting’ of the concept/
principle. 

•  Seachange for the Hauraki Gulf. Process was lengthy. The process and the final plan were designed by the participants. Māori 
concepts/principles were at the heart of the management approach e.g. protective korowai around the Hauraki Gulf. 

• Murihiku freshwater plan process as outlined above. 

• Proposed district plan for the entire West Coast includes Māori zones, identified areas of Māori land, and identified areas of 
cultural significance and it is the iwi who regulate those areas. Iwi management plans include specific limits, restrictions and 
identification of appropriate land use. 

WHY

Only once the output of the co-design process results in law and plans that reflect two strands of knowledge that are separate 
but woven together with integrity, can those instruments be said to be reflective of proper partnership, and can Māori concepts/
principles be used in western law in a way that protects their integrity.

“ This process takes a small 
piece of one knowledge 
system “based on generations 
of thinking and knowing and 
doing” and seeks to “jam it 
into a system and framework 
entirely of another. 
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BARRIERS

There has been a failure to manage the cumulative effects of activities. In part this is because ‘limits’ in planning instruments have 
not been treated as limits at the consenting stage. This applies to both environmental and urban form limits. For example, plans use 
zoning and activity status to direct development towards centres but then local authorities still grant resource consents or confirm 
plan changes for development outside those areas despite their inconsistency with the relevant land release strategy. Similarly, 
directions to avoid environmentally sensitive areas are ignored such as the requirement to avoid effects on some indigenous 
biodiversity in the coastal environment. The consequence is that environmental and urban form limits do not have integrity. This 
lack of drive to adhere to limits is often exacerbated by conflicting national direction and a lack of trust in the science behind the 
limits, or a view that the limits are too broad brush.

Saying what you mean, and meaning what you say

SOLUTIONS

1 Adherence to limits is required. 

2 When it comes to national direction, less is more. 
National direction would focus on setting parameters 

for future landscapes set and mapped at the local level, 
and expressly resolving tensions between key activities and 
environmental outcomes. Inconsistencies between existing 
national direction would be remedied and the relationship 
between the different directions made clear. A single national 
direction document may help with this. 

Parameters/controls proposed to be set in national direction 
should have to go through a ‘scenario stress test process’ 
with a variety of independent practitioners with experience 

in different natural environments and working for different 
interests, in different parts of the country.  

Decisions on national direction would be explained in 
an officially released public report. The report needs to 
specifically explain:

• Why any ‘limits’ are considered necessary, how they have 
been identified, and the benefit of the limit to people and 
the environment. 

• The outcomes of the ‘scenario stress test process’ and how 
these have been incorporated or responded to. 

WHY

Observing limits is imperative if the system is to manage the cumulative effects of activities. If we say what we mean and mean 
what we say, it forces the hard decisions to be made and conflicts to be predominately resolved at a national level, so everyone 
is clear on the outcomes sought. It should also mean there is greater certainty and create more efficient consenting processes. 

Consistent and clear national direction is easier to implement and provides certainty for local plan-makers and for investment. 
If people feel that the process behind nationally set controls was robust, apolitical, and considered the practical on the ground 
consequences, they are more likely to trust and accept those controls.
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BARRIERS

We heard that many people find it difficult to conceptualise the interconnectedness of people and the environment and the benefits 
for people of controlling effects on, and giving back to, the environment, or the effects of failing to do so. 

A key reason for this is that the future is not clearly presented in our planning instruments. People cannot see it. It isn’t tangible. 
It doesn’t feel real. 

We also heard that people struggle to support controls on what they do if they cannot see themselves or their ‘place’ within the 
process creating those controls, whether it be at a national or local level. This is often because they feel excluded from the process, 
they do not understand and so question the purpose of and need for a control, and they do not trust the science behind the controls.

In terms of planning documents, we heard that written objectives or outcomes are generally nebulous, broad, and numerous. This 
means it is very hard to conceptualise the future state they are aiming for ‘on the ground’. Plans often fail to reconcile conflicting 
policy directions meaning they are not strategic, and result in ad hoc decisions and uncertain outcomes.

Bringing outcomes and plans alive

SOLUTIONS

Use technology to make plans interactive and real. Ideally interactive plans would:

• Visually depict the long term future and interim states for a catchment. 

• Be of a sufficient granularity to allow for a “place based” deep dive, so that users can see their property, and use layers to 
see what has been gained and what has been lost against the relevant interim target and the future state map.

• Where possible, include a feature to explain the positive or negative impacts of an activity (including protection, restoration, 
and use) for environmental function and for people. 

Examples from panellists

• Whaka-Ora Healthy Harbour Plan for Whakaraupō/
Lyttleton Harbour is articulated from the perspective of 
creatures in the landscape.

• The Safe Swim programme which provides real-time 
data about coastal water quality and physical risks 
around Auckland. This programme significantly increased 
community awareness of the state of the coastal 
environment and helped with securing community support 
for a targeted rate to address water quality issues. 

• Waka Kotahi’s innovation streets fund. This is a fund 
for councils to try different options for street layouts. It 
provides people with an opportunity to experience an 
aspect of a proposed future state and what it means for 
them. It simultaneously moves “Out of the debate and 
provides proof in the pudding”.

• Personal experience of people being willing to engage and 
change only after effects can be seen and felt at “the water 
hole they grew up visiting” or “the beach they camped at”.

WHY

The ability to visualise the present and a different future is powerful. It helps to educate people about the interconnectedness of 
people and the environment and the effects of their actions and make it less conceptual. Visualising a different future shifts you 
to actual actions that lead to outcomes. It also forces us to make the hard decisions and plan for how we are going to get there.

https://www.safeswim.org.nz/
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BARRIER

People feel disconnected and separate from the natural environment. There is a lack of understanding about how ecological limits 
support people’s daily lives and about the implications of their actions individually and in combination with others (e.g. what cutting 
down the trees in their backyard means for indigenous bird populations, or emissions, or health, or what it means if every property 
on the street did the same). In many areas there is not transparent information about the state of our environment.

Educating people through information, technology and story-telling

Examples from panellists

• Safe Swim has had 1.2 million unique users visit the website, with tens of 
thousands of people checking the website every day during summers. This has 
resulted in a significant increase in public engagement with water quality issues 
in Auckland and approximately 70% of Aucklanders expressing support for a new 
targeted rate to accelerate council programmes to improve beach water quality. 
The Safeswim partnership involves six independent suppliers, and four agencies. 
No one department/agency could have delivered Safeswim. It provides real-time 
information on water quality and includes an annual reporting metric which has 
introduced a culture of accountability and transparency through the design of the 
programme. This helped to resolve the institutional barriers to collaboration between 
departments and agencies.

• Time lapse of Franz Josef glacier retreat.

• City of Melbourne’s urban tree email programme, where urban trees were given their own names and emails and people 
were able to email the trees. 

WHY

“Culture eats regulation for breakfast. We need to create a culture of people connected with place and with the environment”. 
If people understand the benefits to them and their daily life then it incentivises action. The sharing of live information about the 
state of our environment could be used to enhance understanding of Te Ao Māori and the concepts of reciprocity/whakapapa. 

SOLUTION

Use technology and story-telling to share transparent information about the state of our environment and actions that can be 
taken, such as:

• Creation of website platforms with real-time information 
on the state of the environment and annual transparent 
reporting.

• Online series of stories that put people at the heart of the  
environment and show how people are connected with the 
environment. 

• Local authorities would create opportunities for people 
to engage with nature in their local area using application 
technology.

“ Culture eats 
regulation for 
breakfast. We need 
to create a culture 
of people connected 
with place and with 
the environment. 

https://www.safeswim.org.nz/
https://www.franzjosefglacier.com/about-us/blog/watch-2-years-of-glacier-retreat-in-15-seconds/
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b. Secondly, where the private sector is not able to commit to urban regeneration or environmental restoration then a 
specifically designated public entity or public private partnership (PPP) undertakes such activities assuming there are wider 
public benefits to be achieved. This would require the public entity or PPP to be given a statutory mandate and associated 
funding to deliver such projects. For example, high density developments in city centres to revitalise Central Business 
Districts, provide affordable housing, and incentivise investment in public transport to assist with the transition to a low 
emissions economy.

c. Thirdly, increasing the amount of funding available. This is likely to require:

•  use of targeted rates to capture uplift in land values from 
rezoning, or purchasing land required for infrastructure 
before the land is rezoned (to avoid the additional costs of 
acquiring the land); and

• greater use of alternative infrastructure funding and 
financing models to overcome council debt ceilings such 
as those provided for in the Infrastructure Funding and 
Financing Act.

d. Fourthly, focus on achieving multiple outcomes and maximising benefits from existing financial commitments. For example, 
ensuring funds spent on routine maintenance are designed with broader council policies in mind such as facilitating cycle 
ways and making pedestrian pathways safer. This would enable us to “get a lot of quick wins across cities and towns instead 
of ‘golden goose’ projects”.

BARRIER

A lot of time and resource is spent on planning for development that is not funded and ultimately not implemented. There are 
significant financial constraints on councils to fund projects and necessary infrastructure. “Growth does not pay for growth”. In 
addition, we heard that the cumulative effects of growth need to be better accounted for in the system. 

There can be political or judicial support for “leap frogging” of developments that are contrary to council future urban land supply 
strategies and infrastructure planning (for example, developers trying to develop cheaper ‘second decade’ land in advance of ‘first 
decade’ land). It is not possible to continue responding to unplanned growth as it is highly inefficient and we need a more strategic 
approach for making public investment decisions. 

The condition of the infrastructure networks and the limitations of the tools available for funding, combined with political decision 
making has resulted in significant underinvestment in the existing networks and infrastructure for growth. Combined with the 
unprecedented pace of growth in high growth areas, this has created an infrastructure deficit in both renewal of existing networks 
and ability to fund the required infrastructure for growth. This and debt capacity issues means that the amount required to fund the 
networks’ growth and maintenance far outstrips the ability to fund or finance what is required for public infrastructure. Alternative 
finance tools now available are likely to assist but do not resolve these constraints and match the pace of growth.

Aligning plans and funding

SOLUTIONS

We have identified four steps to better aligning plans with funding.

a. First, co-ordination and commitment between public and private sectors in respect of funding, staging/sequencing, and 
release of land and development of infrastructure. This is likely to entail:

• identifying indicative location, costs and timing of future 
infrastructure needs and corridors in spatial strategies (in 
the context of this report, the ‘future landscape map’ in 
regional spatial strategies) as recommended in the Review 
Panel Report;

• alignment on infrastructure priorities and delivery between 
central and local government. This could be achieved 
by sitting down together and formally documenting the 
agreement; 

• only rezoning land for urban development once there are 
contractual commitments between the public and private 
sectors in relation to funding the necessary infrastructure 
and agreed timeframes for delivery. This could be 
achieved through separate implementation agreements as 
recommended in the Review Panel Report;

• undertaking Local Government Act (LGA) and Land 
Transport Management Act (LTMA) budget processes in 
‘conjunction with’ planning processes (e.g. spatial strategy 

and combined plan processes) so there is alignment 
between the funding and planning for development and 
existing and new funding and financing tools are used to 
ensure the cost is shared between the public and private 
sectors. This is intended to be a stronger requirement 
than that in the Review Panel Report which recommends 
requiring LGA infrastructure strategies, long-term plans 
and annual plans, and LTMA regional land transport plans, 
to be ‘consistent with’ spatial strategies. 

• binding infrastructure plans/structure plans, i.e. removing 
the alternatives option that can compromise quality, 
staging and cost efficiencies of the infrastructure networks 
to support the proposed growth; 

• planning powers to stage the release of land to enable the 
provision of infrastructure ready land; and

• not zoning land for development in areas where the cost 
of growth is unaffordable.
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Examples from panellists

• Milton Keynes in the United Kingdom.

• Australian examples where a state entity owns the land, 
rezones it, and gets the value uplift and uses that to put 
in place public infrastructure. This then catalyses private 
investment in the area. 

• Braided River Action Group. This is a cross-organisational 
group comprised of the Department of Conservation, 

LINZ, Environment Canterbury, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, 
Federated Farmers, Fish and Game, Forest and Bird and 
some Territorial Authority involvement/attendance. The 
group is reviewing land ownership and use in braided river 
environments with the aim of developing and implementing 
a consistent ‘one approach’ to best practice management 
of these environments, initially on public land. 

WHY

Implementation of the above recommendations should lead to well-developed urban areas with amenities and necessary infrastructure 
in place. It is imperative that funding and finance is aligned with spatial plans if these are to be implemented in practice. The 
introduction of the Infrastructure Funding and Financing Act and the opportunity to increase development contributions and use 
targeted rates has provided sufficient flexibility to mean that the funding can be obtained from the private sector. Acting in a co-
ordinated and co-operative manner will be more efficient for all parties and better utilise the limited resources we have. 
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BARRIER

In many parts of Aotearoa there is distrust between Māori and central government/local government/applicants and lack of 
understanding of Te Ao Māori and tikanga. This has negative implications for the successful implementation of environmental and 
planning outcomes. As noted by one panellist: “We need to overcome the normalisation of poor practice”. 

Establishing and maintaining long-term relationships

SOLUTIONS

Strong long-term relationships need to be established between Māori and central government/
local government/applicants. This is not something that can be legislated for. There has to be 
a genuine intention on both sides to establish a relationship, and it needs to be implemented 
at all levels of the organisation. In the context of local government, panellists identified that 
the relationship needs to involve the Mayor or Councillors, Chief Executive, General Managers, 
and operational staff. In the context of a development project, the relationship needs to involve 
mana whenua on the relevant project board, management team, and operational staff. One 
panellist emphasised: “People make it happen - not laws and regulation and legislation”.

The following are essential ingredients in the forming of enduring and genuine relationships:

• Not being afraid to spend time on building the relationship. 
It is not wasted time.

• Leadership from the top and receiving consistent messages 
that the relationship is important.

• Approaching the relationship from a Treaty partnership 
perspective, rather than a social licence/stakeholder 
perspective.

• Being open and honest about the difficulties, and looking 

at constraints on both sides without being burdened by 
them. 

• Having the difficult conversations early on.

• Acknowledging the complexity and imperfections.

• Agreeing on the expected standard of behaviour from 
both sides of the table, and calling out behaviours that are 
not consistent with what was agreed.

• Improving cultural competency.

Some relationships benefit from creating space for an independent voice to facilitate conversations that need to occur. In all 
of the examples provided by panellists the independent person became less involved in supporting the relationship as it grew 
and matured. 

Examples from panellists

• The creation of the role of Pou Mātai Kō/ Cultural Land Management Advisor at Environment Canterbury. This role was 
described as a bridge between the Treaty partners on the ground, and as a conduit between the rūnaka and Environment 
Canterbury and rural landowners. The Pou Mātai Kō establish relationships and work with landowners to implement mahika 
kai outcomes and restoration. 

• Waka Kotahi’s Te Ahu a Turanga project. Rangitāne o Manawatū, Rangitāne o Tamaki nui-a-Rua, Ngāti Kahungunu ki Tāmaki 
nui-a-Rua, Te Runanga o Raukawa (Ngāti Raukawa and Nga Kaitiaki ō Ngāti Kauwhata) are represented on the Alliance 
Board, senior management level, and operationally throughout the project.

• Establishment and maintenance of a long-term relationship between Lyttelton Port Company and Te Hapū o Ngāti Wheke.

WHY

Establishing and maintaining long-term relationships with local Māori is a pre-requisite to successfully reflecting Te Ao Māori in 
planning and environmental management systems and to a high functioning resource management system.

“ People make it 
happen - not laws 
and regulation 
and legislation.

https://www.lpc.co.nz/community/lpc-and-manawhenua/
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BARRIER

Panellists observed that there cannot be balanced environmental and planning decisions reflecting a partnership approach when 
none of the decision-makers are Māori.

Providing a seat at the table

SOLUTIONS

Māori representation on decision making bodies. This would include:

• Representation of mana whenua on bodies/committees 
tasked with preparing planning documents under the new 
law (as recommended by the Review Panel for its proposed 
regional spatial planning and joint planning committees).

• Enhancement of the current Mana Whakahono ā Rohe 
provisions to provide for an integrated partnership process 
between mana whenua and local government to address 

resource management issues (as recommended by the 
Review Panel).

• Māori representation on council. Some progress has 
been made on greater Māori representation through the 
establishment of Māori wards in some districts which allows 
voters who are on the Māori roll to elect representatives to 
their council. 

Examples from panellists

• Mana Whakahono ā Rohe or Iwi Participation Arrangement between the West Coast Regional Council and Poutini Ngāi Tahu.

• Waka Kotahi’s Te Ahu a Turanga project. Rangitāne o Manawatū, Rangitāne o Tamaki nui-a-Rua, Ngāti Kahungunu ki Tāmaki 
nui-a-Rua, Te Runanga o Raukawa (Ngāti Raukawa and Nga Kaitiaki ō Ngāti Kauwhata) are represented on the Alliance 
Board and in senior management.

WHY

Greater Māori representation on decision making bodies should assist in overcoming a number of challenges such as the bastardisation 
of Māori concepts in environmental management, and the failure to adequately engage with mana whenua when creating planning 
instruments and making consenting decisions. If Māori have a seat at the decision making table then it is more likely we will deliver 
a system that better recognises Te Tiriti and Te Ao Māori as recommended in the Review Panel Report.
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BARRIER

Local authorities and applicants are often not speaking to the right people at the right time when considering undertaking or 
approving an activity in an area. This is particularly so with potentially affected Māori. Engagement often excludes marae or whanau 
because the local authority does not know where to go or who to talk to and so there is no expectation on applicants to do the 
same. Section 36A of the RMA, which provides that neither an applicant for resource consent or the local authority has a duty 
under the Act to consult any person about the application, does not help. 

Engagement and/or cultural impact assessments are often too late; after the location for an activity has been chosen, the project 
is designed, and the applicant is committed. Further engagement is often skewed towards certain demographics because of the 
way it is undertaken and the communication channels used.

As discussed, non-Māori are often tasked with interpreting and applying Māori concepts/principles but do not understand them. 
This means those concepts/principles are frequently misapplied.

Community groups and environmental organisations represent a disparate public interest and so generally do not have access 
to the same level of resource to support participating in plan or consent processes as resource users. Māori participants face the 
same challenge. 

Engaging with the right people at the right time

SOLUTIONS

1 Each region would undertake a marae mapping exercise, to visually identify the location of each marae within each of the 
region’s catchments.  

2 Prospective applicants for resource consents meeting set criteria would be required to engage with all marae within an 
area identified as affected by criteria, at the feasibility stage of the project. “At the first thought”.  

The applicant would be required to gain an understanding of the history of the landscape and the values attributed to it by 
Māori, and if necessary to consider alternatives.  

3 Local authorities would require in-house Māori employees whose role is to assist with assessing resource consent 
applications and advise and guide what a concept might mean in a particular context. The impacts of a proposed activity 

on areas of cultural values and assessment of alignment with/impacts on Te Ao Māori concepts/principles in the planning 
document would only be assessed by these people. Their conclusions would only be able to be challenged by experts with 
equivalent understanding and skill; non-Māori will generally not be in a position to provide a competing assessment of effects 
on these concepts/principles.  

4 Develop guidelines/targets defining ‘what is an acceptable cross-sectional representation of society’ (in particular age, 
and gender) when undertaking engagement, and select communication channels that mean all relevant demographics 

can be reached.  

5 Make a percentage of Government entity experts’ time available to community groups and Māori to support their 
participation in environmental processes.
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WHY

This should reduce conflict and contentious consenting processes. It should also help to ensure that development occurs in the 
right place and that Māori values are afforded the same importance as western values. It should also help to ensure engagement 
reflects society and supports forming meaningful and enduring relationships. 

Examples from panellists

• Port Marlborough and Kiwi Rail Waitohi Picton Ferry 
Precinct Redevelopment project at Port Marlborough. 
Close, working relationship between Port Marlborough and 
Te Ātiawa Manawhenua Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust and whanau to 
incorporate Te Ao Māori into the design of the project and 
the effects assessment for the project. This was achieved 
through the creation of the Te Rōpū Manaaki group with 
representatives from the Trust and Marae who partnered 
with the project team. 

• Waka Kotahi’s Te Ahu a Turanga project. Waka Kotahi 
made experts available to discuss aspects of the project 
with iwi, and involved iwi in MCA workshops and in the 
development of the cultural and environmental design 
framework. 

• Cups of tea with stay at home mums, sausage sizzle at 
local sports game, and modified online games to undertake 
engagement.
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BARRIER

Nearly every panellist cited financial impacts as the reason why environmental limits are often opposed in practice. Part of this 
reflects the extent of sunk investment and on-going investment in the status quo, and previous commercial incentives and 
regulatory approvals to change to more intensive land uses. Most of our western business models are still based on notions of the 
environment versus the economy.

Supporting and incentivising business models which are aligned with long-term 
outcomes

Examples from panellists

• Regenerative agriculture. 

• High value food products produced through lower intensity land uses (instead of commodity food products produced 
through intensive land uses i.e. the shift from volume to value).

• Financial institutions offering lower interest rates for those delivering on environmental outcomes. 

WHY

Ultimately if our business models are aligned with ecological limits then it will enable us to move to a system where we collectively 
protect, restore and enhance our environment at the same time as providing for our livelihoods and economic wellbeing. As 
observed by one panellist, this reflects the Māori economy which was always rooted in an ecological landscape.

SOLUTIONS

Incentivising and financially supporting new business models that are aligned with ecological limits is necessary. Incentives and 
support should not be in place of controls, but provided for alongside them. Central and local government can assist with this 
including by:

• Exempting farmers from national and regional regulatory 
requirements if they are delivering the environmental 
outcomes sought/meeting limits, and not undertaking 
high risk activities. For this to work, it would need to be 
possible to more accurately measure our ecosystems in 
“real time”, or finding better proxies for what “good and 
healthy is” and then testing ecological indicators on-farm 
every two years. 

• Providing details about the specific environmental 
outcomes sought, and access to “high-quality, cost-
effective data collection and reporting tools”. These are 
considered to be necessary to support farmers accessing 
sustainable finance opportunities3.

3 Cashing in on Sustainable Agriculture: How New Zealand Can Capitalise on the Emerging Sustainable Finance Trend (rabobank.com)

https://research.rabobank.com/far/en/sectors/regional-food-agri/cashing-in-on-sustainable-agriculture.html


16

Institutional and structural changes

A number of panelists observed that the resource management 
system reforms are unlikely to be successful unless local 
government is also reformed. This aligns with the view of the 
Review Panel that “the resource management system would be 
much more effective if local government were to be reformed”, 
and this “is an issue warranting early attention”. We recognise 
the Government has since announced the Future for Local 
Government Review. The Review has a broad remit to reconsider 
the roles, functions, partnerships, representation, governance, 
and funding and financing of the sector. 

Similarly a number of people expressed concern that until rights 
and interests of Māori are addressed then many of the current 
implementation challenges are likely to remain. This also reflects 
sentiments expressed in the Review Panel Report, particularly 
in respect of freshwater. The Panel’s view is that until the until 
rights and interests of Māori in freshwater are resolved, “the 
allocation and use of water rights will continue to pose significant 
difficulties for all those involved in the system”.
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