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Thank you David, and Kia ora koutou. 

My name is Jason Krupp, and I am the Deputy Chief Executive at LGNZ, where I lead the policy team. 

By way of background, I have been deeply involved in RMA analysis for eight – nine years.  

My specific focus has been on how to get the planning system and democratic decision-making 

working in an integrated fashion. 

The aim is of course to get more of the outcomes we want – greater environmental protection while 

enabling development within limits. 

In short: whatever the replacement for the RMA is, it has to enable economic growth and protect 

the environment, to be successful.  

We cannot take an either/or approach if we want the replacement of the RMA to be sustainable and 

enduring. 

My comments will focus on the proposal to aggregate planning to a regional level. To replace the 

100+ regional plans, regional policy statements and district plans with 14 combined plans. 

We can certainly see the appeal of this proposal as a way of reducing the amount planning in the 

system, while enabling greater consistency within regions, and making the overall resource 

management system more efficient. 

The questions my team and I asked when reviewing the proposal included:  

 Is it accountable to those it serves? 

 Is there scope to represent the views of sub-regional communities i.e will they have a seat at 

the table? 

 How will issues where values-based decision-making be addressed? 

In other words, is the planning structure compatible with LGNZ’s principles, specifically: 

Principle 2: that accountability must follow responsibility 

Principle 3: That democratic processes are best suited for values-based issues.  

Principle 4: That planning needs to be structured on the basis of subsidiarity, where decisions need 

to be made closets to those most affected by them. 

I want to emphasise that in trying to answer these questions my team took an even handed, 

straight-bat approach. 

Unfortunately, the answer that came out is that aggregating planning to a regional level will sacrifice 

accountability. 

It also cannot be representative, and it will severely limit the ability of local people to have a say in 

the plans that affect the place where they live. 

Let me illustrate how we got to this conclusion by way of example. 

Extrapolating from the NBA exposure draft, and the Randerson Report, our observation is that the 

ultimate aim is to duplicate the results seen in Auckland with the Unitary Plan. 



We agree that the Unitary Plan process is achieving good results today from a planning perspective. 

But it is important to remember that it was preceded by a political amalgamation of eight councils (1 

RC and 7 TAs) into a single political body, built on a representative structure. 

The elected members of this body effect are there to promote the interests of one polity – Auckland. 

This is guided by representation from the city’s 13 wards.  

Decision making is further supported by 21 local boards. The functions of these boards includes 

“adopting local board plans that set the strategic direction for the local board area every three years 

in consultation with their communities”.  

Put another way, the Auckland planning process is informed by bottom-up planning within the limits 

of set by a top-down structure of the Unitary plan, and the budget of the council. 

Its structure that is accountable, representative and enabled through democratic process. 

What the Bill seeks to do is replicate the outcomes of the Unitary Plan without the necessary 

structures to ensure that these outcomes eventuate. 

It is our view that if we asked Auckland to produce a regional plan without these structure, as 

proposed by the Bill, the outcome would not be the Unitary plan. 

And yet that is exactly what is being proposed for the rest of the country. 

In regions where there are a large number of councils, or a large number of iwi, or indeed both, 

representation on the NBA Committees will need to be reduced to make decision making effective. 

How is that fair or representative of the 39 iwi in the Bay of Plenty? Or the communities represented 

by the 11 councils in Canterbury?  

Equally, how will regional planning be responsive to the needs of sub-regional communities when 

there is no capacity for these communities to have a real say in their place because district plans will 

be done away with under these reforms? 

And how will these regional committees be held to account if they don’t deliver plans that meet 

community expectations? Can they be voted out? This remains unanswered. 

This is why some degree of bottom-up plan making needs to be retained, albeit on an evolved basis.  

Without it these planning committees will not be able to justify their legitimacy.  

Without legitimacy these reforms will fail to achieve a key outcome, namely a sustainable resource 

management system that doesn’t need tinkering with every 13 months as was the case with the 

RMA. 

The good news is that efficiency, consistency and joined-up decision-making are enabled by other 

parts of the reforms – not the NBA committees. 

Specifically, that’s the role of the Strategic Planning Act and the National Planning Framework and 

National Planning Standards. 

We should be focusing our attention on these areas. We can plan efficiently that is regionally 

focused, consistent, sustainable, while also being responsive, accountable and representative, but it 

is not achieved by locking people out of the planning system.  



 

  


