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ABSTRACT

In the light of the increasing pace and scale of tourism activity in New Zealand, the concept of sustainable
tourism has become a key ingredient in the nation's tourism strategy. This paper explores sustainable
tourism planning in New Zealand at the level of local government, and in particular, focuses on the
implementation of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) as a mechanism for achieving sustainable
tourism. Using the findings of a survey of Regional Councils and Territorial Local Authorities, the paper
explores public sector planning responses to tourism impacts and sustainability concerns in New Zealand.
The paper extends the earlier work of Page and Thorn (1997; 2002), which identified major issues of
concern at local council level with regard to tourism impacts and argued the need for a national vision for
tourism to ensure that the RMA achieved its original goals. Since then, a national tourism strategy has been
published and changes in legislation have further empowered local authorities to further progress the

sustainability agenda. This paper examines these developments and the ensuing implications, concluding



that significant progress has been made in developing tourism policies at the local level, but that a number

of constraints and issues limit the development of New Zealand as a sustainable destination.
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Towards Sustainable Tourism Planning in New Zealand: Monitoring Local

Government Planning under the Resource Management Act

Response to Reviewer’s Comments

All of the minor flaws noted by Reviewer 3 have been corrected.
The odd text symbols mentioned by both reviewers do not appear in the
original word file or the uploaded pdf version, so cannot explain that.
Response from the authors to the comments made by Reviewer 2 (who states
that he/she is not an expert in tourism planning) in relation to the scope and
‘bigger picture’ of the subject are as follows:
The Reviewer suggests the focus on the RMA and one single survey is a ‘little
bit narrow’. The authors argue that this is not the case, given the significance
of the RMA as the basis for planning and development control in New
Zealand. In addition, the paper acts partially as an update to two earlier papers
(1997 and 2002 respectively) focusing on the same subject. Broadening the
scope of tourism planning was not the rationale for this paper as the RMA
alone provides an adequate area of study. However, the RMA provision for the
development of local plans does form part of this analysis and therefore the
RMA is not confined simply to the consents process.
Other planning tools are mentioned, e.g. local plans and LTCCPs ,as discussed
on pp7-8.
The RMA does deal with a range of international issues after its amendment in
2004 (Resource Management (Energy and Climate Change) Amendment Act
2004) including energy use, renewable energy and climate change. This has
been added to the discussion on p8.
The RMA is not designed to deal specifically with ‘social issues’ although
does provide for the relationship of Maori culture and tradition to
environmental resources. Further, the Act does define ‘environment’ in a
broad sense to include, and we quote:

“(a) Ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and

communities; and

(b) All natural and physical resources; and

(c) Amenity values; and

(d) The social, economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which affect

the matters stated in paragraphs (a) to (c¢) of this definition or which are

affected by those matters” (Section 2).
Community developments are dealt with more specifically by LTCCPs as
discussed on p10.

Response to specific comments from Reviewer 2:

P5: reference to 2001 report deleted for brevity, and a further reference to the
OECD report on Environmental Performance in New Zealand has been added to
strengthen the argument and add to the findings of the 2007 report. The authors
feel that more detail here is unnecessary given that these references are made
simply to convey the broad context of sustainable tourism planning and the
background to the drivers for sustainable development policy and practices in NZ.

P6 the PCE report is dated but no official reports covering a similar range of
topics has since been published. References to academic studies on specific



aspects of tourism’s environmental impacts are included, which bring the
reader more up-to-date. Extra references on the issues raised by the reviewer
have been included on energy use, climate change and biosecurity.

P11: tourism planning objectives. It would be inappropriate at this point in the
methodology to discuss objectives. However, the wording ‘such as
identification of tourism impacts and development of tourism strategies’ has
been added in brackets on p11. The reference is made to illustrate a slight
change in the questionnaire as used in a previous survey rather than a
discussion point about objectives.

P11: non-response — not sure if the reviewer means he/she wants or doesn’t
want non-response discussed. However, patterns of response and non-response
are discussed more than adequately in the paragraphs that follow that section.
P20: the authors intend this to mean that adventure tourism ventures are
expanding (as shown in the survey) and that RMA tools are appropriate to
control negative development outcomes from single enterprises. The wording
has been amended to convey the meaning more clearly.

P25: the text refers to Page and Thorn (1997) who state that the NZ policy
should not be pro-growth without adequate strategic management of growth. It
does not refer to NZ policy.

P25: the paper is not arguing for an anti-growth stance but a more strategic
approach to growth and the management of growth. The RMA clearly has a
role to play in development control. The reviewer points out one of the issues
that currently detracts from the success of the RMA in that national strategic
policies are not adequately aligned with policy instruments (as also pointed
out by OECD 2007).

Conclusion has been divided into two sections: ‘Implications’ and
‘Conclusions’.

All other minor corrections have been made.
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Towar ds Sustainable Tourism Planning in New Zealand:

Monitoring L ocal Government Planning under the Resour ce M anagement Act

I ntroduction

Despite the problems associated with defining and operasomathe term
sustainability, the concept continues to mature within touresearch and
management (Page and Connell 2008). A growing acceptancdahabke
development as an approach to tourism planning (Gunn and Var 20020biz4,;
Weaver 2006) has sparked academic interest in the implicatipdsstinations and
the way in which the impacts arising from tourism adggitand developments are
recognised, managed and mitigated. Alongside this, the carsagof international
agreements on sustainable development, notably Agenda 21 antigh&arts on
local governments to embrace sustainable development wittivitias, policies and
plans, is a general recognition that sustainability is noireatcconsideration of the
planning system. At both theoretical and strategic lettedsgoncept of sustainable
development is now widely accepted as the basis for planningnanaging current
and future human activity (see Redclift 2005). However, @sbat the application of
sustainability have stimulated a concern about the effectgenfethe integration of
sustainable principles and practices within planning policiepaszksses, including
tourism (Hall 2007a). This is coupled with the more welablshed issue of the lack
of importance given to tourism as a core element in the plapnoogss, despite its
economic significance in many areas (Dredge and Moore 1992).dhagly; the
success of sustainable tourism planning depends on existing planding a
management functions that guide appropriate developments anditjstabiéspond
to pressure on infrastructure and environments that increasinngm demand creates
(Bramwell and Lane 2000; Hall and Page 2006).

As Inskeep (1991) argues, the special relationship betwedsnoand the
environment, based on a unique dependency on natural and culturaleéssourc
requires a balanced approach to tourism planning and developnmeaiXitaize the
associated benefits and minimize the negative impacei(fe and Jenkins 2007). If
ill-planned or excessive development is permitted, tourisndaeaage the special
qualities that are essential for sustainable developmentetsely, it is recognised

that tourism can help to promote and support conservation, regenenad



economic development as well as enhance the quality off hMsitors and host
communities (Holden 2008; Wall and Mathieson 2005). The impori@ceirism
within a sustainable development context is now acknowledged glatval)ywhile
not specifically mentioned in the original Rio Summit in 199@8swddressed as a
specific topic in a review of Agenda 21 in 1997. In 2002, thelth®ammit on
Sustainable Development included a submission on sustainabtertq@hapter 1V,
paragraph 43) in the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, vdeictified that
while tourism has positive effects, uncontrolled tourism grasstth undermine the
basis of tourism. Such a situation is clearly a concerrh&imdustry in New Zealand,
where the most recent national tourism strategy (NZTS 2015)igtvii of Tourism
2007) outlines the necessity of taking a prudent approach to futuedogment and
developing appropriate management responses to tourism-relatsurgsesn the

environment.

One of the overriding concerns about tourism in New Zealandtighindourism
product relies heavily on the natural and physical environmenharfdcus of
marketing rests on the image of a ‘clean and green’ go(imtzhlighted by Tourism
New Zealandl00% Puremarketing campaign). With the significant growth in
tourism demand and the associated pressure of increased satimernational and
domestic tourists, conserving environmental resources has b@cobtematic in
some regions. Further, in New Zealand the need to unders@mdgacts of tourism
has become important within a planning context because of the statgairements
of the Resource Management Act 1991, which takes into accoushtirenmental
effects of activities, including tourism developments, imithe planning system.
While the primary intention of the Resource Management Act (Riglfo advance
sustainable management of natural and physical resourcescsticieans have been
lobbied towards the implementation of the Act with suggesticatsotiner
mechanisms are required to move towards the goal of susathevelopment
(Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 1998). In the @a®urism, Page
& Thorn (1997) suggested that a national policy or strategy@esred in addition
to the RMA, if sustainable tourism goals in New Zealanckewerbe achieved. Since
then, a national strategy has been produced, reviewed and suttisegpeaated,
emphasising the sustainable development concept and the degiciliitegrating

environmental, economic, social and cultural considerations iloigeterm



management of tourism resources. However, the extent to whsthinable
development ideology is translated into policy and practice megjuivestigation to
uncover whether the new tourism strategy has improved this prguasicularly
given, as Dredge and Jenkins (2007:285-6) argue ghaernments have become
extremely canny in reproducing the sustainable development hetibhout actually

effecting fundamental policy shifts...”

Accordingly, this paper explores the issues associatedmneinporating
sustainability in a planning context focusing on the examipieurism in the New
Zealand planning framework. The study extends the work of Pagehamnd [L997,
2002) and re-examines the issues that arose from the twoyseurveys (conducted
in 1995 and 2001 respectively by Page and Thorn) of local aytiptaitning
departments concerning the integration of sustainability in toysiaming. In
particular, this paper focuses on the impact of the iniavaustainability legislation
embodied in the RMA, which engenders a planning approach tmifiele and
mitigates the impacts of new developments. As it is more dhdecade since Page
and Thorn's first study, and several years since the subsegokmvas conducted, it
seems timely to revisit this subject to chart prognedbe development of sustainable
tourism planning in New Zealand. A follow-up study is partidylanportant given
the conclusions of the 2001 study, which outlined a number of problems and
challenges for sustainable tourism planning within the existingstoysianning
framework at the time (Page and Thorn 2002). In particulatatkeof a central
guiding vision for tourism at a national level was seen as pratile given the huge
increases in international arrivals since the 1990s andehaifing political
philosophy of growth and development in the absence of a stratéapklte the
impacts of tourism. Since the political restructuring of the 1.98@somotion-driven,
market-led, macro approach to tourism at the national lagetteated significant
repercussions at micro levels where the impacts have Bperienced (Memon,
Shone and Simmons 2005). A lack of central planning advice cioaabnational
policy means that responsibility for planning for tourism developgsnamnd managing
tourism impacts rests with local authorities. One of thgdsgchallenges identified
by Page and Thorn (2002) was the geographical spread of towhsi®
overcrowding and overdevelopment in key iconic destinations wagidicant

feature of tourism activity. Consequently, the benefit®ofism were focused in a



few places rather than being spread more widely acrosgea laumber of
destinations. As Page and Thorn (2002) argued, a national tqalaearwas needed to
achieve more balanced, equitable and beneficial pattetnsridm activity and
development for destinations and host communities. Accordingly;ca thi
investigation to assess the progress made in tourism planr@pgastune given the
development of a national tourism strategy by the New Zealanidtiy of Tourism
since 2001, changes in planning law and subsequent measures lgpl@raiment to
engage further in tourism. Since Page and Thorn’s two edtidies, growth in
international arrivals to New Zealand has been strong, makéngeed for
sustainable tourism planning ever more important and to ensursutainable
policies are not simply just rhetoric. Coupled with the changwoizy background is
thegrowing appreciation of the economic value of New Zealand/g#g@nmental
image for tourism through ‘Brand New Zealand’, which is worthdni$ of dollars a
year (Ministry for the Environment 2001). Business interégtsexample Air New
Zealand, are becoming increasingly concerned that the enardahnesource base,
and the image on which it is based, needs to be maintingte country’s
competitive advantage (New Zealand Herald 2008). HoweverP&E report on
education for sustainable development (PCE 2004) highlights, jcstibe people
value something does not mean that they will take good careSoicit issues have
major implications for the future of tourism in New Zealand.

The paper commences with a brief examination of tourism in Re&aland and the
reasons why tourism has become a consideration of the plansiegisy
Subsequently, the tourism planning context in New Zealand isybeiedimined,
including developments in legislation and policy that have emesiged Page and
Thorn’s last study in 2001 (Page and Thorn 2002). Following this, ttreodeogy
and findings of an empirical research study are presented, aimcto provide

evidence of the state of sustainable tourism planning in Nelauzztan 2007.

Sustainability, Tourism and the Resour ce M anagement Act

Tourism continues to be one of New Zealand’s most significantsestelst growing
economic sectors with 2.41 million international arrivals in 2@@8ounting for
19.2% of total export earnings and providing employment for 9.9% afdinieforce
(Statistics New Zealand 2006). Between 1993 and 2007, the valuimernational



visitor arrivals doubled, with tourism becoming the country’s tquoé earner.
Forecasts indicate further growth in international arriedié% per annum, reaching
3.17 million by 2013, with domestic tourism increasing by about 01&8%aally from
52 million to 55 million trips (New Zealand Tourism Forec&67-2013) (Statistics
New Zealand 2006). While New Zealand is by no means a miajoal tourism
destination in terms of volume, the rapid growth in visitombers to a small country
with sensitive natural and cultural resources and a populationtaiyjes4.2 million
(New Zealand Statistics 2008a) raises significant chalkefaggehe sustainable

development of the sector.

By global standards, New Zealand is perceived to bevelattlean and green but
the emergence of environmental problems that have the potentiz¢omine the
value of New Zealand’s environmental image has been recdgniseveral
government reports over the past decade. Most recently, thstiMifor the
Environment’'s (MfE)State of the Environment Report 200&ntifies the
development of serious pressures including population pressures, lamduanel use
intensification, air pollution, increasing household consumption, tranapdrtraffic,
energy use, waste, toxicity and primary production pressures. &dimese issues,
including the cumulative impact of developmental pressuresutsde the remit of
the RMA in its current capacity. The OECD (2007) in itgew of environmental
performance of the country states that New Zealand facesakekiallenges in
integrating environmental concerns into economic activitiedevhe MfE indicates
that New Zealand is reaching a critical tipping point on mapgets of its
environment (MfE 2008). Tourism has been viewed, in some casasway of
halting damage by providing an alternative source of incomertwapyiproduction
(e.g. industrial-scale forestry and agriculture), althoughgouactivity and

development creates its own set of problems.

Indeed, concerns about the environmental effects of tourism haxmenbgely
reported (see Paterson and McDonald 2004; Ward and Beanland 19@&n&atdry
Commissioner for the Environment 1997; Cessford and Dingwall 1988). T
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (PCE) regenttified a range of
tourism impacts, some of which it felt “have the poteribaderiously damage both

the environment and the industry”, including air pollution, water gohsoil and



geological aspects, wildlife disruption, loss of habitatjetation damage, crowding,
noise, amenity effects, climate change and energy usee@uérd tourism research
has focused on several of these issues as they affecZ®bdand, such as tourism
effects on wildlife (Richter, Dawson and Slooten 2003; Constat888; McClung,
Seddon, Massaro and Setiawan 2004; Lusseau and Higham 2004), mouatain are
(Booth and Cullen 2001; Milne, Bremner and Delpero 2006) and othefispeci
environments (Stephenson 1999; Ward, Hughey and Urlich 2002; Wray pi#aahd
Kazmierow 2005), tourist energy consumption (Becken and SimmonsRé6ien,
Simmons and Frampton 2003), carbon emissions (Becken and Pa2@0§n
climate change (Becken, Simmons and Hart 2003) and biosecuritylg8e207b).
The (PCE) (1997) identified three principle negative environnheffects resulting
from tourism development and activity including:
* loss of quality of some relatively unspoilt parts of New Zgrdls natural
environment;
* loss of amenity values from incremental development, wtechalso affect
communities and lifestyles, especially in places wher@itbportion of
visitors to residents is high;

» pressure on infrastructure resulting in significant costsdal communities.

While, as Wall and Mathieson (2005) indicate, not all changeeaattributed to
tourism, the pace and scale of development in New Zealandstagbat some
change in the natural environment is an inevitable restdiuoism. The PCE report,
while now somewhat dated yet still sadly relevant, recodgrsategic issues that
detract from progress towards sustainable tourism, notablyaipméntation of the
government system for managing tourism and its environmen¢gkeffThese
concerns were raised some six years after the introduaftibie Resource
Management Act (1991), the pioneering legislation which seeksdoporate

sustainable principles within planning law in New Zealand.

The sole purpose of the RMA is the “promotion of the sustainalbhageament of
natural and physical resources” (RMA 1991 Section 5), and es$iabls
comprehensive framework for land-use planning and resource maswiggstivered

at regional and local levels. The Act defines ‘Mattdrblational Importance’, which



must be recognised and provided for with regard to managing&aevelopment,

and protection of natural and physical resources (Table 1).

Table 1 Matters of National | mportance as Defined by the Section 2 of the

Resour ce Management Act 1991

Preservation of the natural character of the coastal@magnt (including the coastg
marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and theirmsaggid their protection

from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development

Protection of outstanding natural features and landscapesrfempropriate

subdivision, use, and development

Protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation @mifisant habitats of

indigenous fauna

Maintenance and enhancement of public access to and alorgpsialenarine area,

lakes, and rivers

Relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions wliirt ancestral lands, water,

sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga

Protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, arsg¢ development

Protection of recognised customary activities

(adapted from Resource Management Act 1991 No 69, Section 20@&#&agust
2008), New Zealand Legislation, New Zealand Government).

Other issues which are of significance to the Act includsti&kitanga (stewardship);
efficient use and development of natural and physical resqucesyy efficiency;
maintenance and enhancement of environmental quality and amaioig vthe
intrinsic values of ecosystems; the finite characterisficgtural and physical
resources; protection of trout and salmon habitat; the efféctanate change; and

the benefits of renewable energy.

As the primary planning law, the RMA sets out responsibilibeséntral, regional
and local government, although application of the legislationlégdted mainly to
regional and local government. Regional Councils set ouégtcatsues that affect
natural and physical resources and produce a guiding framework ifgepaVithin
their respective regions. However, it is Territorial Lo&athorities (TLAS) that take
the prime responsibility for planning at the local level, anddarism developers the

local council is usually the first point of contact with thenplimg system. A



significant feature of the RMA is that it seeks to addtkesffects of an activity or
development, rather than the management of actual aegiviResource Consents are
required for activities not permitted as a right within &loelans. The consent process
enables planners to assess the effects of an activitye@nvironment, particularly in
terms of air, soil, water, land and other natural, physiod cultural resources and to
put measures in place that eliminate or mitigate potentalinaging effects of
developments. As a requirement of the RMA, councils musepeegp District Plan
that identifies development zones in a locale. Such a planrs@eencourage
developmenper sebut is used as an objective tool to guide developers in dirgnit
appropriate applications in line with local precedents and txgsc Despite the
environmental resource focus of the RMA, Section 1 of the @fhels 'environment’
in a broad way to include: ecosystems and their constituest peluding people

and communities; natural and physical resources; amenitysyand the social,
economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which affect or warelaffected by the
abovementioned. Therefore, while the Act does not explicidi s® achieve social or
economic outcomes, decisions are to take into account the iofghetuse of natural
and physical resources on social, cultural and economicrsidtiesome cases, social,
cultural and/or economic benefits can outweigh ecological effdtide the consents
process focuses aondividual developments, wider effect on destination are
considered, for example, tourism values, landscape, histiascand degradation of

water bodies.

It is important to note that, in common with other economiasgcthere is no
specific reference to tourism within the RMA legislatmmarily because the
effects-based system does not recognise specific adiv@ieconcern is the apparent
consequence that some councils have interpreted this asugnéaatdi tourism is not
an activity that requires attention in relation to thentdeation of impacts and
delineation of associated policy and management responsgsteDbis, as Page and
Thorn (1997) argue, there is no doubt that tourism developmentsthi&eforms of
development that require consideration under the planning systeainran intrinsic
part of RMA development planning processes, as acknowledged by Local
Government New Zealand in the production of a good practice guidieef
application of the RMA in tourism planning (LGNZ 2004).



Accordingly, a range of responsibilities exist in relatiorstistainable tourism
planning in New Zealand for local government in relation ¢éoetkecution of the
RMA. At this point, it is worth noting that local governmerays a significant role in
tourism within New Zealand. While Regional Councils can fumdi @romote tourism
at a regional level, TLAs have the most heavy and dineclvement in tourism
through funding, operating tourism activities and attractions ifeugeums and art
galleries, parks, gardens, reserves and trails), orggresients and organising
promotions. In addition, TLAs provide the primary sources of fdodRegional
Tourism Organisations, while of course TLAs create and maiatsential local
infrastructure from which tourism activity benefits. Howeware of the most
important functions of councils is the implementation of natipteining legislation
and policy at the local level. While local authorities @marged under the RMA with
developing a plan to set policy and guide development in tresrat governance,
there is no such statutory requirement to develop tourism pMmite tourism-related
developments are considered within the remit of regional aadl pdans, often there
is no guiding policy framework for tourism within a specific amghich is

problematic for sustainable tourism development.

Further, while there is an increasing trend for councilsragnal tourism
organisations to develop tourism strategies, it appearsibsitof these plans adopt a
more traditional marketing perspective with a view to prongptourism in a region
rather than creating clear links to the RMA by recoggisaurism impacts and the
benefits of planning to control negative effects and maximiséyeosnes. This is
understandable given the economic development remit of locatituret a quality
environment is at the heart of the New Zealand tourism prodage and Hall (1999)
argued that local authorities might not be well equipped tsaske effects of
tourism, primarily because resourcing issues dictatedhatsi monitoring is not a
major area of focus for a body charged with delivering seswvicéocal people, often
under severe budgetary constraints. However, because the im@gareot
sustainable tourism planning is within the hands of local coytiedseffective
translation of principles into policy and action is essentigrtgress the

sustainability agenda.



Developmentsin Tourism and Sustainability in New Zealand Since 2001

Since Page and Thorn’s last study (2002), which argued the needdtional
tourism strategy in New Zealand, two notable developmentsdwered. First, in
2001 the Ministry of Tourism published the New Zealand Tourisateédjy 2010
(NZTS 2010), which was updated in 2007 to take into considerdwochianging
global and national trends in tourism issues and travelrpattdew Zealand Tourism
Strategy 2015. The NZTS 2015 is underpinned by two key prindipiéakitanga
(guardianship) anthanaakitanggresponsibility), creating a uniquely New Zealand
approach to sustainable tourism. The strategy recognisethéhtourism sector must
take a leading role in protecting and enhancing the environmexaritgibuting to a
whole—of—New Zealand approach to ensure that New Zealand’s envirbwifie
continue to be enjoyed by future generations, linking with attrategies and
initiatives to develop a coordinated and integrated approaslstainability. The
strategy is a substantive document but in terms of diresitlying to local
government planning, it is recognised that the tourism saotbcommunities should
work together for maximum and mutual benefit, while local autiesrghould
understand the benefits tourism offers and lead destinatinagement and planning
initiatives and processes to maximise these benefits. Ii@ygdhe strategy
emphasizes that tourism decision—making by local government, cotiesiini and
the tourism sector should be informed by high—quality research.

Second, Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) has incre&séalirism work by
actively encouraging local government participation in toupsopects. In 2003,
LGNZ issued its response to NZTS 2010, entitled ‘Postcards Hrome’ which
contained specific actions designed to engage local governvitariburism issues.
One of the four strategic aims of ‘Postcards from Home’ ‘teasngage communities
in planning for tourism which is socially, economically, environméngaid
culturally sustainable(LGNZ 2003: 6). As part of this aim, it was recognised that
there was a need to raise awareness among electadlsfiicd council staff about
local government involvement in tourism. It was also recogntssidthe RMA
planning framework required supplementing through research andaiatest
tourism strategies to address tourism growth and impacts, wheoeiraging the

preparation of tourism strategies was stated as a kenacti
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In addition to strategic policy developments in tourisng afder planning level
across all sectors the amendments td_theal Government Act 1974 2002
increased the flexibility of local government in decisiorking and empowering
local community in democratic processes, and gave more poRegional Councils
to pursue sustainable development objectives. The purpose ofttigeté: ..

provide for democratic and effective local government that rasegihe diversity of
New Zealand communities; and to that end, this Act ... proveddscial authorities
to play a broad role in promoting the social, economic, environaheard cultural
well-being of their communities, taking a sustainable developapgmbach”(Local
Government Act 2002 Section 3). The Bill highlighted the neguié¢pare Long-
Term Council Community Plans (LTCCP), in addition to existingtiizt Plans,
which outline strategic priorities for the community, and siomes include tourism
promotion and development as part of an economic development sc&i@CPs
focus on the long-term management and development of specdi lzased on
council assets, budget forecasts, policies and community cdithgdtan desirable
outcomes as a basis for understanding priorities within theaackaligning council
services to match these outcomes. LTCCPs are prepatetlbyLAs and Regional
Councils and cover a ten-year period, with reviews eveggetipears. In the years
between reviews, an Annual Plan is devised which setsualgiets and target for the

year ahead.

It is also worth noting that the RMA is subject to ongoingeenand amendment.
Since 2001, several changes have been embedded into thitegisncluding
improvements to the resource consents application process (in 2008cksion of
matters of international concern such as climate chaagewable energy and energy
use (in 2004).

As such, there have been some significant changes at isti@telgpolicy levels in
New Zealand, all of which have the potential to influethgesustainable tourism
planning agenda. However, the extent to which these changeffitvated into
local government is an area that requires further investigakhe following section
outlines the methodology used to survey local councils to ascestgiarnses to

tourism planning issues at the local level.
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M ethodology

In November 2007, a self-complete questionnaire survey waedrtaibll 85 local
authorities in New Zealand. A pre-paid envelope was includeebfee of return. The
gquestionnaire was based on the earlier ones utilised by Rd@eéharn (1997, 2002)
to enable a degree of tracking changes in findings over titheugh some questions
required alteration to reflect policy developments andatmgg responses to the
launch of the New Zealand Tourism Strategy, which did not dxishg the previous
survey periods. In addition, questions from the 1995 survey reqsuingiantive data
requests from respondents were omitted where possible to enecuragy
completion and to confine the aims of the survey to spdoifigsm planning
objectives (such as identification of tourism impacts aneldgment of tourism
strategies) without eroding the aims of the investigatifime survey design
incorporated a combination of closed and open guestions. Closedgsegtire
utilised to gauge responses to straightforward questions, atsémgple tick box
suffices to assist in categorisation of respondents. Howmargnising the small
population involved in this survey, a range of open questions watsléd to
generate a source of more qualitative, explanatory informttaircan add a richer

dimension to understanding responses.

The population comprised 12 Regional Councils and 73 Territoriall Lathorities
(5 of which are Unitary Authorities with powers at Regional Biglrict levels).
Territorial Local Authorities (TLAS) consist of 58 DistriCouncils and 15 City
Councils. The survey was distributed to all three types ai Enathorities to ensure
that the responses of all bodies with a regional and lecat and a role in the RMA
implementation were represented. Surveys were mailedlglite Planning Officers,
who oversee RMA processes and understand how tourism fits @aiigplanning, for
completion. Following a reminder, some 43 completed and usableoqunestes
were returned, giving a response rate of 51%. The aimeduftvey was not to
produce large amounts of statistical analysis, ratherrnergee a picture of current
levels of tourism planning at council level which by its veagure can only be
descriptive in exploring the issues bearing in mind the googillation size. Given
that this figure represents half of all local authoritibs,ihformation that the survey

yielded is considered to be valid in providing a generatipgodf public sector
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responses to tourism planning in New Zealand, although non-responsesdes
further consideration.

The patterns of response provide a useful geographic spread,drdhtapresent a
good mix of areas in both urban and rural areas, areas witlah@jlow tourism
profiles, and North and South Islands. The response rate of ReGimmatils was the
lowest at 25%, explained primarily by the apparently deézhedle of tourism to the
local level by some Regional Councils, and whose main concgatisg to tourism
are integrated resource management issues, particukaidy and waste management.
For both District and City Councils, the response rates weireomechalf of the
population (55% and 53% respectively). The response ratesiauhiey was lower
than that of Page and Thorn (2002) which achieved 57%. Anallygie response
rates indicates that the response from TLAs is very aipblut in this survey the
response from Regional Councils is much lower. It is possibldRibgional Councils
felt that the tourism focus of the survey was not retiet@their functions. If one
isolates TLAs, the response rate of 55% is the samehésvad by Page and Thorn
(2002), as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Response Rates Compar ed with Previous Surveys of Local Authorities

Responded Non-response Total % response| rate
Regional 1995 9 3 12 75
authorities 2000 7 5 12 58
2007 3 9 12 25
Territorial 1995 40 29 69 58
Local 2000 38 31 69 55
Authorities 2007 40 33 73 55

Methodologically, this study suffers from the same problem as possal surveys,
and while the overall response rate is satisfactory (ofg¥@aresponse rate is
deemed reasonable for such surveys), it is difficult sor@sthe representativeness of
the responses achieved. In terms of commenting on the non-respotttentaincils
were spread throughout the country, some are in significant tateess while others

are not on primary or secondary tourist routes. City Councilsgeptieg the three
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international gateways responded. The non-respondents includgdGoQncils (out
of 15) and 26 District Councils (out of 58); while for Regional Cdarihe figure
was 9 (out of 12). Some 28 responses were received from countlils North Island
49% response), while 15 responses were received from the Sauith (S4%
response). Overall, the responses received provide a satigfsaimple in relation to
tourism areas, population size and geography, all of whictbevifurther elaborated
in the findings. Longitudinal comparisons are only possible atehergl level, given
that although the same population was sampled, not all respondswtsred each of
the three surveys. Finally, it should be noted that the nafregecific councils are
not given in the discussion of findings from the survey toegessihe confidentiality of
the research process which was assured in the researeBitvorder to generate

frank and accurate responses.

Analysis of Findings

The findings of the survey are reported using a combination otitatave data

where appropriate given the small population, with verbatim respdnsopen
guestions to enrich the data and provide further insights. kst atep, it is valuable
to recognise the scale and type of communities, areas amnshiqunafiles represented
in these findings, particularly as such variables areuusetross tabulating findings.
The resident population of the survey areas varied from 609 1658 District
Council areas, while Regional Councils contain the largest pamsabeing made
up of a number of District Council areas. Similarly, Regi@@alincils varied in size
from less than 40,000 to over 500,000 residents.

In terms of tourism volumes, it is problematic to represent/thlumes of tourism in
each area with any accuracy, given availability anelbéity of tourism data at
District Council level for comparisons. While a few councilsduce reasonably good
data on visitor numbers, the overall picture is rather patcata Bn guest nights and
numbers of tourists at Regional Council and Regional Tourism Gajson level is
available through the International Visitor Survey (IVS), adaite on guest nights and
numbers through the Domestic Tourism Survey for each RTO aredoDue
inconsistent boundaries, a number of Districts lie within mone ¢dme Regional
Council area, and similarly RTO areas do not always mapstensy with Districts.

Therefore, neither of those measures provides an accuratemétourism at
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District levels. However, an indicative picture of tourigntivity at District Council
level can be ascertained through the Commercial Accommoddbaitor (CAM),
which measures tourist nights in commercial accommodasiabkshments
registered for GST and with an income of $30,000 or moreag&twracy of this
survey is questionable given that a number of accommodation proklevs the
$30,000 threshold exist, and certain sectors of accommodation ara tmbe
underestimated, such as backpacking, camping and caravamurigpsted
accommodation (Statistics New Zealand 2008b). Neverth¢ehes€AM assists in
giving a broad indication of tourism activity in each andach can be used for cross

tabulation purposes.

Tourism Policies

Local and regional authorities were asked if they had a towdicy. While there is
no statutory requirement for a tourism policy, the publication ofidieates a strong
community interest (given the Local Government Act 1974 amendmedt)r local
government commitment to tourism, especially given the engearant by the
‘Postcards from Home’ policy. The survey revealed that 26 atid®have tourism
policies and a further two are in preparation. This compasesifably with the 2001

survey (Table 3).

Table 3: Comparison of surveysindicating types of or ganisation and whether

tourism policy had been developed

Per centage of Regional Per centage of District Councils Per centage of City Councils
Councilswith atourism policy with atourism policy with atourism policy
2001 | 29 42 43
2007 | 33 66 75

Compared with the 65% of councils that have a tourism poliajeii995 survey
35% had a policy on tourism while the 2001 survey revealedca lower figure of
only 40%. The trend from 1995 to 2007 shows a small rise ingigatby 2001, but a
significant rise by 2007. This would appear to indicate tha¢fieet of the national
tourism strategy has been to encourage local government toplewvel adopt

strategies. Nevertheless, while this increase in giegtdllustrates an interest in
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tourism issues, one third of authorities have not developed anjepolitis is not
necessarily an issue as not all local councils have oedthad@nt to develop a tourism
profile, although this figure does represent a number of couna arbere tourism is
a significant activity. Of the five respondents considerdakbton the main
international tourist route, the ‘Blue Ribbon Route’ (see RangeThorn 1997), four
have a tourism policy. This differs somewhat from the 200dystwhere only one
respondent had a policy. In the one area where there is no po&agspondent
stated that all tourism matters are delegated to T@. Rurther, there are no
substantive differences between areas with large ot somabers of guest nights and
whether the council has a tourism policy, although slightly raceas with fewer
guest nights had developed a policy. Some 44% of areas withtimaora 50,000
resident population did not have a policy, while 32% with a populdss than
50,000 were without a tourism policy. Findings suggest that thheas aith a lower
tourism activity and lower population size might be more likelitave developed a
tourism policy. It is not generally considered that Regional Citaihave a tourism
remit, although one RC did have a tourism policy. Indeedatheof response from
other Regional Councils indicates a lack of interest in touaisthis level, where

tourism is delegated to other bodies, including TLAs and RTOs.

Of all the tourism policies that existed, 13 were rel&ivecent, having been
published since 2006, while only 6 pre-dated the 2001 NZTS. This§jmdflects the
apparent situation for tourism policies to be up-to-date, infdrioyecurrent practice
and understanding of the strategic national tourism context ddascils had a
specified review date for the policy, with many reviewedwally as part of the

Annual Plan as required under the RMA.

The Influence of the NZTS

The majority of local authority planning officers in councils whergism plans
already existed had seen the NZTS (83%). Respondents whadyhad a tourism
policy and had seen the NZTS were asked to indicate howZh& Mould inform
their own policy development. This was seen as particulapitant given that 15
of the existing policies were due to be reviewed 2008-2012 hamdntost of these
local authorities thought that there were emerging tourismsdbaé needed to be

included in a revised policy. Five respondents indicatectiiegthad or will
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incorporate(d) elements of the national plan where appropoiditeir particular
locality, while a further three stated that they would tiddeeplan into consideration.
Two authorities stated that the NZTS was informed by thair existing plans, while
a further three stated that their new plan directly aligitis the national strategy.
Others commented on more specific elements of the nationalgpldrappreciated the
opportunity to determine the national context and direction of towtsategy in New
Zealand and develop a common approach to core issues. Owenadjh, the ways in
which the NZTS has already influenced, or will influencejqyadt a local level

appears to be somewhat vaguely stated in many cases.

Planning for Tourism Impacts

Some 57% of respondents stated that specific tourism isseé$abe addressed in
the next review of the policy/plan. The responses are ilbestia Table 4, and in
some cases more than one response was given by respondents. &loé eamgrging
tourism related issues that were identified indicate twoagmhies to tourism
development. These approaches are not quite polar opposites, butdemepr
different perspectives on tourism activity. On one sidelarse authorities that have
concerns about the impacts of tourism, where key policy isslae to balancing the
needs of residents, visitors and other interests, dealihgwpacts arising direct
from tourism activity, and managing environmental resources (g62thorities). A
particular concern indicated by three council representasubat of the cost of
developing and managing tourism opportunities, activities anddtapTwo of these
indicated impending studies to ascertain the economic casrastiructure and
attractions, while a third noted the difficulties for counuailth small populations to
afford infrastructure improvements through the local rategesysConversely are
those authorities who are more concerned about developing toussts,as

promotions and infrastructure in an attempt to generate draeeend (16%).

Table 4: Tourism Issues | dentified by Respondents

I ssue Number of responses
Managing adverse environmental effects 7
Need to develop transport infrastructure 5
Waste disposal (especially relating to freedom camping) 4

17



Weighing up the economic cost of tourism 3

Conflicts between visitors, developers and residents 3

Product development 3

Addressing seasonality 2

Different approaches adopted by different bodies 2

Concerns about effects of specific tourism developments 2

Desire to maintain low impact tourism 1

Effect of climate change on travel patterns 1

Partnership and cultural opportunities 1

Oversupply of road stopping places 1

Increasing demand for outdoor activities and how to meet it 1

Increasing promotions 1

Pressure on infrastructure at peak times 1

A further examination of the councils that identified isswe®als that councils with
higher rates of tourism activity were more likely to idignissues, as quite obviously
where there are more visitors there are more likebetonpacts that are created and
need to be addressed. Similar to previous studies, thosdlaaedsl not identify
tourism issues were primarily provincial city areas, orlraraas away from main

tourist routes.

Some 40% of councils did not consider there to be any tourisesiséuwoncern.
While this finding may be taken at face value, the respomsehide a number of
more insidious issues. As Page and Thorn (1997) highlight, some couagilsot
possess the tourism expertise to identify and deal spelsifigiéh tourism impacts,
while others may be more focused on championing the marketewgairon of
Tourism New Zealand in generating economic benefits. In lasbs; there are
significant dangers that negative impacts may not be antdipatitigated or
managed. Worthy of note though is that in the 2001 study, 38%pufrrdsnts
identified tourism issues that needed to be addressed, angiin 57% in the 2007
study. These findings appear to indicate a growing intengist@ncern about the
effects of tourism and the need for local government to adoinpsets, both positive

and negative, through the planning system. In addition, the rangguet identified
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in the 2001 survey was not as extensive as in the current stughesting either a
higher level of tourism awareness within councils or thergemee of a more

extensive number of impacts.

Local Authority Perception of Tourism

The financial contributions that councils make towards tourisreldpment,
promotion and activity can indicate the level of support thelyenta tourism in their
locality. The findings indicate the importance of locatherity financial
contributions to tourism development, with 34 of the 43 bodies (79%) pngvidi
financial support, ranging from NZ $10,000 in a small rural &sé¥$Z $4.2 million in
a major urban centre. The majority of funding is directecatds Regional Tourism
Organisations (approx 72% of funds), while other major areas of expenuiiclude
event development and promotion, information and visitor centreketiry and
promotion, regional initiatives, attraction development, empéaynof an events or
tourism promotion officer, one-off projects and i-SITE©nly eight of the 43
authorities (18%) conducted research, two only very occasionallynaarring minor
expenditure, while two spent more than NZ$50,000 annually on reseangh.
respondent commented that the RTO carries out research and pitrédeouncil
with findings, so a research role at council level was not carsidatal. While
Tourism New Zealand carries out and commissions a substamialnt of research,

much of this pertains to the national level, with soméaRTO level.

While four councils (all of which are in the most heavilyiteig tourist regions) spend
more than $1million on tourism activities, the median aveEdb185,420 reflects a
more modest level of expenditure. About three-quarters ofdotdtibutions were
less than $400,000, which, even bearing in mind inflation, caesgdavourably with
$200,000 in the 2001 survey. Of the councils that did not contributecfaign
towards tourism, two were located in areas that redesgethan 10,000 guest nights,
although, more curiously, a further two are located in tourigbns. It should be
noted that it is not the role of Regional Councils to contribusmfirally to tourism

activities.

! Official network of visitor information centres Mew Zealand.

19



Importance of Tourism in Council Areas

Respondents were asked to indicate if the perceived impertdriourism had
changed within their local council during the preceding fivagieaome 28 (50%)
respondents stated that the importance of tourism had incr&@ade®p) of these
stating increased significantly. The main reason givethisrwas the increasing
recognition of the realised and potential economic benefitsuolsm within the local
area. It appears that many councils have become more aintheebeneficial effects
that tourism can bring to a locality through expenditure, busth@asopment and
employment opportunities. In particular, the awareness of théyadfievents to draw
visitors to an area appears to have strengthened. Othebuating factors included
growth in tourism, improved marketing and strategic visionebigpment of new

products and services, and more Council funding.

Only 3 (7%) respondents stated that the importance of tourismiduaeased, partly
due to the limited tourism appeal of one location but in tthers a perceived lack of
value, for example**** [RTO] have been unable to demonstrate, articulate and
quantify to councillors value for money that has been investedten respondents
(26%) stated that the importance of tourism remained the. Sdnizewas explained

by several locations where tourism activity remainedyfaithtic or where growth was
limited by infrastructure constraints. One issue identifiag the absence of effective
tourism organisations and regional co-ordination to take tourismagewents

forward and to illustrate the benefits of tourism to the chuinereby not propelling
tourism forward as a beneficial economic activity. Aneéh the lowest number of
guest nights were more likely to recognise the economic iteoétourism, but also

the limited tourism appeal of the area and lack of effedaadership.

These findings differ from those in the 2001 study, where 8086wnficils identified
increased importance of tourism (29% increased signifigaiiB#o remained same,
while only one council stated that it had decreased. Thisates that councils took
on board the importance of tourism during the period 1995-2001, antidhatg a
heightened level of awareness of its importance today. $titegéy, the reasons for
change or lack of change differ in the 2001 and 2007 surveyldpenent of new
attractions and recognition of substantial increases itosssivere cited as the main

reasons for an increase in importance in 2002, while recogrfieconomic benefits
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was more important in 2007 survey. This appears to indicatedhatils have a clear
understanding of how tourism can benefit their locality, whiely tmave resulted
from the key messages in the national tourism plan andiasesbeeports. However,
similar issues with regard to lack of financial suppovegito tourism or lack of
importance placed on the activity as mentioned in the 20@&\sare still in evidence

and in fact appear to be more marked in the 2007 survey.

Tourism Development

Tourism-related developments had taken place in all but tfitde local authority
areas since 2000. The range and scope of developmentderalgignificant rise in
tourism infrastructure across the country, from airport enharusrteevisitor trails.
The most frequently cited form was attraction developmentghatad taken place in
33 council areas (78.6%), followed by accommodation development (nel-inc30
areas (71.4%). Areas that reported no new tourism developmenthese with small
populations and received less than 25,000 guest nights. Thepieesit of new
attractions at all levels suggests vibrancy in tourisneldgwment, a point that the
2001 study highlighted where developments had taken place ieadl. 4n terms of
the types of new developments, the list of new attractfansgities and services on
offer is considerable and far to extensive to include, but racates a large
proportion of new trails, tours, guided walks and outdoor adventusatiasti with a
smaller amount of development to create or upgrade cafesti@s, museums and
retailing. It is striking that so many of the new developmealate to sporting and
adventure type activities in the outdoor environment (see Beartigéyage 2001), all
of which utilise environmental resources and all of which haveatential to create
or exacerbate adverse impacts. As such, the role &N in controlling the effects
of tourism development is clear in a climate where growthdividual adventure

tourism enterprises and outdoor pursuits is occurring.

Some 44.2% of respondents considered their council area to bepuesture from
increased tourism and Table 5 identifies the major pressuyelghited by
respondents. Three broad categories of responses are distinguishaigé
examination of a subsequent open question on what pressures existadities.
First, specific locations were identified as likely to expece increased visitor

numbers and associated impacts, e.g. West Coast Bedhieskere Ranges,
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Whanganui River, Ruapehu, Catlins and Karangahake Gorge. Sdwodnterns
arising from increased visitor numbers were identifieduidiclg, demand for
infrastructure, construction of tourist-related ventures, dgavith municipal waste,
water demand and waste water disposal, increased freedoping and effects on
wildlife and natural areas, housing affordability, second homésabsequent loss of
community when homes are vacant, increase in tourisbégrig.g. airport expansion
and acceptance of large cruise ships), and environmentabtastsism have to be
carried by small councils with low taxation bases. Thartj somewhat in contrast to
the latter responses, a grouping of respondents though smalléneéHatter, want to
grow tourism and maximise the benefits, through creatifngstructure, building

more accommodation and increasing the workforce.

Table 5: Pressures Created by Tourism

Tourism Pressures Number of responses

Accommodating more visitors 5

Demands on local services

Effects on wildlife

Waste volumes

N N N W

Demands on water

Anti-social behaviour/community spirit 2

Housing affordability for local residents 1

Costs of stopping inappropriate development 1

Need to build more accommodation 1

Increased freedom camping 1

Lack of workforce in peak season 1

Coastal subdivision 1

Ensuring development does not spoil environment 1

Fairly obviously, the survey identified that respondents insangth the largest
number of guest nights (over 100,000 in peak month 2007) were morettkelyort
that their area was under pressure from tourism, and corresponitiogéywith the
smallest number of nights (less than 10,000) were the lkalt ib be under pressure.

The areas under pressure tend to include those reliant onttinal eavironment,
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cities, areas on main tourist routes and National Parks. Tiobsender pressure
include those wishing to develop tourism currently with low visitombers and
those off the beaten track. Interestingly, more councithersouth Island perceived
their areas to be under pressure (73%) compared with (29%¢ dtotth Island.
Explanations for the perceived higher pressure on the South istdade its major
attraction based on natural scenic qualities, which aredseEloped tourism icons in
overseas promotions, alongside often heavy concentrations @fgeattourism and

adventure tourism utilising the physical and natural environment.

Tourism and the RMA

A key focus of this paper is focusing on the relationship betwastainable tourism
planning and the RMA. Under this Act, consents are issued hyth@tregional and
local councils depending on the scope of the consent sought. Conseaidde
required for all the developments mentioned in the previod®eetlowever,
ascertaining accurate data on tourism-related resource campgdictitions is highly
problematic. While many respondents were able to give prearsbers in relation to
resource consent applications and refusals, a significant nuvebenot able to
provide the data (13 respondents). The main reason given fig tha tourism is not
always isolated as a key variable in the databasediegoprocess for resource
consents applications. Some developments are not primarily desagrtedrism
purposes but may produce a tourism spin-off, e.g. developmentiogsy. In other
cases, databases are not set up to be readily seatakeed; not inputted into system
as ‘tourism’, but as ‘commercial activity’ and in seVarases, the detail of activity or
data is not even kept. This seems to indicate an inherenéprabthe data
management of resource consent applications with regard tatioans a technical
inability to retrieve useful information that can inform tisar planning at local,
regional and national strategic levels. Acknowledging thédimons of the data, the
following results give a broad indication of the workingsh&f RMA process in

relation to tourism development within local councils.

Twenty four respondents (56%) had dealt with resource consentajgplicsince
2000. The highest number of applications dealt with by one authorit¢Qvasn
authorities had dealt with between 1 and 10 applications, seeba 11 and 20
applications, five between 21 and 30 applications, and threddadiwith 31 or more
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applications. Overall, 395 RCAs were reported in the susirae 2000 relating to
tourism projects. While the largest number of applications weadt with by District
Councils, (210 RCAs), 50% of the City Councils accounted for 37#e0RCAs,
indicating a substantial number of applications within a small nuofagrban areas.
Some 76% of RCAs submitted were made to councils widluiésm policy, which is
an encouraging result suggesting that councils receiving R€l&ted to tourism
might have a strategic vision of how tourism should develop in libefity.
Importantly, most of the councils receiving large numbers of R€id$fave a policy,
although 2 receiving more than 25 applications did not. Further, 24% A R€re
submitted to councils without a tourism policy. There is ntiqdar pattern of
number of RCAs received and the visitor numbers in council angihsthe largest
numbers of applications (8 councils with over 25 applications) imiatyaof rural
and urban environments, representing those areas already impautésithubs (3 of
the 8) and those encouraging the development of a tourism econaih€s8).
Three districts received no applications, all of which argiifscant tourism areas:

two not on tourist routes and one within a provincial city environment.

One might expect a relationship between those councils repottingeanumber of
RCAs and those reporting that they perceived their area tmdber pressure from
tourism but this is not always the case. Of the 8 counglsrtiag 25 or more
applications, 5 stated that their area was not under pressaréncreasing tourism.
In fact of the 19 councils that reported their area to be yrdssure, 9 were not able
to extract numbers relating to tourism, one had received s Rahd a further four
councils received fewer than 10 RCAs, suggesting thahitisiecessarily new
developments that are creating tourism pressures. Indeed, gimesay that
applications made under the RMA are perhaps less problematiexisting

developments that already generate significant demand.

It appears that very few applications are refused, with aght @lentified in the
survey since 2000. Reasons for refusal include non-compliantceatal plan,
impact on environment, objections from neighbours (often about noise),tard ot
cultural and amenity issues. However, as identified by a nuafilvespondents,
planning authorities try to work with developers to produce an appt®aglication
that meets the criteria of the local plan, the RMA addresses the range of
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environmental and cultural sensitivities of the localigny difficulties regarding

lack of information are overcome by working with applicants”.

Difficulties experienced with tourism development planning appebe tao different
to those associated with any other kind of planning application ovatkr the RMA.
The two major challenges as identified in the survey arteopéne same essential
problem, that is, poor understanding of what is required in thécapph. Eight
respondents (24% of those that had experienced difficulties witlcaipmhs) stated
that applications are often presented with incomplete informatidra further eight
respondents (24%) identified lack of understanding of the RMA psdodse a
reason why problems are experienced in the application procedwweyvelr, as one
respondent commented, early contact with the council is impdadiatite process to
run smoothly for the applicartit is not as bad as they initially think’Similarly, a
further difficulty in applications is a lack of consideratidnmpacts of developments
(18%). However, 21% of those that had dealt with RMA apptioathad not
experienced any difficulties. As one respondent commetiteelRMA is there to
protect the environment if a tourist developer follows cakefuith a planning/RMA
consultant...then things appear to go relatively smoothly. Communicatwadeall

parties is key”.

In terms of the relationship between tourism development, sabiliy and the
RMA, as argued by one respondéat:the moment the RMA deals with the
sustainability of tourism on a case by case basis, however, tegit level the
sustainability of tourism is not grappled witht.is also apparent that the RMA does
not necessarily assure a sustainable approach to tourism plautsidge of the
particular development under consideration. For example, one respaotkshthat:
“associated with tourism resulting from [the RMA] is pressianeoverseas purchase
of property — this has contributed to significant increases in land/hprises”.

While it is unclear to what extent planning officers woikhwadevelopers to ensure
resource consents are granted, the general premise tleshtbdew outright refusals
begs the question as to whether the RMA process is rigor@asirolling the
negative impacts of tourism in areas under pressure fromaised visitor numbers.
One respondent commented titae RMA is not a detractor to tourism

development”which may or may not be a good thing.
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Implications

It is clear from the survey findings that the dual rolenahy councils in performing a
regulatory planning function and promoting tourism raises issues abeuntipbt
conflicts of interest in applying the RMA while considering #ttonomic
development of a locale. This debate is an old one — environme&anomics — but
in a sustainable development context the need to conserve emsirahmesources to
ensure future economic stability is mandatory. This is partiguda given the
Tourism Strategy’s recognition of sustainability and the riegufotect the
environment to retain New Zealand'’s ‘green and clean’ imdéige:best kind of
tourism for New Zealand is sustainable tourism, that is, tourismdelaters
maximum value — economic, social, cultural, and environmentah-asifew
unwanted effects as possib{BIZTS 2015:14). Since 2001, it is clear from
observations of local government that local councils have engagedactively with
the tourism sector through development of tourism plans and politiegurn in
policy developments at a national level reflects Page andhBh@997: 2002)
arguments that destination marketing and management prastimelsl be much more
clearly integrated, and that a move away from the toawdit growth perspective
without thought about the impacts within the country is a negepsarequisite to
achieving a more joined up approach with the RMA. The drive asvsuistainable
development as a national policy direction is reflected inNgt@nal Tourism
Strategies, through increasing awareness of tourism vethincils and to address

impacts through strategy preparation.

Yet for local authorities with limited resources, espegitilbse with a small
population base and limited ability to raise revenue through @@gding
infrastructure, promoting tourism growth and managing impaetgireancial burden
on tight budgets: this emerges as a clear theme in theysiNew legislation
currently under consideration to minimise waste provides a rééucauncils based
on permanent population but would not cover the transient but oftenrsiddsta
visiting population. This is one example of where finding waysdmpensate
councils and ratepayers for the use of local servicelsasly a challenge and for
many councils in New Zealand and, indeed, world-wide, jugghegeconomic costs

and benefits of tourism and justifying the outcomes to ratepagarains
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problematic. Resources from central government to develop andvienpater and
sewerage infrastructure are perceived as inadequatethexgyh some funding has

been available through the Ministry of Tourism’s Tourism Dentamoisidy Scheme.

This study shows that local authorities clearly understandtaef the RMA with
regard to tourism, focusing on the effects of tourism agtithin their area.
However, looking at the bigger picture, one of the criticisfithe RMA is that
because of the case-by-case nature of the process fitaglidior planning
authorities to consider cumulative effects of tourism developoreiot consider
tourism impacts in an integrated way, an inherent probteimpact research (Wall
and Mathieson 2005). As such, while the intentions of the RMgkearenting
undesirable developments are laudable, the cumulative effeztsumber of
seemingly innocent, less damaging developments might be equailhgetdal. Only
one respondent specifically drew attention to this issue, buddies not detract from
the importance of the point — indeed it might be questionedwhptanning officers
are sufficiently aware of the dangers posed by this breacivitbiRMA
framework. Similarly, the focus of the RMA on effectsagtivities, while well
intentioned, could result in significant economic sectors,tbkeism, not being
adequately and proactively planned. fSomewhat worryingly, this might be reflected
in the lack of response from Regional Councils, who do not appé&itedourism as
a specific concern under their remit, although are clearigerned by the effects of

tourism such as waste.

The inherent difficulties of extracting tourism-related prtgdcom RMA databases
held by local authorities appears to be an issue in understahdimgplications of
the RMA for tourism and the extent to which projects acepiable in the local
planning decision-making process. Quite clearly this refleetddquacies within data
management and retrieval, but also indicates a systeatiemte for the core
workings of the RMA, which by its nature is not concerned wicHic industry
sectors but with the effects of activities. While thg #@us on natural resources
provides a valuable framework for the development of appropriaitsy @old
decision-making frameworks, the ability to understand the san@escale of tourism-
related developments is essential particularly givemthieitions of the national

tourism strategy. Worthy of note is that of the 13 councdswere unable to retrieve
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tourism-related data due to technical problems of searchiregy feeir of the eight
districts on the North Island stating that their areas wererymdssure from
increasing tourism; further, two of New Zealand’s very sigaift tourist locations;
and, further again, three other well-known tourist areas. Taraggsions from
knowledge at a planning level indicate the potential to not tuilyerstand the rate of
tourism growth from a supply perspective and the cumulatieetsfbf tourism

development linked with local aspirations within the confinelST@€CPs.

Conclusions

The main aim of this study was to explore the continuing invodverof local and
regional government in tourism planning and the development ofrslg&tourism
approaches given the framework of sustainability in New Zeajamdrnment
strategy. Further to the investigations of Page and Thorn (2992), this study
recognises a more firm course being steered for New Zetdaridm through a
national tourism strategy, which clearly distinguishes soskdity as the main thrust.
In addition, reform to the Local Government Act 1974 has givemaetus to
community-derived planning outcomes through LTCCPs, with the rdfsuasm in
economic development established and recognised in statutosy Blastainability
now underpins the policy framework for tourism in New Zealand, amthtidmark
steps taken to develop and review national aspirations fornodeselopment
represent a step forward in establishing a clear remibéat government in planning
for tourism. The extent to which this is rhetoric rather tleatity is questionable,
given the somewhat mixed results in the survey of locatigorent reported in this
paper. Quite clearly, a range of pressures continue to &tedtareas, and the
challenges that face many local councils in trying to matageffects of tourism on
environmental resources are as pressing as ever. The LTT@BR£councils to
evolve futures that befit environmental resource opportunities@mstraints,
community aspirations and local budgets. While tourism is maiphvate sector
industry in New Zealand, the public sector adopts a dual roleagatekeeper of
tourism developments through planning control, while promoting economic
development opportunities through tourism. As such, while councits lsome the
arbiters of sustainable tourism through their role in impleimgrihe RMA, the

appeal of developing the local economy places them in a dichotomotisrposi
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While much of this discussion sounds positive, there isastilbjor gap between
strategy and implementation in the evolution towards New Adada a sustainable
destination. While sustainability is now one of the cornerstonblewfZealand
tourism strategy, much of this lies at a national, gratievel and remains as a
philosophical stance. Yet, the perception of New Zealandths &brefront of
sustainable policy developments is not matched in realitiz,am absence of any
truly national sustainable business accreditation schertfee(éitne of writing) to
highlight its national commitment to sustainable tourismamgy to manage the
continuity of the effects of tourism operations once pasinitial development
control stage. Internationally, the image of New Zealatids heavily on its natural
environment as a tourist attraction, and is used consistarittg marketing of the
country, inherent in th&00% Purecampaign. However, evidence suggests that
problems created by tourism pressures do exist and some o&thadi#ficult to deal
with given the limited budgets of local government. Presatukey tourist hotspots
and with certain tourism-related activities is recoghised with the continuing
growth in tourist numbers forecasted, the effects of touhiave the potential to
change the nature of the tourist experience and the very foomslath which New
Zealand tourism is built. The existing problems of geographic caadtemnt of

tourism activity will only worsen, exacerbating the pressurdsaal authorities.

At this juncture, a policy at a national level that asdstal areas in dealing with
visitor volumes and the distribution of visitors in a morstegnatic manner would
enable a more proactive public sector approach to tourism plaiSteys towards
understanding the dynamics of tourism in New Zealand have ba@® oy the
Ministry of Tourism in establishing a Tourism Flows Modehaligh the data used to
generate this model remains at the level of RTOs. A nattonabm plan could set
out a rationale for the way in which tourism should develop, setiggts for
environmental protection and enhancement through tourism activige @al Thorn
2002). Further steps would help destinations to ensure the RiMdvas the goals
and principles enshrined in the original legislation. Withouioae concerted attempt
to challenge pro-development policy, New Zealand is likelpse lpace in terms of
competitive advantage as a clean, green and sustainable tdessnation. As
Edgell, Allen, Smith and Swanson (2008: 335) argue, “those destisatocalities

and nations that prepare good policies and implement detaielgit plans will reap

29



the benefits for sustaining their tourism products in the futuwhkich is a cornerstone

of New Zealand tourism strategy.
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