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Mihi

Ténei au, ko te hokai nei o taku tapuwae

Ko te hokai nuku, ko te hdkai rghn

Ko te hokai a to tatou tupuna, a Tamg-a-Rangi

| pikitia ai, ki te Rangiti-haha, ki te Tihio-manono, | rokohina atu ra, ko-Matuakore
anake,

| riro iho ai nga kete o te Wananga.

Ko te kete TUA&uri, te kete Tuatea, te kete Aronui.

Ka tiritiria, ka poupoua, ki a Papatiénuku,

Ka puta te ira tangata, ki te whei ao, ki te ao marama.

Tthei mauri oral

Nga mihi ki ngé atua e tiaki nei i a tatou katoa. Ki a Ranginui e tu nei, ki a Papatiénuku e
takoto nei. Ko Papatianuku te whaea o tatou te tangapatake hoki o nga whiriwhiringa
korero i roto i nga pepa nei.

Nga mihi hoki ki a ratou mé kua huri ki tua o te &rai. Ko ratou hoki i poipoi, i ngaki, i tiaki
hoki i te whenua, i mau hoki ki te mana o te whenua i nohoia e ratou. Heoi ano, ko ratou ki
aratou, ko tatou te hunga ora ki a tatou.

Kei te mihi atu matou ki a koutou i &whina mai nei i a métou i roto i ngé rangédhau, nga
kohikohi, nga tatari i nga take kei roto i €énei pepa. Ahakoa ko wai te tangata nana te pepa
nei i tito, ko te timanako méa tehakatakoto me te whakapaho o énei purongo korero ka
kokiritia €nei kaupapa. Hei aha, hei painga mo te whenua, hei painga hoki mo te tangata
otird ngé uri o Papatianukdi i roto i ngd nekenekehanga o ténei ao hurihuri. Hei
whakamaramatanga hoki ki te tamg e kimi nei i te matauranga o te Ao Maori e pa ana ki

te manaaki me te tiaki i te whenua.

Ko tbna mutungd, kia whai mana tonu ngé kaupapa Maori i roto i nga tikanga a te Ao
Pakeha.

N& matou iti nei,
na,
Richard Jefferies and Nathan Kennedy
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Preface

The development of a Kaupapa Mé&ori environmental outcomes and indicators framework
and methodologyas taken place within the wider research programme on Planning Under
a Cooperative Mandate (PUCM). PUCM is led by the International Global Change
Institute (IGCI), a sefunding research institute within Te Whare Wananga o Wai&ato
The Waikato of Univegity, in association with several research partners.

PUCM is a FRSJunded programme of research that has since-198b been
sequentially examining the quality of policies and plans (Phaspldr) implementation

(Phase 2)and environmental outcomes @3 3) under the 199Resource Management

Act (RMA) and more recently the 2002ocal Government Ac{LGA). An important
component of this planning and governance research has been consideration of the interests
of M2ori as Governmentc¢cs Treaty partner.

Following the Phase 1 analysis of RMA plan quality, Richard Jefferies of Ngati Tukorehe
and researchers from his firm, KCSM Consultancy Solutions Ltd of Opotiki ¢iyrm
Kdkémuka Solutions Ltd), were brought onto the PUCM programme in 2002 to lead the
Maori component of the research. KCSM staff initially assisted with interpretation of
findings relating to plan implementation and Maori. Nathan Kennedy, an environmental
officer for Ngéati Whanaunga iwi and experience with working in local government, was
employed at the beginning of PUCM Phase 3 to undertake research on Maori
environmental outcomes.

The PUCM team has published a series of working papers and reports as a means of
making public its research findings, and in an effort to influence change in sesfmn
observed issues with plan quality and implementation, and environmoeitames These
documentsare downloadable at tHRUCM website http://www.waikato.ac.nz/igci/pucm

To this end, this report psents the intent, findings, and outputs of the Maori research
objective of PUCM Phase 3, which focuses on developing and testing a kaupapa Maori
environmental outcomes and indicators framework and methodology.

Located in grey in Figure O.hext pageis the Phase 3 Maori RMA Objective with its
published and proposed outputs identified in the lowesiboxes; the one shaded grey
being this report.

Neil Ericksen

PUCM Programme Leader

IGCI Associate

International Global Change Institute (IGCI)
The Univesity of Waikato

Hamilton

31 March 2009

Vil
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Executive Summary

Main Output

Territorial local authorities (i.e. regional and district councils) are by law required to
provide for M&ori values and interests, and to undertake plan evaluation and environmental
monitoring, to ensure that the provisions they have in place for these purposes are
effective. Councils have not, however, had methods available that would enableothem t
meet these statutory obligations. This gap is filled byfidlwmework andnethods that we

have developed and trialled over the past 5 years. The development and use of our
Kaupapa Méori Environmental Outcomes and Indicators Framework and Methotlogy
the focus of this report.

Background

The research on which our framework and methodology is based forms part efjam@n
FRSTfunded research programme called Planning Underofgnative Mandates
(PUCM). It has sought to determine the quality andctiffeness of statutory plans under
New Zeal awesqgusce Mapaydment AGRMA) and more recent 2002o0cal
Government AcfLGA).

Phase 1 (1993997) of the research developed and tested a method for evaluating the
quality of regional policy statemesjtregional plans, and district plans and applied it to
publicly notified plans as of early 1997. Phase 2 (12982) developed and tested
methods for evaluating plan implementation through the resource consents processes of six
district councils chosen faheir range of plan quality and capacity to plan (i.e., pairs of
high, medium, and low quality plans and capacity). Phase 3 {2009) has developed
methods for evaluating environmental outcomes from district plans, including outcomes
for Maori. At thesame time, Phase 4 has developed methods for assessing community
outcomes and lonterm council community plans under the new LGA (2002).

An important component of each phase of thegoimg research has been consideration of

the interests of Méorias @cer nment ¢s Treaty partner. I n
councils performing relatively poorly in relation to their obligations to Maori. Not until
Phase 3, however, has the PUCM Research Programme focused on Maori interests using a
kaupapa Maori resear approach to evaluating environmental outcomes for Maori.

The PUCM Maori Research Project

This report focuses on PUCM Objectivea3Environmental Outcomes for Maori. (See
Figure 0.1 in the Preface for PUCM objectives.) In the report we explain: timéiante of

our research objective; the journey undertaken on our winding path toward achieving the
objective; the results and products (framework, methods and tools) of the research; and our
recommendations for improving the current planning system witlardego Maori
environmental outcomes from the RMA and LGA.

Our primary research questions were:

1 What are the underpinning concepts, principles and understandings upon which
Méori interpret and make decisions about the environment?



1 How can these princles (kaupapa) and values (tikanga) be used for developing
and testing a kaupapa Maori environmental outcomes and indicators framework
and methodology?

Our task was to develop the means by which councils and iwi could assess the
environmental outcomes fddaori as part of a wider investigation into whether council
planning documents and their implementation were resulting in positive environmental
results (Chapter 1).

The challenge for us was great as we were seeking to address the fact that a Maori
planring perspective had been absent from the field of planning since enactment of the first
Town Planning Acih 1926. In early Phase 3 meetings we Maori researchers impressed on
our colleagues that in order to investigate planning outcomes from a Maoriqhisesjite

would be necessary to identify what a Maori planning paradigm looked like. We would
have to develop a framework of Maori planning approaches and perspectives as an
underpinning to the research ahead (Chapter 3).

Based on our collective experienaed the findings in prior PUCM reports, we set out to
develop a kaupapa Maori framework which would in turn guide the development of a
series of environmental outcomes and indicators. The intention was that this would provide
a suite of tools with whichangata whenua (M&ori with ancestral association with
particular lands) could assess the extent to which environmental outcomes sought have
been achieved. It would also enable the performance of statutory organisations and iwi
organisations to be assessegdiast their environmental responsibilities.

Kaupapa Méaori Research Approach

The term kaupapa Maori refers to investigations undertaken according to a Maori world
view, and based on Maori principles of understand®gith, 1997; Pihama, 20Q1A
kaupapa Maori approach positions Maori perspectives and values as normal, rather than
peri pheral or &daothera (Chapter 4).

Kaupapa Maori research requires the adoption of a participatory approach (Chapter 5).
Partcipatory research is based in, and driven by, the community to which it @latdss

case Maori. Toward this end, tangata whenua have been actively involved in the research
process; their guidance being sought in terms of its design, developmentlatomp
research synthesis, and the assessment of results. This was achieved via the establishment
of two working groups, which met periodically to review progress and give direction to the
PUCM M2or i research team. T h eonsisting of peoplea s a
with substantial experience working within relevant (mainly) Crown agencies and
councils. The second group consisted of experienced Maori environmental practitioners,
largely those working within or for iwi (Mé&ori tribes).

As a startig point, we undertook two literature reviews (Chapter 5). The first considered
writing on tikanga Maoria particularly as this relates to environmental resource
management. The second review considekédlori and otheri ndi genous pe
environmental outmmes and indicator¢See Figure 0.1 in the Prefac€lhe review
findings are in two reports downloadable from the PUCM website
(www.waikato.ac.nz/igci/pucin

Outcomes in this context are (as the word sugyexpressions of desired outcondeis

our case environmental outcomes. These are considered to be a recent development arising
out of government policy analysis, and this has been described as a shift in focus away
from process and towards results; frovow policies and programmes work to whether
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they work (Bennett, 2001) Consideration of outcomes and their measurement has
expanded through programmes in such areas as health, education, andmemtab
management (Chapter 5).

Traditional indigenous indicators are means by which people understand and interpret their
environments, including environmental change (Chapter 6). These inétwdexample,
alignment indicators, where one event inunatcoincides with, and therefore gives
warning of, another. Plageames are another form of indicatothey encapsulate that
which is important to those naming reflecting the values and priorities of the time. In
addition to recording important historevents, names include descriptions of physical
characteristics of a place, and serve to locate and describe -sftiegh¢nvironmental
resources, such as plant and animal resources, or to warn of environmental hazards.

Framework for Kaupapa Maori Environmetal Outcomes and Indicators

Three options or modeB NgU At ua (Teh ewWUg o(dtsi)me acr oss hi
Tikanga (customs) were evaluated as a potential basis for the Kaupdpa flamework.

The tikangabased model was ultimately chosen becaiuakbows for a close examination

of key terms and concepts already in wide use in the domain of environmental
managemert according to tikanga that are widely recognised and adhered to by Maori

and because it is likely to be the least complex moddbdth councils and iwi to follow
(Chapter 6)

In order to make the development of detailed outcomes and indicators manageable and in
line with work underway in the other PUCM objectives, we concentrated on three issues
within the wider frameworki-or thekaupapaVana, we focused on mana whenua (literally
authority over the land) as the overarching tikanga within whicl& wauncil relationships
should be consideredzor the kaupapaMauri, we focused on théikanga mauri of
waterways and in relation tohte kaupapa afpu, we focussed onlli tapu (significant or
sacred Mbri sites).

Therefore, atcomes relating to water were to be considered under the overarching tikanga
of mauri (the essence or life principle of any material living or otherwise). Wahi tapu was
retained as being the appr@te tikanga within which environmental outcomes relating to
places of significance to Maori should be considered. Thus, the final structure of the
framework recognised the key kaupapa (foundation or primary principles) of mana, mauri,
and tapu, to whiclthe three tikanga (mana whenua, mauri of water, and wahi tapu)
respectively relate (Chapter 6).

It was determined that each tikanga in turn have a single outcome associated with it,
intended to express a universal ideal in relation to that partickkmg@. The physical
components of the framework are three kete (based on the three tikanga) containing: a
worksheet and associated advice notes; and two supplementary docuitihentékanga

Maori literature review and best examples of M&ori provisionsiwplans.As well, User
Guidelines were prepared for staff in councils and iwi wanting to use the kete. (See Figure
0.1 in the Preface.)

Outcomes in the statutory/policy evaluation context are expressions of a desired result or
condition. The outcomesve finally arrived at were: Mana whenua is appropriately
respected; Mauri of all waterways are in optimum health; and Wahi tapu are protected.
While it is recognised that there are numerous other outcomes that might be sought in
relation to these tikanga it was considered that these others would likely be consistent
with, and of a lower order than, those we adopted (Chapter 6).
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This discrete package of outcomes provides the basis for the first batch of tools developed
within the kaupapa Mé&ori framewark

Methodology for Kaupapa Maori Environmental Outcomes and Indicators

We have used the kete (basket) metaphor as containing the methods with which the
framework is applied by users, such as staff in councils and iwi. Together, the methods
constitute a methdology (Chapter 7).

Our kaupapa Maori environmental outcomes and indicators methodology includes three
levels of investigation. In descending order they are indices, indicators, and measures.
Indices are high level enquiries that function to group iplelt but related indicators. An

i ndicator I n turn has mul ti pltethenuvadertying e s .
questions being asked, in order to provide the information required to inform the indicator.

For our purposes, indicators are intended he simple measures for indicating
environmental condition, or changes in the condition of the environment. They therefore
seek to answer a q uceusdl staff sconsulswittt thngatasvhenua Wh e t
relation to consents where tikanga islike t o be affecteda or &aTh
whenua are consulted in relation to appl i
proportion of) wahi tapu within the district have been modified or destroyed within a

o

particular period. a

Central to the kete or methodology, are worksheets, each one related to a particular

kaupapa and its associated tikanga. For the three tikanga within our kaupapa Maori

framework (mana whenua, mauri of water, and wahi tapu), several indices are used. These
relategenerally to: territorial local authoritiesquncil9; relevant Crown agencies; Méaori;

the wider public; and physical condition. There are, however, important supplementary

documents and guiding notes that support use of the worksheets

Trialling the Framework and Methodology

Having arrived at a draft set of kaupapa Mé&ori environmental outcomes and indicators, we
needed to test or trial thein iwi in 2007 and council organisations (Chapter 8). We
started with two iwi and ran several workshops with emmental officers from Ngati

Maru of Hauraki and Ngati Awa of Whakatane. Recommendations and comments from
these workshops were considered by the research team and changes and additions made to
the indicators prior to the final draft documents being netdrto the iwi for further

trialling. This involved iwi staff with environmental management experience completing
theindicator series (Wahi Tapu, Mauri of Water, and Mana Whenua).

The iwi participants confirmed the effectiveness of the three Kaupapa i Maor
environmental outcomes and indicators kete (baskets) as instruments for evaluating
environmental outcomes from a Maori perspective, and for assessing the various influences
on these by councils, the Crown, iwi and other parties.

Given this outcome, th&#amework and methodology was then trialled in two councils:
MatamataPiako District Council (MPDC) and Environment Bay of Plenty (EBQ@P)
20082009 Having gained positive results from these trials, including how councils might
use the framework, we midigd the kete to accommodate amytstandingssues that had
been raiseth the overall trialling process

Ideally, we would have engaged at least two local and two regional councils (from within
the areas or rohe of our two iwi) having substantialffedent circumstances (e.g., high
and low capacity councils or city versus rural), in order to test the effectiveness of our
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framework and methodology across a range of situations. This was not, however, possible
within available timeframes and resource® effective fulktime staff per year

Future Research and Uptake

Our analysis of the trial results in two councils and two iwi organisations brought us to the
conclusion that there is much work that needs to be done by all parties in order to progress
Maori environmental aspirations and come close to the statutory promises made to Maori
by the Crown. We believe our Kaupapa Maori environmental outcomes and indicators
framework and methodology provides a solid foundation for the further development of a
suite of outcomes and indicatdisan undertaking that will require considerable financial
support.

The Government has provided a good policy framework in the RMA and LGA requiring
councils to deal with Maori in environmental and community Melhg plaming, but
implementation has been impaired by lack of appropriate tools, as veelrasitment and
capacity in key central and local organisations. The statutory load on councils and iwi is
high and significant capacHyuilding is needed.

Government needto better resource its agencsesaso build better capacity for ensuring

that the provisions for Maori within the RMA and LGA are given meaningful effect. MfE
(Ministry for the Environment) took an early lead in national environmental indicator
develgpment, including a specific Maori indicators programme, but this was abandoned
before completion, and no organisation has since taken up this important work (Chapter 9).

From our research experience, we offer the following recommendations to central and
local government for actions that would enhance not only the uptake of kaupapa Méaori
environmental outcomes and indicators, but also relationships between Mé&ori and local
government in general.

Recommendations

Central Government

Recommendation #1That cental government resumes its programme of Maori indicator
development that was started in the late 1990s as part of its wider indicator programme and
then abandoned. Existing work on Maori outcomes and indicators should be drawn upon,
including the PUCM Kaugpa Maori framework and methodology, and other work
undertaken by some councils and other research institutes, and input from Mé&ori who are
leading in the field of Maori indicators should be sought with a view to establishing a
credible series of M&ori inchtors.

Recommendation #2That central government, through departments, including; Ministry

for the Environment (MfE), Department of Internal Affairs (DIA), Ministry of Social
Development (MSD), Ministry of Culture and Heritage (MCH), and Te Puni KOKRK),

resource Ma&ori via the establishment of Maori units where these do not already exist.
These units would take responsibility for-aealinating interagency efforts toward Maori
well-being, including Mé&ori indicator development. They should undertakensure that
indicators and other mechanisms once developed are adopted and used, in order to address
the current lack of knowledge as to whether M&ori outcomes, and accordingly Maeri well
being, are being achieved.
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Local Government

Recommendation # That measures be taken to integrate the fragmented efforts that have
occurred to date toward the development of Maori outcomes and indicators. Measures
should foster caperation between Maori, councils, Local Government New Zealand
(LGNZ), TPK, and MfEaimed at bringing together any relevant Maori outcomes and
indicators work that has been done by these organisations with the PUCM Kaupapa Maori
framework and methodology.

Recommendation #2That Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) establish a Maori
unit in its organisation in Wellington to liaise with Te Puni Kokiri, M&aori and councils, in
order to assist councils with the development of Maori indicators and also with the
development and evaluation of Maori policy, including: consultation with Maon;jgom

for greater participation in decisianaking; and provision for employment of Maori staff,
these being specific obligations under empowering legislatibnca/ Government Act
(2002) andResource Management AaB91).

Iwi / Hapu

Recommendation #1That iwi seek to establish a paibal kaitiaki working group, with a

view to greater cwoperation between hapli and iwi in relation to environmental
management and participation in local government processes. Such a group would bring
together experienceplractitioners, in order for these to develop resources to assist hapu
and iwi. It would also act as a forum for channelling resources and lessons learnt from
positive experiences, and mentoring hapi and iwi seeking to establish their own
environment unitsThis would require funding to operaend this should be sought from

both central and local government.

Recommendation #2That hapi and iwa to the extent they are aldepressure their local
authorities to complete the development of Maori outcoamekindicators, and that they
expect that Territorial Local Authorities resource tangata whenua to participate in this
development. We further recommend that hapi and iwi use the PUCM Kaupapa Maori
Framework and Methodology on several levels: to evalwdiether the overarching
outcomes relating to important environmental tikanga are being achieved; to evaluate the
plans and performance of their local authorities; and as alibasggainst which to assess

the quality and credibility of any Maori outcomasd indicators proposed by their local

and regional councils
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1
He Timatanga

Introduction

Indigenous peoples throughout the world, includifépri in Aotearoa, struggle to find a
espacec¢ within the &andeadonisingd cdtire tt dxgressma j or
acknowledge, and exparbeir ownknowledge, values and beliefBhis holds true for
knowledge domains that are widely espoused as environmental management, resource
management, and sustainable management.

The first Town and Country Planning ACTCPA) was enacted in 195&jthough
planning as a disciplinbad existed for some decades prior to that date. However, the
main intended impact of the TCPA fibtaori was that it preventethembuilding on land

that remained irMaori title, therebyforcing tangatawhenua(people of the landjo
migrate away from ancestral lands, mainly into the cities. Thus, the TCPA (1953) had a
massive negative impact dvaori society.Maori values and rights were entirely absent
within New Zealand planning and enummental management regimes until the late
1970s, when théAct was amendedn 1977 This ushered in the first provisions to
recogniseMéaori values in planning legislation.

Despite the last 30 years of recognition of Maori values in New Zealand planning
legslation, it is still the widely held view of M&ori thétteyand their local and regional
council decisiormakers are talking past each other when it comeskamga Maori.

What is morein spite of improvedegislative provisions they hawe largely failed to
provide meaningful or consistent outcomes for tangata whenua.

The intention of our Maori research project has been to clarify and define key Maori
environmental concepts so that stakeholders (includileyantcouncil staff) will have a
terms of reference against which they can begin to compare desired environmental
outcomes from different perspectives and be better placed to integrate Ma&ori
environmental outcomes into the planning process.

To this end,we aimed atproviding akaupapa Mé&ori envanmentalframework and
methodsfor councils and iwi to use whemonitoring the state of the environment and
evaluatinglocal government plansp as to bettemchievethe promises made to M&ori in
contemporary planning and environmental management legislair recognition of
kaupapandtikanga(guiding principles and values)

In this report ve outline the steps taken to devetap KaupapaMaori framework andts

primary application methodthis being a series ofMé&ori-specific environmental
outcomeswith associated indicators as a mechanism for evaluatitgpmes Evaluating

the environmental outcomes of council plans and their implementation in a manner that is
consi stent wi t h ti kanga M& or i i s I mport
commitmen to Maori. Despite the statutory requiremeninder the Resource



Management AcRMA, 1991)that plan outcome evaluations in general be undertaken
by councils this has almost universally not been done. The limited evaluation that has
been undertaken haailied to incorporate M&ori perspectives. And there has to date been
minimal work on Maori environmental outcomes and indicatfoashas been undertaken
within a framework constructed upon Mé&ori principles and valkaspapa and tikanga)

The Kaupapa Maorn Environmental Outcomes and Indicatoisramework and
Methodologythat we havedeveloped withinPlanning Under Caoperative Mandates
(PUCM) ResearchProgramme has sought to address this deficiency.

P U C MMé&ori Outcome Evaluation (MOEMethodology helps to fill a void in
outcomes and indicators reporting, by linking: kaupapa (foundation principles);
associatedenvironmentally important tikanga (fundamental rules governing Maori
relationships with the natural environment); altiori aspirations (in the fon of
outcomes), to environmental indicators. It thereby provides the means by which councils
can interprettie effectiveness of RMA environmental management with M&ori values as
its foundation.

The RMA (1991) has many provisions referring to Méaori intsresd participation in

district planning. It alsgequirest hat council s &monitor the
of policies, rul es and other methods in

our MOE methodology, councils did not have theans for these evaluations with regard
to Maori interests. It provides for the first time recognition ofVi@ori world view
perspective irocal governmenplanning as sought byl&ori, hag and iwi. Where our
tools are used by councils and tangata wherha, likelihood is that improved
engagement between these key stakeholders will develop.

1.1 Towards a Kaupapa Maori Framework

Given the absence of information regarding Ma&ori participatinoder the RMA, we
sought to develop methodsth which tangata wénua and councils alike might usefully
assess both council performance and environmentdityqgfram a Maori perspective.
Building on earlier research under PUCM Phases 1 and 2 prior to 2003, we decided, in
consultation with ouMaori peer review teamshat the development dfldori outcomes

and indicators would provide an effective means by which council plans and
environmental results favi&ori could be assessed.

In order to ensure adherence to kaupdfiori principles (foundationMé&ori values
underlying research intd/1aori subjects) it was deemed necessary to develop a kaupapa
Maori framework and methodologywhich would guide the development process,
resulting structure, and the contenfiofl outcomes and indicatorghis turned out to be

a long andwinding road along which the research team had to travel, and several times
both the framework and the outcomes and indicators methodology within it were changed
in response to suggestions by our peer reviewers and partner iwi.

The frameworkand methodalgy adopts key kaupap@rinciples)and associated tikanga
(customs and valuesjgnificant in terms of environmental resource management. High
level outcomes are defined for each tikaregad a series of indicators angractical
methods for measuring theaee combined in order to assist users to evaluate whether
outcomes are being achieved.

Thus, in Chapter 2we providea Maori planning perspective (kaitiakitanga), including
key defnitions important to our work.



In Chapter 3we describghe statutorhistory and the current legal environment to which
Maori are subject. This is important for several reasons. The statutory environment
determines the manner and extent to whMRori values and rights relating to
environmental management are provided ftatutory provisions specifically require
councils to develop and assess outcomes and indicators. And many Madre
indicatorswe have collatedneasure the extent to whidh&ori legislative provisions are
providing results foMaori.

In Chapter 4 w report on theoretical models relatingMéori researclandplanning,and
the outcomes and indicators that have been investigateldr appliedby others, as a
basis fordevelopingour own kaupapa Maoniesearctapproach in Chapter. 5

Our kaupapaand tikanga framework and methodology for encompassingseries of
outcomes and indicatoesepresentedn Chaptes 6 and 7, respectively. The framework
and methodology was triallddst in iwi and thencouncils and the process and results of
the trialsare explained in Chaptes.

Finally, in Chapter9 we encapsulate the main elements of the report and indicate
opportunities for furtheresearchWe conclude with recommendatiorie central and
local governmenandhapuiand iwifor actionsaimed atenhanig the uptake of Kaupapa
Mé&ori outcomes and indicators.

1.2 Antecedents

The PUCM Research Programme brings together a collaborative team of researchers and
practitioners in an ogoing evaluation of planning and governance underRbgource
Management Acf1991 (RMA) andmore recentlyLocal Government A¢c002 (LGA).

The focus of the research has been on statutory plans under the RMA, including the
quality of plans and their implementation, and the effectiveness of environmental
outcomes from the plans. @#PUCM team is comprised of both University researchers
and higher degree students and practising planning professionals, as Wédloas
experienced in environmental resource management and relategbtikehe research is
co-ordinated through the Inteational Global Change Institute (IGCI) at The University

of Waikato.

Phase 1 (199%997) of the PUCM researcfocused on evaluating thguality of RMA
statutory planning documents, including 16 notified regional policy statements and 34
district and comimed plans from the 58 that had beermlxly notified by March 1997.

Plan quality was assessed using four main criteria: 1) quality of the fact base used in the
plan; 2) clarity of issues discussed in the plan; 3) internal consistency of the plan; and 4)
provisions for monitoring. Some findings relatedM@ori interestsare highlighted in
Figure 1.1.The research also considered organisational factors that influence plan
making. Itfound thatmost regional and district councils had produced only fapator

plans, due largely to limited capabilitiisricksen et al., 2001)

Phase 219982002 of the PUCM Research Programme set out to examine how the
qguality of plans may affect the quality with which they are implemented by using
resource consents asdicaors of implementationSix councils were chosen for their
range of plan quality and capacity to pl a
techniques to manage the effects of three togicem water, urban amenitgnd extent

of iwi consultation. The content of consents was linked back to relepailities in the
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district plansThe methodology developed for consents and the research was based on the
following premise: the more techniques used in resource consents that can be linked to
policiesin the plan, the highdghe quality of implementatioThe results for storm water

and urban amenity revealed a significant gap between environmentally friendly methods
in plans and conventional techniques in resource consents.

Plan Quality -

ALow scores were found for how well plans address the roMaafi in

land use and resource management, but the reasons for this are considera
different comparedb, for example, natural hazards.

Organisational capacity

A Just over half of councils und
Treaty of Waitangi an&ori interests philosophically, but failed to follow
through due to lack of political commitmentcacapacity.

Institutional Arrangements-

A Statistical evi de ondieatesvihidiorsearly ma t
the planning process had a positive influence on how well plans advanceg
their interests. However, case studies revealed that althougmymgains
have accrued tbldori from the coordination and consultation provisions of
the Act, there was still considerable disenchantment when, for example
good faith efforts were undeut by more powerful stakeholder groups.
Mandate Design

A P o o ate design bias impeded progress in recognitioviaai values

and resources in plans. For example, nearly 50% ofipkers in district
councils did not understand the provisions in the RMA in respeblioii
/ssuesthese beingss 6(e), 7 (a) and 8.The provisions give councils
considerable discretion in how they should recognise and providééion
interests in their plans.

A The failure by central governme
Crown, Méd&orj and local government, largely as a consgge oOf
unfinished business from thd989 Local Governmenteforms, has
considerably weakened implementation of provisions in the RMA in respec.
of Méori interests(Ericksen, Crawford, Berke and Dixon, 2001)

Figure 1.1 Some findings from the PUCM Phase 1 research relating to M&ori interests.

For Maori interests, however, the six councils selected for study did not have enough
evidence of iwi consultation in resource consents to provide a valid randoptesaf 30
consents per council. Indeed, there were very few iwi consultations across the councils
surveyed, which was ingélf was a significant findingAs a resultthe team decided to
focus on the processes by which councils consulted iwi and dwagiresource consents

in an attempt to find out why this was occurring.

The researchers concluded thdtile the RMA relied on active participation &aori in
the planning process, there was little capabbitylding (i.e., commitment and capacity)
for assistng Maori and councils in improving plans. For exampldyile an average of
three people at eaclipu/iwi reviewed consent®n averagejust over one of the three
was @tually paid for their servicélhis indicates that the capacity gigu and iwi b deal
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with resource consent applications was variable, but generallyfBaahurst, Jefferies
and Ericksen, 2004he consequences of this were aggravated by the lack of clarity in
the role of ouncils as agents of the Crown.general, few councils undertockpaity-
building and few had clear lines of communicatiwith Maori. Regarding findings in
relation toMaori the research team reported:

/ssues of concern tortgaa whenua appear to be poorly dealt with through the
Iwi consultation process, despite rhetorical commitment to the Treaty of
Waitangi within district plans. In the vast majority of consents (94%,), no
evidence of iwi consultation could be founBisturbing results are also
emerging from the council interviews and iwi surveys regarding the different
perceptions iwi and councils have regarding partipatn consultation. It
seems that the two parties are talking past each @#aenurst, Day, Crawford,
Ericksen, Berke, Laurian, Dixon and Chapman, 2002)

1.3 Outcomes of Council Planning

Section 35 of the RMA requires councils to mitor and report on environmental
outcomes and also on the efficiency and effectiveness of their policies, rules and other
methods at nonore than Syearly intervalsThis obligation includes the requirement that
councils monitor and report on the effeetm e s s o f Mabrieprovisions.lThen ¢ s
Ministry for the Environment(MfE) has, however, reported that plan effectiveness
evaluation is rarely carried out by territorial authorit{gtinistry for the Environment,
2005)and our research has confirmed that this is certainly the case in terms of evaluation
of Maori provisions in plans.This should be of no surprise since in spite of this
mandatory requirement there were no methods for doing so, until PUCM recently
published methods.

An in-depth investigation into factors influencing plan evaluation has been undertaken
and reported by othenembers of the PUCM team and it is not intended to substantially
replicatethat discussion here. The following extract concisely describes this issue:

Plan monitoring and evaluation may be the forgotten step in planning activity
because planners may bess interested in evaluating past interventions than in
writing new plans. It is also more politically rewarding for elected officials, to
launch a new plan or programme than to evaluate past actions. Political
constraints and organizational culture edso hinder plan evaluation. Evaluating
planning outcomes increases accountability, but may also reveal failures, errors or
Inadequacies or embarrass government officials, and thus represents a political
risk for highlevel decisioamakers. Institutions dve little incentive to disclose
unsuccessftul results, and therefore to conduct thorough evaluations of their actions
(Laurian, Crawford, Day, KouwenhoweMason, Ericksen and Beattie, 2008)

The PUCM plan evaluation research is discussed further in Section 4.Rlan
Evaluation Theory and how it relates to Kaupapéaori research theory

The Kaupapa Maori researcprojectin Phase 3 of the?UCM Resarch Programme
(20032009) sought to provide a suite of tools to assist bathata whenua and council
planners to assess the effectiveness and appropriatenés®ri provisions in plansit
offers an additional approadbr evaluating plamprovisions ad environmental outcomes
from a M&ori perspective, sitting alongside the PUCM ptaurtcomeevaluation(POE)



methodology developed for other topics in district pld8se downloadable reports
www.waikato.amz/igci/pucn).

14 What are Outcomes and Indicators?

aAa0utcomesa in the modern statutory cont ex
interest) environmentaksults sought by a communityhe statement of outcomes and

their measurement appearshieve developed owf government policy analysi$his has

been described as a shift in focus away from process and onto results, or, from how
policies and programmes work to whether they w@&nnét, 2001) Consideration of
outcomes and their measurement has expanded through evaluation programmes in areas
such as health, education, and environmental management.

Maori have long used indicators, referred to as tohu, to understand and interpret the
natural environment. Examples of these tohu include alignment or coincidence indicators,
where one event coincides with, and can therefore be used to, anticipate another; or
placenames, which function to describe a place or area, including its envirohmenta

resources.

al ndi c-aasousedain modern policy evaluation including planning and
environmental management are simple methods for measuring progress toward (or away
from) policy or environmental outcomes, and the changelation to these overntie.

I ndi cator s al so measur e or aindicatea e
environmental managers edasyinterpret signposts for environmental change. It has

been suggestdMARCO, 2005t hat i ndi cators should be as

1 Specific (closely rel@d to the theme or outcome it will measure),

1 Measurable (data are available),

1 Achievable (it is possible to reach targets that have been set based on the
indicator),

1 Relevant (to those who will use them), and

1 Time bound (trends).

14.1 Assessing Outcmes of Environmental Planning

For our current research we needed to develop a new and more robust approach to
assessing the environmental results of statutory planning @otsnirom aM&ori
perspectiveWe therefore first sought to determine, throughomgrehensive literature
review (Kennedy and Jefferies, 2005byvhat research into council outcomes and
indicators forM&ori was being undertaken and found little in this regard.

Given this and earlier findings, such as questide quality of plans as these relate to
Maori, variable implementation of plans, and almost universal failure to monitor the
results of planMaori provisions, we set out to investigate environmental outcomes
resulting from RMA planning documents and thieaplementation, and to do so from a
Maori perspective.

In approaching this research wentifiedthe following objectives

1 determine whether the environmental outcomes sought by council planning
documents are being achieved on the ground, and & g8osi outcome due to the
influence of the plan or to other factors;
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1 determineto what extent RMA statutory plans contribute to the achievement of
Anticipated Environmental Results (AERS) fd&ori;

1 develop a methodology for use by councils avidori when assessing the
achievement of AER favlaori;

1 assess and explain the differences betvwé#&ori and Council positions regarding
the achievement of AER; and

1 ascertain how to improve AER achievementNtEori.

In 2004 ,the authorgpresented the schematic diagn outlined in Figure 1.20 the PUCM
team in order to illustrate our proposé&dupapa Maorapproach to the development of a
outcomes andindicators framework. The diagram acknowledges the different
perspectives that the PUCKhupapavidori frameworkmight accommodate, oegnising

that nétaurangaMaori/Maori knowledge includes some elements that are shared with
overlapping areas of tH#ue outlined knowledge circles Figure 1.2

Outputs

\ y

e : Indicators for outcomes :
Identifying and developing and  data  collection Analysis
processes

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

OUTCOMES iIo—— > | INDICATORS i—— > | MEASUREMENT
/\ ON THE GROUND
Define Perspective Maori

perspective

/

Multiple
Maori/ Iwi/

Wahi Tapu
Water Quality
Relationships

Science

Figure 1.2 Initial schematic representati of Maori Outcomes and Indicators
development process, presented to the wider PUCM ire2004

The outcome and indicator development process is alignedthvitle research output
stages. The process allows for the inputMifori, hapi and iwi into idetifying and
explaining the environmental outcomes that they would like to see in district plans
compared with what is at present in them

1.5 Summary

PUCM Phase 3 Objective 3 (athe M2ori obj
programme of research thiaas run oveb years and brought together the expertise of a

large number of M&ori academics and environmental practitioners. It has been undertaken
within, and informed bythelong-runningPUCM ResearctProgramme This programme

sought toevaluate theguality of statutory environmental planning documents under the



RMA 1991 (and more recently the LGA 2002), and to determine the extent to thvbich
implementation hagesulted in positive environmental outcomes.

Findings ofthe wider PUCM research weréisappointing in terms of Maori aspirations.
After 12 years of environmental management under the RMA (19849ri widely
consideredhat they and their councils were largely talking past each other, that Maori
were excluded from participation in plannimgocesses, and that council planning
decisions were almost always void of any consideration of M&ori values and aspirations.
Thisview has now beesupported by ourecentresearch findings.

For example, Wwile PUCM Phase2 (19982002) sought to evaluat®aori participation

in the resource consents process as a proxy for the treatment of Maori values within the
implementation of statutory plans, a near complete lack of M&ori participation within the
consents processes of councils investigaiednta statstically valid sampleould not be
obtained, the research approdchthe M&ori component of the PUCM researtdok a
different pathby focusing on kaupapa Maori principles

Phase 3(20032009) aimed at assessing environmental outcomes for Maori from
statutory plans. It was, howevdgund that there were neither robust nor M&mecific
methods available for undertaking such an investigatidrere had therefore been
virtually no information gathered regarding environmental results of planning from a
Maori perspective.

It was for this reasorthatwe set out to develop a culturally approprikéeipapa Méaori
outcomes and indicatofsamework and methodologyWe anticipated that this would
empower Maori to undertakanalyseshemselves, and to providewwilswith culturally
acceptable methods for evaluating their own planning documents and the state of their
environments in a manner that is consistent with tikanga Ma&ofJaori planning
perspective is the focus of the next chapter.



2
Kaitiakitanga

A Maori Planning Perspective

To better appreciate our research intentions, it is important to draw attention to key ideas,
entities, and values that underpitMaori world view. Thus, in this chapter &vbeginby
introducingMaori environmentalism and thego on to highlight the importance of mana,
whanaumgaanga tapu, utu and teega for environmental planning from &aori
perspective.

2.1 Maori Environmentalism

Mé&ori have been the managers of the natural environment in Aotearoa for over 1,000
years whileWestern environmental management arramg@s are a recent development.
Before going further in this report it ieecessaryo provide aM&ori perspedte of the
natural environmentWe s a yMaod perspective in recognition that there are
variations bewveen the traditions of different iwi, just as there are various Pakeha

perspectives.

Indigenous peopleworldwide, andM&ori in Aotearoa, have finally been recognised at

the highest level for the unique role they can play in contemporary environmental
resource management. For example, Principle 22 of the UN Conference on Environment
and Development¢s (UNCED): Ri o Declaration

Indigenous people and their communities and other local communities have a
vital role in environmental managementdadevelopment because of their
knowledge and traditional practices. States should recognise and duly support
their identity, culture and interests and enable their effective participation in the
achievement of sustainable development.

Maori considerthenselvesto be genealogically related to all aspects of the natural world
through their descent from Ranginua the sky father- and Papaté@nuku a the earth
mother.lIt is through Ranginui and Papatiuku, from the children of who all parts of

the natural wdd descend, tha¥&ori believethey have a familiar relationship wittheir
environment and all its component parts. This understandihqméamentain shaping
Mé&ori management and use of the natural environment and its resources.

The relationships beeen Ranginui, Papaiiuku and their descendants also establish
precedents for dynamics of the relationships between the different lines of ddssent
establiskes the basis by which humans may use the natural resources araumideus
prevailing belief hat all parts of the natural world are genealogically rejdiadgs with

it a strongly felt duty of care toward those other parts of the natural world that are
considered to be our kirmhe useright is thereforesubject to strict obligations of wise
useand guardianshig kaitiakitanga






