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Executive Summary 

The reversion of farmland to native forest for the Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) provides an 

exciting opportunity to improve social, economic and environmental outcomes for Māori 

landowners on the East Coast of New Zealand’s North Island. However, the opportunities of and 

barriers to applying this to Māori land on a broad scale are relatively unknown at this stage. This 

report explores these unknowns with a case study, wherein Nuhiti Q, a Māori landowning 

incorporation at Anaura Bay, retired 600 ha of pastoral land and entered the ETS in 2009. Further to 

this, in 2016 Nuhiti Q entered a forward trading contract with Gull NZ for 12,000 NZUs, amounting to 

3 % of the units surrendered annually by the emitter. 

Nuhiti Q deemed their entry into the ETS – a success as it allowed for better utilisation of land (with 

unprofitable land retired and productive land intensified) and offset the opportunity cost of retiring 

pastoral land. A considerable amount of Māori land is deemed ‘marginal’ and would be eligible for 

entry into the ETS; despite this, Nuhiti Q’s successful entry is an anomaly, and although successful, 

met substantial challenges and risks along the way. This highlights the future work needed in order 

to improve engagement. 

The barriers to success identified are economic, institutional and regulatory. In particular, for this to 

succeed for other Māori landowners, it is fundamental that adequate, understandable information 

about the benefits (and costs) of the ETS is provided to better inform decision-making. The provision 

of this information is key not only for landowners, but for local government, banks, and those 

providing independent advice to landowners. Further, supporting local champions and building local 

governance capacity is key to overcoming these barriers. Social barriers, particularly related to 

government mistrust and management structure, although intangible should not be overlooked. 

Looking forward, opportunities for landowners include economic, institutional, policy-based and 

environmental, and this report provides guidance as to how best engage with landowners in the 

future. Firstly, investment in relationships is fundamental, as reported by all parties involved. Joint 

ventures similar to that seen between Nuhiti Q and Gull NZ increase exposure, reduce upfront entry 

costs, and spread risks, all of which are conducive to future benefits. Diversifying across a variety of 

income streams, and within the template of a forward contract, are also conducive to success. 
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1. Introductory information 

Nuhiti Q is a Māori landowning incorporation located on the East Coast of the North Island, south of 

Tokomaru Bay. Nuhiti Q was incorporated in 1987, and as part of this process the Ferris family, who 

own the largest proportion of shares, brought other Māori landowners north of Nuhiti into the 

incorporation. Prior to this consolidation the governance structure administering the landholdings was 

an Ahu Whenua Trust. The Ferris family descend from Wakaraara (born in 1675 AD), a local chief who 

held land from Nuhiti to Anaura and inland to Tauwhareparae now incorporated as Nuhiti Q. The land 

has historically been run as a sheep and beef station with current stock levels consisting of 3,200 

breeding ewes and 180 breeding Hereford cows. Nuhiti Q focuses on breeding stock before they are 

finished elsewhere. The incorporation is administered by a management committee of seven 

shareholder members, who sit for a three year cycle and meet quarterly. Nikki Searancke has been on 

the committee since 2009, is the current chairperson and has held the role since 2014. The 

incorporation has over 800 shareholders with some living in the Gisborne District, but the majority 

live in other parts of New Zealand and overseas. The farm is managed under the Te Ture Whenua 

Māori Land Act 1993 and includes 1090 hectares of Māori freehold land and the Nuhiti Reserve (1140 

ha), the latter of which is leased to the Department of Conservation (DoC). In addition to these corpus 

lands, Nuhiti Q leases 286 ha, known as Waipare and Arerowhangairongo, from the Crown and further 

leases another 220 ha from its Māori owners on Waiau Road, providing a total pastoral land area of 

over 900 ha. 

 

2. ETS scoping 

Nuhiti Q has historically had to contend with erosion as a significant factor limiting productivity and 

profitability for the farm. In interviews conducted with Nikki Searancke (henceforth referred to as 

Nikki), she reported many instances over the corporation’s history where large scale erosion events 

flattened fence lines and killed stock or allowed stock to escape. The management committee was 

cognisant of the fact that significant areas of the landholding, and in particular coastal areas of the 

farm, needed to be retired from pastoral farming. Nikki frequently cited costs associated with fencing 

as a key reason for why the retirement programme was introduced. Fencing was frequently washed 

away in high rainfall events and these damages were often not addressed until seasonal funding could 

be accessed in later months. A significant portion of the land that needed to be retired was ETS eligible 

post-1989 reverting native forestry. The land needed to be retired because of the aforementioned 

erosion issues, but also because stock on the farm had to roam significant distances to feed, which 

left them in poor condition when they were sent to market. Nikki also mentioned that there were 

areas within the farm that were growing rare native species, and also stands of puriri trees that held 

particular cultural significance as there were bodies interned within them. The multitude of issues 

ranging from cultural and social to environmental and economic helped the Nuhiti Q management 

committee to seriously consider land retirement and entry into the Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS). 

To quote Nikki:  

“So, we had a balance sheet issue, eroding equity and we had a land issue, eroding land. So 

what does that tell you in the end? It says to you change is imminent. And plan 

for it.” 

Bryan McKinlay is a forestry consultant who introduced Nuhiti Q to the ETS. Bryan McKinlay 

(henceforth referred to as Bryan) has worked for the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF), Ngati 

Porou Whanui Forests and Craigmore Forestry Ltd. and is now the proprietor of Eastern NZ Forestry 
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Ltd. Bryan became familiar with Nuhiti Q and their circumstances through his work for MAF. He was 

aware that they had a significant area of erodible coastal land that was classified as overlay 3a and 

deemed ‘regional target land’ by the Gisborne District Council (GDC). This land would be eligible for 

funding through the Erosion Control Funding Programme (ECFP). Through Bryan’s role at MAF a 

relationship was formed with the Nuhiti Q board, and in particular with Nikki. Bryan introduced the 

Nuhiti Q board to the ETS as an option to help facilitate the retirement of areas within the landholding, 

and offset any lost income from this retirement. Nikki states that the wider management committee 

did not actively involve themselves in the logistics surrounding the entry into the ETS. Nikki ascribes 

this to the real or perceived complexity of the scheme and associated mechanisms (such as the ECFP 

and the Afforestation Grant Scheme (AGS)) as catalysing their indifference to working through the 

technical and administrative processes associated with entering the ETS. 

 

3. Land retirement programme 

Planning for the retirement programme began in 2011 between Bryan as a representative of 

Craigmore Sustainables Ltd. and Nikki as the representative of the Nuhiti Q Incorporation. There was 

initially 150 ha of land slated to be retired from active pastoral production; however, upon further 

consultation it was decided that a larger section of land would be retired and entered into the ETS. 

There were significant costs associated with the retirement programme for Nuhiti Q to contend with. 

A large proportion of fencing on the property was dilapidated and unfit for purpose at this stage, and 

significant fencing costs would be incurred both in fencing off areas of the farm taken out of pastoral 

production but also in repairing the fencing of areas within the farm still in pastoral production. 

Although Nuhiti Q was eligible for funding through the ECFP, in 2011 the ECFP required 50% of a 

project’s total cost to be paid upfront alongside this land being placed under a 50 year covenant (this 

sum was then repaid retrospectively once 5 year reviews had been passed).1 The requirement within 

the ECFP that 50% of a project’s funding has to be supplied upfront was a significant financial barrier 

to Nuhiti Q’s entry into the ECFP and ultimately the ETS. Nuhiti Q required ECFP funding in order to 

fund the aforementioned fencing programme to satisfy the ECFP stock exclusion requirements. Due 

to low cash flow, which inhibited Nuhiti Q paying the ECFP grant upfront, both Bryan and Nikki had to 

‘think outside the box’ in order to satisfy the ECFP entry requirements.  

After extensive consultation with the Nuhiti Q management committee, it was decided that Craigmore 

Forestry Ltd. would act as the guarantor in order to facilitate Nuhiti Q’s ECFP application. Craigmore 

Forestry Ltd. were granted a 10 year forestry right by Nuhiti Q under an AGS style agreement whereby 

Craigmore Forestry Ltd planted 70 ha of Nuhiti Q’s land in Eucalypt species and owned the carbon 

credits generated by these Eucalypts for the first 10 years before this right was ceded back to Nuhiti 

Q. It was agreed that Craigmore Forestry Ltd. would initially fund the fencing programme (estimated 

at ~$200,000) which allowed Nuhiti Q to access ECFP funding for the 320 ha coastal land block 

(classified as overlay 3a). The 320 ha coastal land block entered the ECFP and the ETS whilst a 280 ha 

inland block was entered into the ETS but not the ECFP. This partnership between Nuhiti Q and 

Craigmore Forestry Ltd. allowed three projects to begin simultaneously. A 6 km fencing project was 

initiated on Nuhiti Q’s land, 600 ha of post-1989 reverting farmland was retired and entered into the 

ETS and 70 ha of eucalypts were planted. In Bryan’s words: 

“…after several meetings with Nuhiti Q it was agreed Craigmore would fund the fence, 

Nuhiti Q would get the ECFP grant in their pocket and over time Craigmore would 

                                                           
1 The ECFP was reviewed in 2016 and in 2018 70-80% of funding can be accessed upfront. 
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get paid via some carbon credits. So as we developed it a bit more, it was agreed 

Craigmore would plant 50 odd ha of eucalypts up there, and they have a 10 year 

joint venture with Nuhiti Q, where they receive carbon credits for 10 years.” 

 

4. ETS entry 

Nuhiti Q entered the ETS in 2009 and was eligible to receive a backdated NZU2 entitlement. The first 

instalment was 32,000 NZUs upon entering the ETS and the second instalment was 12,000 NZUs. Their 

annual entitlement at year 2017 was 6,000 NZUs. Nuhiti Q held onto the initial entitlement of NZUs 

for the next four years as the NZU spot price fell in 2013. Nuhiti Q had debts that needed to be 

serviced, and pressure from their bank resulted in the sale of their initial 32,000 NZU entitlement in 

2016 for ~$9.00/NZU on the NZETR. When interviews were conducted with Nikki and Bryan in July 

2017 and February 2018 another land parcel was under consideration by the Ministry of Primary 

Industries (MPI – the government agency which regulates the ETS in conjunction with the Ministry for 

the Environment and the Environmental Protection Authority) for entry into the ETS.  

In 2016 Nikki sold a quantity of NZUs to Gull, which was brokered through Carbon Match. Nikki began 

negotiating with Gull in 2016 to sell 12,000 NZUs. The main point of contact Nikki had with Gull was 

an accountant in their financial department and there has been no face to face contact; only online 

and telephone contact. The contract used between the two parties is a standard Carbon Match 

contract template; with the only difference being that the payment period was extended from an 

instantaneous trade to an instalment in 2017 and an instalment in 2018. Both parties were extensively 

pressed as to whether they were comfortable with the agreement and contract, and both responded 

positively with no issues identified either in the contract template or the final agreement. The only 

area where there was disagreement was in negotiating the price per NZU. When questioned how both 

parties agreed on a price per NZU; Nikki stated: 

“Well what I did was I put to them that I wanted $19.00 (per NZU), very quickly they came 

back and said no they wouldn’t go with $19.00, I mean they probably had better 

knowledge than I did as to where the price was going to go – I mean it's hung 

around $17.00 it did go up to $18.00 earlier this year but its pulled back, in fact it 

slid down to $16.50 …. They dug their heels in a little bit and said to me no they 

will stick at $18.00 and I got them to $18.40 [sic].” 

The forward contract between Gull NZ and Nuhiti Q was signed on July 20 2016. The agreed price per 

NZU was $18.40 for the two year contract period. At this time the NZU price was $18.103 (at 21 July 

2016) and beginning to level out after rising fairly consistently between early March and late June 

2016. There are two transfer dates within the Carbon Match contract at 30 April 2017 and 30 April 

2018. Following the signing of this agreement, at the first transfer date the NZU spot price was $17.15 

(1 May 2017) after falling from peaks of $18.90 (14 October 2016) and $18.10 (22 February 2017). At 

the second transfer date the NZU spot price was $21.50 (30 April 2018) having stabilised after rising 

from a trough of $16.35 (20 June 2017). As indicated in table 1 the fluctuations in the NZU spot price 

has resulted in Nuhiti Q receiving $11,400 less from their NZUs by forward trading with Gull NZ than 

if they had sold them on the NZETR at the given transfer dates.  

                                                           
2 New Zealand Unit – emissions unit representing 1 tonne of CO2 
3 NZU price information from CommTrade Carbon – (https://www.commtrade.co.nz/) 



8 
 

Table 1: NZU Spot Price at contract transfer dates (data from https://www.commtrade.co.nz/) 

Transfer dates NZETR spot price  Forward contract price 

30 April 2017 (6000 NZUs) $17.15 (1 May 2017) $18.40 

Subtotal: $102,900 $110,400 

Difference -$7,500 +$7,500 

30 April 2018 (6000 NZUs) $21.50 (30 April 2018) $18.40 

Subtotal: $129,000 $110,400 

Difference: +$18,600 -$18,600 

Total: $231,900 $220,800 

Total difference: +$11,100 -$11,100 

 

 

5. Gull NZ partnership 

Nuhiti Q decided to forward trade their credits for a variety of reasons. For Nuhiti Q it was important 

to have certainty surrounding their cash flow. As previously mentioned Nuhiti Q had ongoing fencing 

demands due to the unstable topographical nature of the farm. Nikki was cognisant of the fact that a 

significant portion of fencing would need to be done in 2016, and forward trading the NZUs would 

guarantee the capital to complete this project. Further to this, the NZU spot price had been fluctuating 

in the 18 months leading up to 2016 and for that matter Gull NZ were content to have certainty in the 

NZU price. Gull NZ went outside their usual NZU procurement process when they entered a forward 

trading contract with Nuhiti Q, as the majority of their NZUs are purchased without the development 

of a relationship with the NZU supplier. Further to this, the 12,000 net NZU partnership with Nuhiti Q 

is a small part of Gull NZ’s larger ETS liability. Gull NZ has to surrender ~400,000 NZUs annually and 

this is projected to increase towards ~500,000 NZUs in 2018. The contract was signed in 2016 and 

forward sold 12,000 NZUs at $18.40 which totalled $220,800 over 2016/2017 and 2017/2018. 

Nikki believes the story Nuhiti Q was able to describe was one of the key reasons why they were able 

to partner with Gull NZ, and consequently receive a higher NZU price. Nikki also identified the fact 

that Gull NZ were a small New Zealand company, and in her mind Gull NZ seemed to have carved a 

niche as supporting New Zealanders through sponsorship of adventure sports (particularly surfing) 

and saw an opportunity to get a good deal for Nuhiti Q in part due to their isolation and proximity to 

the coast. Nikki further recognised that it was an endeavour by Gull to be more creative and innovative 
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in their involvement in New Zealanders lives. Gull NZ are blunter in their assessment of the 

partnership, and are happy to support initiatives such as this into the future as they have an ongoing 

liability under the ETS. Gull NZ are willing to engage in similar partnerships as with Nuhiti Q and would 

consider proposals seriously. However; in an interview, Dave Bodger, the Managing Director of Gull 

NZ stated: 

“The aim of the partnership was well, we wouldn't be in the partnership if we didn't have a 

liability under the ETS. So, we have that liability, we need to meet it and then you 

get into it what's the easy – what's the best way [sic] to meet it? Is it to do 

something that's a wee bit unusual and put money directly back into a local 

community or is it to just go to the broker and say give us the bloody best carbon 

you can get. I guess that's where we sit there we say okay, hey, here's a small 

piece that we can do some extra good with and that's where we got to. The 

drivers were the ETS to begin with but then our own company morals after that … 

we didn't set into it to find it as corporate responsibility but I think this is the best 

you can do, you've actually gone out and said hey this is something we've got to 

do as part of doing business now what's the best way to implement that for the 

communities.” 

 

6. ETS assessment: Nuhiti Q and Gull NZ 

The contract with Gull NZ has been deemed a success by the Nuhiti Q management committee. It has 

allowed Nuhiti Q to fund large scale fencing projects, retire the difficult and unprofitable areas of the 

farm and intensify the remaining more productive land. The income derived from the ETS has more 

than offset any potential losses from the retirement programme. Nikki also states that the certainty 

provided by the contract allowed Nuhiti Q to take risks with stock that they normally wouldn’t had 

they not had the cash reserves provided by the contract. Further to this, as part of Nuhiti Q’s 100 year 

strategy they have begun to diversify into Macadamia orcharding alongside Mānuka honey. The 

management committee further hopes to participate in ecotourism at some stage in order to further 

strengthen and consolidate the incorporation to foster intergenerational profitability.   

An interesting point to note is that ANZ, who Nuhiti Q banks with, has questioned Nikki each year as 

to where the money from the ETS (~$100k) has come from. This has obviously significantly helped 

Nuhiti Q’s bottom line, yet according to Nikki the bank does not see it as a viable income source. 

Conversations with Nikki have highlighted that many public and private institutions (lawyers, 

accountants, banks etc.) are aware of the ETS, yet unfamiliar with the risks and benefits associated 

with the ETS. As such, many landowners are not given adequate information regarding the ETS and 

this has contributed to the poor uptake with the ETS. Many Maori trusts or corporations will be 

familiar with the opportunities and challenges raised in Nuhiti Q’s narrative. Learning about their 

example in addressing and responding to their challenges and opportunities is key to better engaging 

other landowners with similar land use circumstances and histories. On the one hand, Nuhiti Q’s 

challenges are very clear cut – the land was not holding up to traditional land use/s, and they needed 

to rethink a new pathway forward. On the other hand, other landholdings may not have such severe 

limiting factors and so there is not the same impetus to change. All these factors need to be considered 

when assessing whether the ETS is the right fit for a Maori landowning entity.  
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7. Benefits and costs received by Nuhiti Q 

The most significant costs Nuhiti Q faced before partnering with Gull was associated with fencing, and 

this has not changed. However; the incorporation now has cash reserves which make these periodic 

capital outlays easier to fund. In terms of entering the ETS itself there are technical and verification 

costs associated with entering the scheme as the land eligibility status needed to be verified and 

further, plotted. There are further fixed costs for voluntary emissions returns and consultancy costs if 

needed. The contracting process itself involved no cost, as the Carbon Match contract template was 

used for Nuhiti Q and Gull NZ.  

When asked how the shareholders (~900 mostly absentee shareholders) of Nuhiti Q perceive entry 

into the ETS, Nikki stated that the shareholders were by and large not aware of this factor. Nikki 

focused much of her efforts when communicating with shareholders about the diversification strategy 

as opposed to the retirement programme. However, she has stated that younger newly elected 

members to the management committee are more enthusiastic than their predecessors about the 

benefits afforded by the ETS.  

 

8. Lessons from Nuhiti Q 

The biggest challenges and risks for replicating either a partnership of the likes of Nuhiti Q and Gull 

NZ, or even entry by a Māori landowning incorporation into the ETS, would be the current physical 

state of some Māori land or the management structures governing Māori land. A considerable amount 

of Māori land is eligible for entry into the ETS; however, landowners have not been able to capitalise 

upon this for a variety of reasons. These include scepticism in an untried/untested land use, or mistrust 

of government policy in this area. Further to this the decision makers for a farm may be unaware of 

the opportunities potentially afforded by the ETS. Or, aware of the opportunities but dissuaded by the 

complexity of the scheme and the eligibility requirements and associated bureaucracy. 

In order to create interest in the ETS and replicate Nuhiti Q’s success it was identified that advertising 

and promoting the ETS was an important contributing factor to recruitment of potential new ETS 

participants. Further to this, information gaps were identified at local GDC and MPI offices with 

queries often forwarded to central office(s) resulting in delays in receiving answers. It is also important 

to share this case through mediums that are familiar to Māori landowners in Tairāwhiti, in a balanced 

unbiased manner. Many landowners will be hesitant to enter the ETS as it involves an entirely different 

approach to land management from what is typically practised on the East Coast. Creating a carbon 

farming cooperative in Tairāwhiti that leverages the point of difference Māori landowners have from 

carbon farming native species on Māori owned land might be a good way of creating the economies 

of scale required to enter the ETS with lower cost and risk, but also through creating a clear market 

differentiation.  

 

9. Opportunities, barriers and risks for Māori landowners entering the ETS 

 

1) Economic barriers:  

Carbon price: Investors and landowners are unwilling to enter these ventures as a result of the 

volatility in NZU price over the past 4 years.  



11 
 

Carbon price was mentioned multiple times by Bryan and Nikki as a barrier. Nikki assumed she would 

have entered the ETS regardless, but outlined costs of the ETS (consultancy fees and Field 

Measurement Approach) as a large barrier. However, in Nuhiti’s case the opportunity outweighed the 

barrier. This is important to note as the opportunity to earn income off retired land the landowner has 

to pay rates on is key to the palatability of the ETS to the lay person. Although a little income is better 

than no income, price stability is still key to reassuring investors and landholders. 

Bryan states that it is hard to sell the environmental aspect of native reversion if there is no financial 

benefit behind it. 

Māori land: Bryan also indicated that investors are hesitant to invest in Māori land because they 

cannot purchase the land and in Bryan’s words ‘determine their own destiny’. Bryan expects most 

new exotic and indigenous planting to occur on general title land for this reason. Bryan further expects 

that joint ventures between the private sector and Māori landowners will move away from forestry 

and into areas where multiple revenue streams can be derived i.e. mānuka/kānuka 

extracts/derivatives, eco-tourism etc. 

Exotic forestry: Bryan also mentions that pines should be logged and planted in the region as they are 

a key economic boon and major land use for the region. This could be a barrier to new indigenous 

planting/reversion on post exotic land. This may be because there is an extensive exotic forestry 

industry within the region, and this alongside other supporting industries are large employers in the 

region so there is an expectation that the plantation forestry cycle should continue. Further to this, in 

some areas of the East Coast exotic forestry may be the highest value land use, and for landowners 

whose primary motivation is profit maximisation, the rational land use choice would be to replant in 

exotic forestry. If timber prices rise and the carbon price does not rise with it, or to the same extent – 

this may limit the planting of native species on post exotic land. 

Land use: Bryan acknowledges that carbon farming should be relegated to areas of the farm that are 

best suited to that land use. Ideally, carbon farming of native species would be relegated to ‘the worst 

gully’, or ‘worst corner of the block’. This approach should supplement a strategy whereby the best 

possible land use is applied to the greatest area within the landholding. Bryan refers to native 

reversion as niche, and best applicable as a compliment to other land uses on for example a sheep 

and beef farm in the more inaccessible areas and tied in with beekeeping. 

The other risk associated with land use that was identified was if too much land is entered into the 

PFSI under a covenant in perpetuity (with the option of leaving after 50 years), this could be thought 

of as land alienation as there is a considerable minimum period of time whereby it would be difficult 

to change land uses in the future. The history of colonisation and land alienation throughout New 

Zealand and the East Coast may make a perpetual covenant undesirable – as Māori freehold land is 

scarce and culturally significant. 

 

2) Institutional barriers: 

Mistrust of government: The mistrust of government and government institutions is still very real on 

the East Coast. Families have long memories and remember the hard times suffered after the 

disbanding of the Forest Service, infrastructural and economic neglect and failed government 

interventions on the coast. This was corroborated by Nikki. 
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Complexity of the ETS: The complexity of the ETS is identified as a barrier for Māori. There are few 

resources or knowledge of the ETS at the community level, but also at local government level. The 

entities with more knowledge about this are the forestry companies.  

The MPI requirements for landowners entering the ETS is particularly difficult for ahu whenua trusts 

who often do not have a sound management structure and consequently struggle to manage land 

effectively day to day. Bryan mentions that there have been significant issues verifying identities and 

administering and signing the paperwork required by the EPA to open an NZETR account.  

Bryan also states that legislation such as this needs to be landowner friendly. He says it has been 

picked apart and pushed around in parliament and it is very political legislation, ultimately leaving a 

lot of disjointed and difficult things within it. Local government are aware of the ETS, but do not have 

the capability or the capacity to adequately offer impartial advice to potential participants. This is 

similar with other institutions – so how can these be supported by MPI to better engage with the ETS 

in order to streamline and facilitate projects such as these? This is a key question that deserves further 

research.  

Management structure: The structure of Māori organisations also hinders the decision making 

process. In Nuhiti Q’s case, they would not have entered without the relentless energy of Nikki and 

her ability to construct a positive relationship with Bryan to share information and overcome the many 

obstacles. This is a theme that will continue – finding a strong enigmatic leader who is tireless and 

unrelenting is key to Māori landowners entering the ETS – someone needs to pick up the mantle and 

drive these developments onwards. This is true of Nikki, and she states so herself. She was driven and 

did not give up. This is a barrier as the information is simply not accessible and Nikki has said that they 

would not have entered without Bryan, so a combination of accessible information and advice (Bryan 

McKinlay) and a relentless leader (Nikki Searancke) is key. 

Current management structures of Māori landowners are identified by both as a key barrier to 

entering the ETS and capitalising on changing land management structures. Poor management 

structures and the typical scale of land blocks inhibit the ability of Māori landowners to engage in this 

space. Building governance capability amongst Māori landowners is seen as key to addressing this 

issue. The verification process as outlined by Bryan is proving too difficult for many Māori landowners 

and this has been outlined by Nikki also. Marrying up IDs to birth certificates, signing documents and 

sourcing statement of attorney’s is all time and money – and an extra hurdle for many landowners. 

Changing land management: There are a number of barriers of this kind – the change of mindset from 

traditional farming is a social barrier in that Māori landowners are used to traditional modes of land 

management which makes them initially hesitant to become involved in something as new and 

unknown as the ETS. This is further compounded by economic barriers in the form of capital 

constraints when attempting to access funding to invest in such things as fencing. Bryan also makes a 

salient point in regard to perceptions of alienation by covenanting land for 99 years under the PFSI.  

Complexity of public subsidies: Public subsidies such as the ECFP, AGS or NWR are complicated for 

Māori landowners – the acronyms are different and all offer slightly different things, and have differing 

requirements which can be time consuming and confusing to decipher. This barrier is more evident 

when you consider the socio economic barriers faced by Māori landowners, the isolation and 

infrastructure deficit within the East Coast. 

Lack of independent advice: There is also a lack of independent advice for Māori landowners, MPI 

cannot help to verify proposals, and so Māori landowners are often forced to go to other forestry 
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consultants to independently verify another’s proposal which ultimately costs time and money. Most 

lawyers and accountants do not understand the ETS and banks (as outlined by Nikki) also are hesitant. 

 

3) Regulatory barriers: 

Inaccessibility of remaining land: Bryan states that the landowners who were likely to enter into 

forestry, forestry partnership/forestry right either already have done or will do so. They have generally 

done so in earlier years or decades and are now approaching harvesting. This also identifies an 

economic and logistical barrier in entering land not currently in the ETS into carbon farming – as it is 

generally in more inaccessible rough country which mainly makes it difficult for fencing and 

verification. 

Technical requirements: Evidence in the literature outlines the technical difficulties that Māori 

landowners may face in assessing the eligibility of land to be registered in the ETS as post-1989 forest 

land. However Nikki and Bryan didn’t mention the technical requirements per se, mainly the fixed 

costs associated with validation of regrowth as a barrier. However both identified institutional 

rigidities as a barrier. 

Bryan believes that native reversion needs to be localised and focused on certain areas, as there is 

little capacity to ramp up the scale of planting in order to meet national or regional targets, particularly 

if there is a concerted push to meet emission targets domestically or more erosion control. This is 

when the commercial operators are needed. 

Policy uncertainty: Policy certainty was a key theme which came up again and again in the interviews. 

Long term policy signals are key to giving landholders and investors’ confidence in the ETS. This risk is 

also apparent for emitters and suppliers. The length of the ETS review has also made stakeholders 

nervous. 

Bryan believes that there is potential for private sector-Māori partnerships to continue as they seem 

to be provide dual benefits. However policy uncertainty limits the potential for these ‘new 

partnerships’ to begin. There is an opportunity to construct more effective fit for purpose policy that 

fosters partnerships similar to Nuhiti Q and Gull NZ, whereby an emitter pays above market rates for 

carbon credits derived using ‘native forest species’ and on Māori land. The benefits are twofold: (1) 

the corporate partner can better market the greater good of their carbon purchasing to their clients, 

customers and staff, utilising this purchasing in marketing campaigns, and (2) the Māori landowner 

can have earlier access to capital which can be used in other areas of the business. 

Personnel change: This is particularly evident when looking at the case of Nuhiti Q, if Nikki left the 

management committee all the knowledge would go with her. The rest of her board is not as informed 

as Nikki is with the ETS as she has managed the entire process. It is imperative to support local 

champions as the influence of someone such as Nikki cannot be understated within the East Coast. 

This risk is also apparent in the case of Gull NZ – if perhaps, new employees entered that did not value 

the connection between Gull NZ and Nuhiti Q and would rather purchase cheaper credits. 

Institutional: Bryan says “It’s worth noting, the staff at MPI are not difficult, they are trying to help, 

but they are working within the legislation they’ve got. Legislation is a barrier.” 

The PFSI was barely considered by Bryan when entering talks with Nuhiti Q. There are more 

restrictions and a covenant in perpetuity but also no market difference so the ETS was the easier/safer 
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option. Maybe if there was a permanent forest carbon credit this might change, but in its current form 

little uptake can be expected. 

Māori landowners have difficulty verifying ETS proposals – there is a risk that they may be duped or 

pay a lot for proposal verification by other third party contractors. 

Most of the detailed information about the ETS is generally better known in central offices of the 

government, so at regional level it takes time to get different pieces of information, according to Bryan 

and Nikki. 

 

4) Environmental opportunities: 

Sustainable land use: Both interviewees see native reversion as a sustainable land use that can be 

used in tandem with other more conventional modes. 

Perception of forestry: Māori have in many instances been ‘burned’ or treated badly by the forestry 

industry in terms of employees losing their jobs and the legacy of environmental degradation, road 

damage and boom and bust cycles of forestry – so there is an opportunity to transition to carbon 

farming using natives or native reversion as an alternative and potentially more lucrative land use than 

exotic timber forestry. 

 

5) Policy opportunities: 

Indigenous carbon credit: Both participants are supportive of a carbon credit variant, which 

acknowledges the mutual benefits of native reversion on Māori land.  

ECFP review: The ECFP was flawed before its latest review, in that funding was exceedingly difficult 

for Māori landowners to access. The former requirements for capital to be paid upfront meant that 

accessing ECFP funding was insurmountable for many capital constrained landowners. Post-review, 

there are still difficulties in accessing ECFP funding in regards to the application process and technical 

requirements however, for the most part, the ECFP is better able to facilitate native forest planting. 

 

6) Institutional opportunities 

Joint ventures: Bryan and Nikki for that matter see a lot of merit in Māori landowners partnering 

together in a form of carbon partnership whereby the technical and regulatory costs are reduced 

upfront, and the risk is spread over a variety of landowners. Bryan sees the future of partnerships in 

areas where multiple revenue streams can be derived. 

Exposure: Both, Bryan and Nikki, see merit in the construction of partnerships between entities that 

would never normally interact with each other. Particularly considering the urban-rural divide, and 

bridging differences between Māori and Pākehā organisations through partnerships with Gull and 

Craigmores. 

Social norms: The success of Nuhiti Q can be hoped to spawn more growth in this area as Māori 

landowners may be more trusting and willing to try different land management practices if they can 

see that there are other similar landowners have had success. Thus, there is an opportunity to ramp 

up the ‘positive story’ of Nuhiti Q and hope that other landowners will follow suit on their degraded 

land at first.  
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Partnerships: Bryan sees merit in continuing the carbon partnerships between private entities and 

Māori landowners on the East Coast. He has been involved in four thus far and sees positive benefits 

for either entity.  

7) Economic opportunities: 

Varied income streams: An opportunity that has been highlighted multiple times is the ability to tap 

into a variety of income streams. The land Nuhiti Q retired is not suited for pastoral farming, so the 

ETS offers a more efficient way to make the land pay, and this can be tied in with other income 

streams: ecotourism (horse trekking, bird watching, tramping, eco-stays/glamping, fishing), 

mānuka/kānuka (honey and oil), etc. 

Nuhiti Q has shown that it is possible to earn good income off an area of land with minimal labour 

inputs but greater returns. Nuhiti Q has opportunities in that they are bringing more areas of the farm 

into the ETS in order to cover potential liabilities incurred if credits cannot be delivered. However, this 

also raises the point of if there is another significant ‘Cyclone Bola-like extreme weather event’ and 

whole swathes of forestry are flattened then they are liable for the loss in carbon. There is also the 

risk Bryan identified earlier of having too many areas of the farm in the ETS and if legislation changes, 

losing income and use of land.  

Contracts: Bryan and Nikki see merit in forward contracts being used as a template into the future. 

This offers two-fold benefits to landowners: (1) the landowner gets certainty that x-amount of money 

is going to be delivered, and (2) they can use this injection of funds to finance necessary infrastructure 

such as large scale fencing in Nuhiti Q’s case. In Bryan’s words, it was ‘…just a matter of the parties 

understanding each other, in that sense the likes of an emitter who’s prepared to tie into some longer 

term agreements with a forest grower, be it commercial or exotic forest or say indigenous reversion. 

Just gives them some time frame security, and some price security I guess’. 

Reversion: When areas of the East Coast are excluded from grazing they are able to revert very quickly 

which gives landowners an economic advantage in comparison with other areas of New Zealand. Many 

landowners will be able to claim a significant back date of credits from 1990 as happened in Nuhiti Q’s 

case. As little capital is expended with reversion, more can be spent on supplementary planting to 

stimulate reversion. Reversion also gives landowners the added benefit of earning income through 

mānuka honey and oil – as reversion on the East Coast is characterised by mānuka invading pasture 

and consolidating relatively quickly before opening up and facilitating the establishment of other 

larger species. 

Wider farm benefits: Bryan and Nikki agree that when degraded land is retired the rest of the land can 

in turn be managed more effectively and intensively, which in Nuhiti Q’s case has improved the overall 

profitability of the land.  

Subsidies: Although public subsidies have not been as easy for landowners to access, Nuhiti Q received 

funding from the ECFP and Nga Whenua Rahui (NWR) in order to assist with fencing. This allowed the 

‘3 projects’ to get underway. This funding was used in turn with upfront capital from Craigmore 

Forestry Ltd. 

Market premium: There is the potential for NZUs generated with indigenous reversion on Māori land 

to earn a market premium (like in Nuhiti’s case whereby Gull paid above the market rate for the 

credits). Whether or not a different carbon credit is introduced or not, if Māori landowners are able 

to market their NZUs effectively, and highlight the cobenefits associated with production of NZUs 
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using indigenous species on Māori land, as shown in Nuhiti Q’s case they should be able to fetch a 

higher price for their NZUs. 

10.  Case study timeline 

Date Event 

July 1987 Ferris family incorporates land and surrounding land blocks creating Nuhiti Q 

November 2009 Nikki Searancke joins Nuhiti Q management committee 

2010 - 2011 
Consultation begins with GDC, MPI and Craigmore Forestry Ltd. regarding 
retirement of eroding areas of coastal land and ECFP funding 

August 2011 – 
February 2012 

‘3 projects’ initiated: 6km fencing project, 70 ha eucalypt plantation, 500 ha 
native reversion entered into the ETS 

February 2012 ETS entry confirmed (44,000 backdated NZU entitlement issued) 

June 2015 32,000 NZUs sold at ~$9.00 

June/July 2016 
Negotiations begin with Gull NZ to forward trade 12,000 NZUs through Carbon 
Match 

July 2016 
Agreement signed between Nuhiti Q and Gull NZ forward selling 12,000 NZUs 
at $18.40 in 6000 NZU instalments in 2017 and 2018 

April 2017 First instalment of 6000 NZUs traded on 30 Apr 2017 

April 2018 Second instalment of 6000 NZUs traded on 30 Apr 2018 
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11.  Contract between Nuhiti Q and Gull NZ 

 


