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SLISTElfIELE e management /5 Immealately
irmggrilled
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an yone incremental change Is Insignificant i

, _
: -/_zjse/ﬁ DUt ar some point In time or space the
accumulation or Insignificant effects becomes

significant.* Gargiulo v Christchurch City Councll
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Nitrerie e sontamination of ground water (eg
(rlnra ury)

_ J#Rgxc Ged groundwater levels and resulting effects
-‘-;:: I availability to existing users and reduced flow
=1 Jowland streams (eg Canterbury red zones)
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s Increased duration of low flows in surface water
¢ Manage the land use or the water use or both?
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jEfiiects based™ ap'prbach can only cope
vszh neividual consents

> Cofks s it process can't cope..difficult to
| _,_lac* ‘Individual consents based on
= —Clmulative effects
ﬁ“;—" '_’.

== A more strategic response Is required
- ® Perception that it Is easier to get the

100th consent than the 1st
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SVACL JJ m sufflc:lently precautionary
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-Emposed restrictions not necessarily
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- -

Trig iz . J.a-—

- ——

VIAOIIEN OOLS Al the a’ef/n/t/on o1 efiects, ar. s 5 .ana.
/IS r///rw ooy 1CSREIEElT m————d
fF'D,OJf/J/A' HES: Of reglona/ councl/s ser out in s 30,
WICICN5 GIEAI POWEN: o, deal Wit cumuiative effects.
/{5 2l ofLL IEStIoN, of Identifying the resource,
WELCYIINANAG LS capacity and then //m/t/ng /s
WEE S0 haL the's 5 obfectives can be met.

=== nlatve effects ma Y be difficult to iaentify in
sfme jastances but | cannot see how a better

— Syistem for aealing with them can be provided.
Whatever the system devised, the same problems
of-dentification and. control will arise.

(Peter Salmon QC)
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i GERIY mg the problem or potentlal
oroolef
= ldent the scope of the resource

——

:-ifigﬂ=~ consensus as to the value based
components

T

“s Determine the actual or likely cause of
effiects

e Determine resource capacity
® Set sustainable limits
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> Deziifl o)l a"thusand' cuts

- lemmf g creep - the thin end of the
WEGGE '(or the bolting horse)

J,[n : eX|st|ng environment argument ("just

e vincey: bit more wont hurt...")
= ,T*ne precedent argument

“® Too much emphasis on proof?
® Precaution or speculation

e Fallure to establish limits in time
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Jruu Tent Infermation upon which to base
JJm s

: : a‘certalnty apout the cause of particular
_‘:-"-'-_-i éﬁ-e CLS
* Proposed limits may not be upheld in the

Environment Court because of the lack of
good science or other uncertainties



- Tr) E_J 1ag petween identification of
i) r‘ oblem and setting limits

==Lk Iag petween a council deciding to
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--;-u:act and achieving operative limits

-® | esser weight can be given to
“untested” limits in proposed plans
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"ﬁf" //cy statements and plans

- oru O19) BjEctivessanuipolicies o priovide clean
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(m-ragr of the plan)
> Ef g | ed precautionary approach

Trie ice)le)e)<

o5 'g assessment criteria

E‘-J dards where appropriate rather than policies
d guidelines

_' Non -complying activities coupled with strong
ebjectives and policies

e \Where justified, prohibited activities with
appropriate exceptions

® Zones ofi prohibition or non-complying activity.
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1\/ImeI1=_ Il flow, minimum levels or
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> Y rl,w ‘*E rates of use

l\z um standards of quality
:-:— 'bse Ilmlts (=108

“eg laupo Nitrates, Rakaia and Rangitata
allecation caps




‘ rce CONSENt Process
\rlar ’ e management
ﬂﬁ, 1V Atories for key resources
EE_Conomlc instruments

~® Review of resource consents

® Trading schemes and guotas (eg Nitrate)
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5~ fonsent level
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s [argely practical, in some cases political
problems...

® Some case for more central Govt
Intervention



VieiertherAct more precautionary?
Sl =CUS _a ck First Schedule process?
l\/Jo eL se of central government tools
‘-mrenmental Protection Authority

°Fast track plans (eg Waitaki Allocation
Board)
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e y Implementation at regional and district

Crizl HerL; e for local authorities to use the tools to fix
al 1e door before the horse bolts

= Dev Iopment of stronger objectives, policies,
== assessment criteria and standards in plans required

E'?#M ore guidance from central government - NPS
Use ofi NES where plans cannot respond in time

e A case for reguiring a more precautionary approach
to potential cumulative effects?

e More central government intervention (but be
careful what you wish for!)
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