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Kate Mitcalfe tions are processed on a non-notified basis. Onsential that the interests of the community and
Environmental Lawyer average, a staggering 95% of resource consentthe environment be considered alongside thos
Royal Forest and Bird Protection applications are processed without any opportu- of the developer. In some circumstances, public
Society of NZ Inc nity for public input The level of notification participation enables a compromise to be reache

under the RMA is less than half that which oc- that achieves sustainable management and se
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source Management Act (RMA) creates ‘unnec- Kaiwharawhara bird corridor near Wellington
inties’ The failure of councils to notify resource con- . fing
essary costs, delays, and uncertainties’, but how fy was agreed to by submitters on the basis that dc
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land businesses require fewer resource consentsyine under the Paparoa National Park, creating Despite the numerous barriers to public partici-
under the RMA, than the number of permits re- 4 gignificant risk of subsidence; the farming of pation that already exist, the Resource Manage
quired under environmental legislation in most e glien invasive seaweethdaria pinnatifida ment Amendment Bill, currently before Parlia-

of the ten other countries surveyed. The Report iy \wellington Harbour; and the clearfelling 100ha ment, proposes to reduce public participation
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¢ , . S . , as proposed by the
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compliance costs come from meeting the require- not “directly affected” are excluded from envi-

legislation and only 25% from meeting environ- €SS of deciding whether resource consents shouldronmental decision making processes.

mental standards. Further, the overall compli- Pe granted or refused is more complete, and leadsA recent case in point is the application to dump
ance costs for New Zealand businesses are subl0 better decisions, when others have the oppor-the 117mFrigate Wellingtonin the proposed
stantially below the average compliance costs for tunity to make submissions.” The High Courtin marine reserve area off Wellington's South
the OECD countries surveyed in the Report. ~ Murray v Whakatane District Countiheld that ~ Coast. In spite of the area’s scientific values
the broad right of public participation in envi- (recognised by the Department of Conservatior
The RMA replaced over 50 statutes that dealt onmental decision-making is “based upon a and Victoria University marine scientists), Wel-
with different aspects of environmental manage- siaytory judgment that decisions about resource lington Regional Council granted the resource
ment so all the effects of a proposed activity are management are best made if informed by a consent. Two members of the public appealec
considered together. The RMA is world-leading participative process in which matters of legiti- this decision to the Environment Court — a sci-
in this respect and is frequently used as a guide mate concern under the Act can be ventilated.” entist and a planner. Neither were “directly af-

for other countries considering environmental law } _ fected” by the proposal but both were extremely
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are responsible for making most environmental ¢ess to information, funding, scientific expertise, CPatiNg in RMA processes.
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tivities on the environment. This does not mean awarded against the Save the Sounds - Stop theng public participation may reduce costs to the
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tion to that provided by the applicant. The pub- Manage to hear about and understand a proposal2 Resource Management Act: Annual Survey of
lic can provide expertise or information about Writing a submission can still be a daunting pros-  Local Authorities(1999/2000) Ministry for
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