
Fish & Game NZ offered the political parties currently in 
Parliament the opportunity to outline their policy positions on 
issues important to anglers and hunters. Questions put to the 
parties focus on five current issues of a critical interest to a 
large sector of the conservation and outdoor recreation public.
Fish & Game NZ holds a neutral political position and makes no comment or 
analysis of any of the parties’ responses. Readers are encouraged to form their 
own opinions on the following replies prior to the election and we have provided 
a simple table and scoring system for you to evaluate the policies.

Yes. Sustainable economic development is by definition 
development that occurs within environmental limits, 
that safeguards the life-supporting capacity of natural 
ecosystems, and provides for the needs of present 
and future generations. It is at the heart of Green 
Party policy. The Government’s current land, water 
and climate policies promote a growth agenda which 
fails to protect water quality in rivers and lakes and 
aquifers, healthy river flows, our climate, or indigenous 
biodiversity and has made inequality worse.

Yes. We are guardians of land, sea, freshwater and air. 
There are environmental bottom lines that should not 
be crossed. This is why we have opposed National and 
Act’s attempts to undermine Part 2 of the RMA, which 
already enshrines this principle. 

The most obvious failure is the pollution of our rivers. 
We must make our rivers and lakes clean enough for 
people to swim in during summer without getting sick, 
while also achieving aquatic ecosystem health. Labour 
will issue a new NPS based on that recommended by 
former chief Environment Court Judge Sheppard in 
2010, but spiked by National. 

Increases in livestock land-use intensity will no longer 
be a permitted activity, to stop rivers and lakes getting 
dirtier. The NPS, along with stronger water quality 
standards, will mean within five years water quality 
should be improving. Even the most grossly polluted 
rivers and lakes must be cleaned up over a generation. 
This will also protect aquifers.

Yes, our Party stridently believes that environmental 
decisions ought not to be governed by economic 
interests. We fought hard to secure the wording of 
section 5 of the RMA when we negotiated the bill’s 
provisions, and were particularly keen to ensure a 
balance was struck between environmental protection 
and development. 

Yes, and it is equally important that prescribed 
environmental standards are set realistically, and 
supported by reliable and accurate science and 
monitoring. Safeguarding the life supporting capacity 
of the environment is important for people, for nature 
and for the primary sector alike.

Yes. Securing a better deal for future generations is 
United Future’s mission and, subsequently, ensuring 
our environment is future-proofed so that our children 
and our children’s children can enjoy it is paramount. 
From this position, it is clear that economic growth 
must happen within the limits set by our natural 
environment. Indeed, we believe that economic 
growth is not limited by environmental protections, 
both can and do happen. Because of this position, 
United Future has advocated strongly for the retention 
of the principles of the RMA (these principles remain 
protected even under the new legislation). Moreover, 

we support a conservation levy on tourists to protect 
and upgrade our conservation estate, stricter standards 
for freshwater protection, investment into electric 
vehicles and household renewable energy and tertiary 
funding for environmental research. This maps out our 
vision for an environment that can be protected as New 
Zealand flourishes.

‘Within environmental limits’ is another statement that 
sounds great but no-one actually knows what it means. 
The RMA is littered with such subjective statements – 
‘sustainable management’, ‘safeguarding’, ‘avoiding, 
remedying or mitigating’, ‘reasonably foreseeable 
needs’, ‘intrinsic values’, and ‘inappropriate.’ This is 
why the RMA is open to misinterpretation and misuse. 
The way forward is to have the RMA focused on 
actual science as well as property rights, externalities, 
public goods and public welfare. ACT would also 
introduce urban planning legislation for cities. Urban 
environments should not be protected in the same 
ways as undeveloped natural environments.

Yes and that is why we have been so active in pushing 
for legal limits on both water takes and contaminants in 
our waterways. We have implemented a new National 
Policy on Freshwater that requires councils to set limits. 
There were no catchments with nutrient limits in 2008, 
now there are more than 20% of our rivers and lakes 
with such limits and many more in train. We have also 
increased the percentage of our rivers with limits on 
quantity from less than 50% in 2008 to over 80% now 
and lakes from less than 5% to nearly 40% today.



No. The RMA can and should be enforced. Delegating 
that legal duty to dairy and meat companies is not 
the answer. We do propose that the Ministry for the 
Environment or the EPA be funded to prosecute RMA 
breaches via local Crown solicitors, with a right to 
recover costs from the guilty party and regional councils. 

Labour commends farmers and other land users 
who strive for excellence in their environmental 
stewardship, using best practices appropriate to 
soil types and land slope. Labour will encourage 
companies to help their suppliers improve their 
environmental performance, but we are not proposing 
to legislate for group consents. 

This idea, and the rationale proposed for it, is worthy 
of further consideration. Some companies, notably 
Fonterra, already require their shareholder suppliers 
to uphold environmental standards. Fonterra has also 
shown leadership by appointing a Director of Social 
Responsibility. Other companies should be encouraged 
to follow Fonterra’s lead. While these environmental 
standards are threatened by pressures from many 
industries other than farming, it is appropriate that 
regional councils maintain regulatory oversight, given 
that a significant proportion of pollutants entering the 
environment are generated from urban domestic and 
industrial sources. Underperformance on the part of 
regional councils is a related but separate issue, which 
we agree needs to be addressed.

Yes, the Maori Party sees merit in this proposal, 
particularly if it provides a more effective means of 
ensuring adverse environmental impacts of pastoral 
agriculture are limited to the greatest extent possible.

National supports improved environmental 
performance of the dairy and meat sectors. We have 
seen some positive progress with initiatives like the 
Clean Streams Accord but more needs to be done. The 
next major priority in our programme is developing 
Good Management Practice for sectors like dairy, meat, 
crop and vegetable farming. We should not overlook 
the poor water quality caused  from other sectors and 
also intend to develop Good Management Practice for 
sectors like land development and hydroelectric power 
station operators.     

No. Individual suppliers should be held accountable 
for their environmental performance. It is unworkable 
for a company to monitor and be held accountable for 
the actions of all of their suppliers - which may number 
in the thousands.

Yes, we certainly see merit in this idea, though do 
not hold formal policy on it. We are concerned 
that ratepayers are being burdened with too many 
responsibilities for a tax that is already unfair in its 
conception. Placing this burden on ratepayers seems to 
be the wrong group to burden. In the event that costs 
were increased on dairy and meat companies it is likely 
that they would either internalise the costs or pass 
them on to the consumers of their products. In either 
scenario, this seems to be a fairer way to pay for the 
costs of environmental monitoring.

Different options for improving environmental 
performance and land and water management deserve 
consideration. A sustainable farming future requires 
more diverse land uses. The Green Party favours a 
nationwide sustainability accreditation scheme such as 
Ireland’s Origin Green scheme. Here food producers 
and processors are audited independently each year 
on their progress in achieving sustainability targets. This 
scheme gives buyers the assurance that they’re getting 
the best produce and helps sustainable producers get 
a premium for the food they grow.



National does not believe regional councils have a 
conflict of interest in having an interest in economic 
development and environmental improvements. 
Government has both responsibilities at a national 
level and nobody would seriously suggest Parliament 
should not carry a broad public interest in ensuring 
New Zealanders have jobs and good incomes as well 
as enjoying a quality environment and lifestyle. We are 
a Bluegreen party that believe it is possible to marry 
together policies that delivers good economic and 
environmental outcomes.

When the RMA was initially implemented the idea was 
that local and regional government would be able to 
implement rules that suited their communities within 
the national framework of the RMA. It appears to us 
that the issue here has been that central government 
has not provided the resources or instruction necessary 
for local and regional government to do their job clearly 
and they have thus gone to courts to resolve the issue. 
Constant changes to legislation are not the answer and 
instead continue to confuse the way in which different 
government bodies should act under the RMA. Rather, 
it is important that central government provide clearer 
planning templates and National Policy Statements to 
guide councils in how to fulfil their rolls in relation to 
each other. 

The purpose of the RMA should be to enable people 
and communities to provide for their well-being. This 

includes looking at the benefits accruing to a region 
from the use and development of natural and physical 
resources.

The Maori Party recognises the need to safeguard 
the life supporting capacity of freshwater ecosystems, 
and the need to ensure our awa, lakes and streams 
are safe for swimming, fishing and are a safe source 
for gathering kai. We recognise the challenges that 
councils have in terms of section 5 of the RMA to 
promote the sustainable management of natural and 
physical resources whilst at the same time allowing 
communities to grow.   

However, greater consideration must be given to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate the impacts of development on 
the life-supporting capacity of ecosystems, water, air 
and soil in order to provide for future generations. 
Achieving sustainability should be the common goal. 
This will require an unprecedented level of local, 
national and international cooperation. 

Policies and programmes must reduce material flows 
through their economies and still address the social 
stresses that are present today. We must shift to more 
sustainable economic activities and new forms of 
employment i.e. from fossil energy to a renewable 
energy-based economy.

There is a clear conflict of interest in having regional 
councils manage both environmental protection 
and economic development. The public needs to 
be confident that regional councils are effective and 
independent environmental regulators. The Green 
Party would amend the Local Government and 
Resource Management Acts to require regional councils 

to focus on natural resource management rather than 
morphing into economic development agencies. District 
councils could still promote economic development by 
co-operating to establish collectively-owned council-
controlled organisations.

Most regional councils have badly failed in their 
statutory duty under the RMA to safeguard the life-
supporting capacity of freshwater. They must do their 
job properly, and Labour will support them in doing so. 
The new NPS referred to above will prevent increases 
in livestock intensity being a permitted activity. We will 
also require the Audit Office to audit them annually 
as to whether they are achieving their environmental 
duties (rather than focus on financial outcomes). That 
audit will include greater scrutiny of how conflicts of 
interest are managed.

NZ First acknowledges the tension here. However, 
we prefer to regard the situation not as a conflict 
of interest, but rather a very necessary approach 
to ensure that regional economic development 
is managed in accordance with environmental 
requirements. Adequate and acceptable performance 
by some regional councils in this regard is, again, a 
matter requiring attention, and we support measures 
to ensure that environmental limits are identified and 
upheld by councils. Central government has been 
missing in action here, and needs to show greater 
leadership. As noted in our response to question 1, NZ 
First agrees with the principle that economic growth 
must occur within environmental limits.



We believe that more needs to be done to protect 
the natural environment, for future generations to 
enjoy. We acknowledge the work underway across 
both the private and public sectors to manage our 
‘growing pains’ in the tourism sector, but we are 
particularly concerned that we need to do more to 
protect our natural assets. The essential elements 
of the industry’s ‘social licence to operate’ should 
prioritise environmental and social impacts and include 
a particular focus on visiting drivers, freedom camping, 
over-crowding and environmental impacts. We would 
consider a tourism tax to allay the environmental and 
social impacts on local infrastructure. We believe it 
could be effectively implemented and be used to 
offset both the costs of waste and pollution and also 
to implement strategies to address the impact on the 
environment.

The social licence to operate includes: recognising 
the limits to growth in tourism numbers to safeguard 
our reputation of being friendly and welcoming, and 
the quality of our natural environment and visitor 
experiences; tourists should contribute to the costs of 
visitor facilities and infrastructure (through the Greens’ 
proposed border levy); DOC’s priority is biodiversity 
protection and recreation not tourism; there is a 
greater role for cultural tourism; and we should spread 
the load and encourage visitors to less popular parts of 
the country.

NZ First accepts that sustainable tourism will reach a 
peak as do all other industries. Whilst we do not have 

a specific policy regarding what that peak might be 
or when it may arrive it would be sensible to try and 
identify and plan for this before it is upon us. In this 
regard a ‘value not volume’ approach has merit. NZ 
First supports necessary discussion on the issue, and 
as with all other matters, our priority is to put New 
Zealand and New Zealanders first. We are a party that 
stands for ‘what it means to be a Kiwi’. Tourism, while 
undeniably a major contributor to our economy, must 
not undermine this basic Kiwi identity and lifestyle of 
its citizens.

Tourism creates huge economic benefits for New 
Zealand but also puts pressure on our environment. 
Most environmental problems are caused by prices 
not reflecting all the costs of an activity, particularly the 
costs to the environment. For example, ACT supports 
charging tourists more to access our national parks. 
Better access pricing would ease congestion and 
generate revenue that could be put back into protecting 
the environment and improving infrastructure.

Kiwis have a proud history of recreation in the great 
outdoors. Labour will protect the quality of these 
opportunities. We will maintain and upgrade the 
outdoors infrastructure of huts, tracks, camping 
grounds and other visitor facilities, in both the front 
and back country. 

To help fund facilities to cope with tourist numbers, 
and to protect the natural heritage they come to see, 
Labour favours an arrival levy on international visitors. 
We will seek advice, and negotiate with other political 
parties, on an appropriate level for it.

United Future is passionate about protection of our 
outdoors for future generations. We recognise that 
the increase in tourism is placing a pressure on our 
outstanding outdoors. We also recognise that tourism 
provides billions to New Zealand. Our plan, therefore, 
involves channelling some of that money directly into 
the outdoors.

We would implement a Conservation Levy that 
applies to all tourists when they purchase a ticket to 
New Zealand. This would apply to non-New Zealand 
passport holders and would cost around $25 (about 
1% of the cost of a ticket from London). That would 
raise up to about $70 million that we would use 
exclusively for the maintenance and upgrading of our 
conservation estate. This is an easy and inexpensive 
way to essentially double the conservation budget in 
this area and protect our outdoors.

Tourism is a key part of New Zealand’s economic 
success story that is delivering more jobs, better 
incomes and increased taxes to fund improvements in 
healthcare, education and the environment.

National is tightening the regulation of activities like 
freedom camping to reduce the adverse environmental 
impacts, differentially charging for international tourists 
over New Zealanders for hut passes and licence fees 
and investing heavily in increased facilities and new 
tracks.

We believe it is possible to manage tourism growth 
while still ensuring kiwi families can enjoy our great 
outdoors.



NZ First certainly supports long-term planning and 
multi-partisan consensus on matters of common public 
importance, and we recognise the value inherent in 
institutional knowledge and continuity. Parliament 
could do much better at debating the needs of future 
generations, which could well enhance interest by 
younger voters in the parliamentary process. While the 
idea of a Commission as suggested is not something 
that we have discussed as a caucus it is worthy of 
discussion and consideration. 

Yes. Though we would be concerned at how wide the 
remit of the commission would be. It is important 
that the commission has a focus where it can recruit 
and channel its advocacy to. We would see merit in 
expanding the role of the Parliamentary Commissioner 
for the Environment to be able to have a wider and 
more resourced remit.  Moreover, we would like to see 
$10m of funding placed into a contestable fund to fund 
environmental research that prioritises protecting our 
environment for future generations.

Labour will establish a similar entity in the form of 
an independent Climate Commission. This will be 
central to New Zealand tackling climate change, our 

greatest environmental challenge. The Commission will 
provide public advice and recommendations on carbon 
budgeting, and do so free of ministerial or political 
direction. 

Carbon budgeting enables the preparation of a clear 
low-carbon transition plan to achieve greenhouse gas 
reductions at lowest cost. The Commission would work 
with stakeholders across all sectors.

National does not accept the premise that no 
substantive visible results have been achieved for the 
environment. Air quality has markedly improved due 
to our tighter regulation of fuel standards, vehicle 
emissions and home burners. Many waterways like 
Lake Taupo, Lake Brunner, Lake Rotoiti, the Waikato 
River and the Manawatu River are responding 
positively to our interventions for clean-ups. Our 
government has protected over a dozen surf breaks, 
12 marine reserves and 80000ha of land. Programmes 
like Predator Free NZ, Battle for our Birds and the War 
on Weeds are delivering for biodiversity. It is about 
positive programmes, not perfection. We do not rule 
out a Commission for Future Generations but are not 
enthusiastic. The history of the previous NZ Future 
Planning Commission was voluminous reports and not 
much real progress. We favour practical environmental 
initiatives like fencing stock out of waterways, robust 
rules for limiting nutrients, riparian planting and 
upgrading water treatment plants.

The idea deserves serious consideration. The former 
Commission for the Future chaired by Professor James 
Duncan did some visionary thinking and scenario 
development in the 1970s and 1980s. The Green 
Party intends to set up a Climate Commission with a 
long-term view for managing New Zealand’s response 
to climate change. A Futures Commission could help 
identify trends in science, social change, technology, 
geopolitical dynamics like to ensure Government 
spending priorities and policy is more nimble and 
forward thinking.

No. ACT does not support the establishment of a 
‘Commission for Future Generations’. There are 
already a number of independent commissions that 
look at issues across generations. For example, the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment has 
broad powers to investigate environmental concerns. 
It is unlikely that yet another commission will make any 
difference to the quality of decision-making. It is likely 
to be nothing more than a waste of taxpayers’ money.

We would support in principle the establishment of 
a ‘Commission for Future Generations’, set up as an 
Office of Parliament, to conduct and report on longer-
term thinking across all relevant portfolios, in order to 
create more considered and open debate by all parties, 
for the benefit of wider New Zealand.



To assist your assessment of the level of commitment by the political parties to the issues raised in the questions above you 
might like to use the following ranking system and table to score the parties. You may be surprised by your final result!

0 =  A pathetic, 
weasel-worded 
response from 
out-of-touch 
dinosaurs doomed 
to extinction.

1 = Weak commitment, 
likely to be compromised 
and gazumped by its other 
policies, tries to be all things 
to all people, just too slippery, 
doesn’t cut the mustard.

2 =  Getting there, has 
potential, but a little too much 
waffle and needs sharpening to 
get rid of escape clauses. Have 
some doubts about actual 
commitment to final delivery.

3 =  Clear, committed, 
action focused, right on 
the button, trust them 
to take it into any 
coalition negotiations, 
definitely has my vote!


