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1. Some definitions
* Generally less than 6m deep in Waikato
» Associated with wetlands
* Product of their catchments
» Lake condition is all about land use
* Require integrated management by Territorial Autles &
Regional Councils

Lakes are located at the bottom of their catchmsatheir character and condition is
usually determined by land use in the catchmentms€quently, they need an
integrated management approach by Territorial asgiddal Authorities.

2. Some shallow lake values

» Recreation, public amenity

» Conservation/biodiversity
Flood storage, drainage sink
Water use, food production

This is only a simplified list of values to illuste that, particularly when lakes are
considered together with their catchments, theee mmany potentially conflicting
values. In such cases, policies and rules desigmesipport one value must often
make provision for compromises with conflicting wes.

Moreover, it doesn’t make sense to consider thaesmbf a lake without also taking
into account the values of its catchment. The mmaamagement problems arise
because of conflicts between catchment valuesméeted by one sector of the public
and lake values held by others. Policies needtioess this.

3. Management issues
» Water quantity (shallow=vulnerable)
» Water quality, suspended sediments & temperature
» Aguatic weeds & algae, pest fish
» Catchment land use
» Relative roles of Ministry for the Environment, Ragal Councils,
Territorial Authorities (District & City Councils)

Shallow lakes are vulnerable because they areoshallTheir low storage capacity
makes them particularly susceptible to changes atewquality deriving from
catchment runoff. Summer temperature peaks arariicglar worry as these can
affect the viability of plant, invertebrate andhfipopulations. Catchment land use is
therefore an important factor in lake condition atability.



Because of the difficulties of managing such poédigt unstable systems, policies
should aim to keep all management options opehifgr value lakes — including the
option of raising water levels in the future. THias obvious implications for
Territorial Authorities when considering subdivisiapplications, esplanade takes and
setback distances for lakeside buildings and r@pdi@ouncils have not been good at
anticipating future needs — they have been reacétleer than proactive — and have
actually lost management options as a result.

Lk Serpentine North — catchment land use
influences lake characteristics

Lake Serpentine North is one of the best exangflespeat lake, as the water body is
completely surrounded by deep peat. However,dke is several metres shallower
than it used to be and intensive farming is causiiegperipheral peat to compact and
oxidise. The lake level is now fixed by a weirt Iutrients continue to flow into the

lake from farming activities. Note the mob-stoakim the foreground, pugging the

soil. Surface runoff from this paddock is inter@epby a drain which runs straight
towards the lake.

To sustainably manage this lake a buffer of attlé@®m would be needed, but the
cost is restricting - agricultural land prices aegy high. Nor are farmers necessarily
willing to sell, as retiring land can potentiallffect farm viability. Moist land near
lakes is also valuable for summer grazing, whehdmgnineral ground is dry.

4. Central government
» No national policies or guidelines since RMA (1991)
 Management devolved to RAs & TAs, but MfE makesnsigisions
on Regional Policy Statements (RPSs)
» MIfE State of Environment reports (1997, 2007)
» Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environme@rdwing for
Good” report 2004



The role of central government, the Ministry foretlEnvironment, is simply to
administer the RMA and ensure that Councils comylh its requirements by, for
instance, making submissions, as necessary, onRiegfonal Policy Statements. The
government of the day (early 90s — and since) @ecitiat the MFE would play a
passive, or advocacy, role in environmental manag¢énand consequently, until
recent changes in government environmental policgre have been no national
policies or guidelines issued by the MFE to whicbu@cils were required to give
effect. The OECD has been calling for us to iniiel national environmental
policies and standards for well over 10 years, beither National nor Labour
delivered until 2008, by which time the RMA has &@e almost impossible to
administer adequately.

The MfE has also released two important environaleeports: the highly acclaimed
“State of New Zealand's Environment, 19@nd its upgrade in 2007. The 1997
report expressed some concern about several asfetis state of the environment
but, as it was not a statutory document, there wadising in it that imposed a formal
compliance requirement on Councils or landownerge Excellent 2004 report
“Growing for Good from the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Eamiment rang
alarm bells, particularly regarding land-use intkcetion and water quality, even
more loudly but, again, it was not a statutory @pldocument, so there was no
urgency to enact legislation (or institute othardlogovernment measures) to address
the increasing scale of environmental problems withwater bodies.

5. The Resource Management Act 1991

* Not prescriptive, provides no accountability

* General policy framework within which regional caius and
territorial authorities operate and set specifimagement policies
and rules

* eg: s.5“..promotes the sustainable management of natural &
physical resourceswhilst avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any
adverse effects of activities on the environment

* eg: s.6 ‘.preservation of natural character of...lakes ...&
margins...from inappropriate subdivision, use andetigyment”

» Lack of adequate statutory provision for mediati@ther than the
Environment Court.

The Water and Soil Conservation Act, 1967, wasquigsve in nature and it was
replaced in 2001 by the Resource Management Adthnis not. Under the RMA,
on-the-ground management responsibility, includimg setting of Rules, is devolved
to the Regional and Territorial Authorities. Heydies a problem: the RMA provides
no accountability — there is nothing to measureghiagainst — no base levels.
Councils themselves can independently interpretym@inthe more general RMA
policies and decisions are often taken at a palitic planning level, with short time-
perspectives. There has been too much reliance@laming-based, rather than
science-based and longer-term solutions to problems



The mandate for, as well as the responsibilitiedha regional and local councils is
encapsulated in sections 5 and 6 of the RMA, balh €ouncil interprets the vaguer
terms (eg ‘inappropriate’) in these policies qudeparately, using a variety of
appropriate (for them) solutions. Of major concerrthe extent to which Councils
have used the expensive Environment Court, ratieer kess formal, non-adversarial
means to resolve disputes.

Another source of concern in the implementationhef RMA has been the selective
application of the clause requiring the treatmenadaverse effects. This has clearly
not been applied adequately or consistently ineespf drainage or runoff effects
resulting from farming in shallow lake catchments.

6. The planning context
* Resource Management Act

Regional Policy Statement — policies

Regional Plan —
Policies
Strategies
Rules (discretionary/non-discretionary)
Guidelines etc (non-statutory)

Long-Term Council Community Plan

‘Affected parties’ & agencies with advocacy roles

All Regional Councils are required, by the MfE, psoduce Regional Policy

Statements, in which they present their policigsefovironmental management. The
Rules which give effect to the policies are laid outhe Regional Plan. Regional
Plans are not required by the MfE, but almost &lthe regional councils produce
them anyway. Discretionary rules require a resowmasent and non-discretionary
ones (‘permitted activities’) do not.

A policy, rule or management activity may be cotgdsby anyone likely to be

directly affected by it. This is an essential dematic provision, but it is also one

reason why Plan changes and authorisation of newlalgments and management
activities can be very slow. Councils thereforeechéo be very perceptive in

anticipating future needs so that, for exampleislagon to protect shallow lakes is
not delayed by ‘due process’.

Agencies such as the Department of Conservationientdave statutory advocacy
(advisory) responsibilities with regard to the matenvironment (eg all water bodies)
even beyond the boundaries of their own land hgklinOther organisations
frequently involved as affected parties are the @Rdyorest and Bird Protection
Society, New Zealand Fish and Game, Federated farne¢c. However, affected
parties have vested, and often conflicting, intsreand it is therefore up to the
regional and territorial authorities to establighligges within which it is possible to
achieve a fair and reasonable balance between tessed interests. The continued
deterioration of the Waikato’s shallow lakes suggdsat these policies have not been
adequate to do this.



A strategy is a ‘long-term action plan for achiayia goal’ — it specifies the way in
which policies will be implemented. In a ‘Messdgem the Chair and the CEO’ in
the 2006 LTCCP, Environment Waikato stated its gangolicy on land-use
management:...the Regional Plan takes an essentially ‘deregdatapproach...’.
This was despite the dire findings of the Commissicfor the Environment’s 2004
Growing for Goodreport and EW’s own finding thafarms...compliance with
important regulations was not nearly as good ashibuld be’ The strategy of ‘softly,
softly’-an educational approach — has not beeragang success.

7. Policy examples: Regional Plan, Water Module3.2.3
» Policy 1:Manage all water bodies to enable a range of waiss
activities, whilst ensuring anet improvement in water
guality...over time...
» Policy 3:...preservenatural character of lakes...& protect...from
Inappropriate use & development

These are examples of two policies from the Envirent Waikato Regional Plan.
Note that both policies contain terms which neede¢odefined by the rules. It is
normal for policies to be a little vague, because makes it easier for them to be
achievable. A good policy is one that is achiegalinplemented by enforceable
rules and achievable within a specified timeframe.

In Policy 1, the council has committed itself tchigwing a ‘net improvement’ in
water quality and the way in which this improvemenll be measured should be
explained in the rules. Not only is the concepnhet improvement’ poorly defined,
but the 2007 Waikato RPS Evaluation concluded thatpolicy objectives had not
been met. Not a good sign, when even a vagueypwdicnot be implemented.

Policy 3 is taken almost verbatim from s.6 of théAR but three vague terms still
need to be defined before its effectiveness caasbessed.

8. Management of the catchment
* TAs issue Resource Consents (Land Use)
» Concerned with land development, public amenity
* TAs do not address farming runoff or land-use istication
* In general, TAs lack expertise in natural charaatenservation,
soils, lake management

Management of a lake catchment is shared by thermalgand the territorial
authorities, with the TAs administering land usé @ablic amenity. However, land
use consents do not address issues such as dogtrafjricultural runoff; most
drainage issues are dealt with by the RCs. Als@eneral, staff dealing with soils,
scientific issues and natural history are genedaltated in regional councils. Some
District Councils (such as Waipa) give greater aegrgition to conservation/heritage
issues, although the emphasis is still mainly dolipiamenity and recreation values.



Liming near riparian zone of Lk Ngaroto

Lake Ngaroto has high contact recreation valueg. (@ating). It is managed by

Waipa District Council and has had its own Managanf®an for over 10 years.

Despite this, it frequently has blue-green backdni@oms, which can cancel boating
events. There are no rules restricting intensarening in the immediate catchment
and heavy liming is shown above, adjacent to tharian zone and visitor boardwalk.
In fact, liming is occurring well within the ecolmgl (as opposed to the cadastral)
boundary of the lake, if 5/10-year weather extrearesconsidered. By attempting to
manage a lake within artificial cadastral boundgriasing average water levels,
sustainability becomes near impossible.

9. Territorial Authorities and lake management

* Do not usually address riparian management

» May take esplanade reserves for public access ologcal
enhancement during the subdivision process.

» Concerned only with public access lakes, eg Hakaheakoutu,
Ngaroto, Serpentine

» To date, District Plans have not been specificalyuired to give
effect to the RPS, but the RMA does make cleariprav for this
to happen in order to ensure compliance with thie Ac

Territorial Authorities do not usually get involvetirectly in lake or riparian zone
management, unless there is a public amenity issuejth Lakes Hakanoa (Waikato
District Council), Te Koutu (Waipa District Councibr Rotoroa (Hamilton City

Council). However, the 1992 Waipa Draft Distri¢a® (Rule 2.4.3) went further than
this and required “protection of peat lakes and gmar..(and) no

activity...which...alters the hydrologic regimeor. discharges any nutrient-rich
substances into the catchment of any peat lakelmifable policy, but not achievable
without the direct involvement of the Regional Coiin Also ‘discharge’ needs



defining to confirm (or otherwise) that it refers both point- and non-point source
discharges.

Although the RMA makes provision (s.229) for espld® reserves having an
ecological enhancement role, because esplanadéligstaent is a Territorial
Authority responsibility, they are generally onaken from a subdivision when public
access is necessary or desirable. Failure to gtterbecological value out of
esplanade reserves is an issue which needs umgasitieration now that subdivisions
are so widespread and water quality is a verydpitt Indeed, there is also provision
in the RMA for esplanades to be wider than 20 nsetdeut there has been
considerable resistance on the part of both Cosiraeitl landowners to consider this
option. This is also regrettable, as many lakesdmaach better buffering of their
ecological boundaries. Esplanade policies of [ustfiouncils vary; Waikato District
Council, for instance, only takes esplanades frabdwisions of less than 4ha, and
only where public access is a relevant issue. Walstrict Council, on the other
hand, in its 1993 Draft Strategic Plan, declaredvauld “...establish and secure
esplanade reserves around 13 peat lakes by 20mét golicy was presumably
irrespective of subdivision applications occurring)

So considering that wise catchment management imgortant for shallow lakes, it
is more than a little odd that, for 17 years, fgstPlans have not been required to
give effect to the RPS (although in some respéwty have done so). The MfE did
not have to suggest this: the RMA has always hadigion for this to happen, but the
Regional Council has not required this to happeainiy because the Regional Plan
has so few Rules to support its own catchment nmanagt policies and this lack of
strong direction meant that TAs had little to gpeactical effect to! Nor do TAs
usually have the facilities or personnel to implatitée RP policies themselves.

10. Waipa Peat Lakes and Wetlands Accord

* Waipa District Council, Environment Waikato, Demaent of
Conservation, Auckland/Waikato Fish & Game, NgaaTaopu O
Walipa

* To align the activities of management agencies wherking with
landowners, tangata whenua and interested pattesrds the
restoration and enhancement of the lakes and vdstlam the
Waipa District

» Waipa District Peat Lakes and Wetlands booklet

The Waipa District Council is more active in lakmanagement than most territorial
authorities, but then it has more lakes (at le@§tian most. The District Council set
up the Waipa Heritage Council to help ensure coaden and maintenance of
heritage features and the Manager Heritage Devedaprand Reserves Planning
(Tony Roxburgh) coordinates Council management rastbration activities in the
lakes area; a 23-page booklet is available desgyithie Waipa peat lakes. However,
in a report to the Biodiversity Council in Augusd@B, Tony Roxburgh expressed
concern that progress in achieving protection er lakes has recently taken a step
backwards. The reasons are firstly the soaringepof land and the unwillingness of



most farmers to accept purchase or incentive defédsed by the Council for land
adjacent to reserves which, if retired, would iase lake buffering. Also land
adjacent to lake/wetland reserves is more valudbteng a dry summer than good
productive pasture. It would be helpful to see samal farm economics figures to
support farmer’s perceived value of wetland pastuespecially compared with lake
management costs related to farming inputs to dkesl Reasonable compensation
can then be negotiated.

Secondly, Roxburgh observes that most peat lakes slaown continued decline in
water quality and that there are no rules eithetrotling fertiliser application in peat
lake catchments, or requiring landowners to marfage runoff prior to discharge
from their properties. There is almost total reti@mpon voluntary adoption of ‘best
land management practices’ and only a proportidiamhers respond in this way.

So policies adopted by the regional and territoaathorities which are aimed at
restoring or enhancing peat lakes simply have ethteo achieve their objectives in
the face of powerful economic drivers.

The Waikato District Council, which also administer number of lake catchments, is
currently considering the merits of some sort ofitragency agreement along the
lines of the Waipa Accord.

Lake Te Koutu — an urban shallow lake with
problems

Lake Te Koutu, Cambridge, is not a peat lake, bdbes have high recreational and
aesthetic values, with walkways and picnic arebsfortunately it is very shallow
and cannot easily be deepened, because of the lematien of peripheral tracks.
During the summer, high water temperatures favéwe-ggreen bacterial blooms and
there are frequent avian botulism outbreaks ambegower-large duck population.
Management effectiveness is an issue of cost ®¥\hipa District Council.



11. Waikato Regional Council
» Resource consents for water use
» Responsibility for lakes and lake beds
* Only limited influence over riparian zone & erosiprone land
» Limited control over point-source discharges, lttielover diffuse
discharges
* Make submissions to notified land-use & subdivisi@arings
* Project Watershed

Even though regional councils have statutory resiiity for the management of
most shallow lakes and for issuing water use cdss#émeir degree of control over the
riparian zone depends upon land ownership and theee not many effective
restrictions that TAs can impose on private landtlie purpose of lake management.
Diffuse discharges (non-point surface and groundiatnoff), for instance, can only
be tackled through voluntary land-use agreemerdseaen point-sources discharges
such as farm drains can only be targeted withouddener cooperation if the water
quality is lower than that of the lake.

Erosion prone land is not adequately managed byspegific policy or rule at present,
although the RMA (s.30) does require RCs to marsgls for ‘soil conservation
purposes’. The current LTCCP promises:exclusion of stock from erosion-prone
areas such as steep hillsides and riparian areasl dhe completion of soil
conservation measures such as tree planting ansi@nacontrol structures’but there
are still no regulatory teeth attached to thisgoli

RCs can only have input into land-use consent eajpdins if they are publicly
notified and if the regional council makes a forrealbmission.

None of this is very satisfactory. It means thatgpess towards lake improvements
to date has been pretty slow.

However, in 1999, EW established the Waikato Ri€atchment Services Project
(‘Project Watershed’), to address issues of floodtgrtion, soil conservation and
river management. In doing so, the Waikato Regid@alincil formally recognised
the obvious: that the ultimate responsibility foe tmanagement of flood protection
rests with EW and not with the territorial auth@st By the same token, EW is
assuming responsibility for land-use managememtrder to give effect to its RMA
responsibilities for shallow lake management. €&b)Vatershed therefore overlaps
with the ‘Clean Streams’ Project (see later). W @ow ten years down the track
with this facet of Project Watershed and theresiget a long way to go.
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Stream fenced under Clean Streams
Accord, but erosion potential remains

This stream (out of picture, lower left) has beencked to exclude stock under the
Clean Streams Accord, a partnership with Envirortrivéaikato. However, of greater

concern, but not covered by the Accord, is the liyighosion-prone steepland outside
the fencing, which is heavily grazed by a largedharheifers. Nor does the fencing
restrict nutrient runoff. The Cleans Streams Adcorgently needs a ‘Phase 2’ to
address these issues — perhaps by comparing fasnoreecs with the community

cost of erosion and nutrient runoff and coming uphwa compensation deal, as
appropriate.

12. Management role of iwi
* |wi policies
* Treaty of Waitangi
» Consultation as part of the Resource Consent atiglic process

Iwi groups have their own policies regarding larsgt,umany of which arise from the
Treaty of Waitangi provisions. Iwi Management Rlgasually dealing with natural
resources or customary use) must be taken intauatty local authorities when they
preparing Plans or making changes to them. Iwgnsif' is required for most

resource consent applications, particularly thdseting, or potentially affecting, the
natural environment or aspects of Treaty claimdesaents.

A problem often faced by resource consent applcatdentifying which iwi (or
iwis) has jurisdiction over the area in question,ilikely to be an affected party
through knock-on effects of a development or mameayg proposal. Some iwi
boundaries are clear and some are disputed orapverlNevertheless, the iwi
consultation process is a critically important pafricatchment management and iwi
policies ought to be better integrated within logal’ernment policies and Plans (see
settlement and co-management process later).
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13. Effectiveness of policies to date
» Lake management policies have not worked well
* RMA overwhelmed
» There has been a lack of consistency across thetrgoand poor
integration of management policies and activitieary scale
* There is a continuing decline in freshwater quality
* Poor management of diffuse discharges

Lakes management has not been very effective ta dalhere are no strong policies
and rules are inadequate to facilitate rapid pmgyr®uring the 1990s there were two
phases of land-use intensification and we are natweasing another, much more
extensive phase. Because of inadequate polidedlos lake condition declined
during the 90s. There are some indications frocemeEW lake monitoring that there
may be early trends in water quality improvementvio or three lakes, but it is
uncertain whether this has been brought aboutdgl government policies.

RMA procedures have worked quite well for site-sfi@consents, such as a house or
a point-discharge, but have proved inadequatedmiler context of landscape scale
and, in particular, in dealing with rapid growthtive housing and agricultural sectors.
Agricultural output has increased by over 50% sittee RMA was introduced on
1991, and cows have increased in number by at teast In dealing with this, and
with impacts on the natural environment and biodiig, Council management tools
have proved to be cumbersome, slow and costly.

The current LTCCP states thd&&W is a leading advocate for sustainable agricrétu
which ensures that we don’t pollute our streamsdamage our region’s soils’
Unfortunately, the policy of ‘deregulated managethém date has not only been
inadequate to prevent deterioration of soil andewedsource quality, it leaves us in a
pretty hopeless position to deal with the curraptia rate of expansion of intensive
dairying and widespread subdivision developments.

In addition, collaboration between key catchmennaggment agencies has been
poor. It is not good enough to simply involve thenthe implementation of regional
policies: they need to be directly involved in thevelopment of these policies. The
lack of integration is most obvious with RegionaldaDistrict Plans, but agencies
such as iwi, DOC, farming bodies, etc also havéeczs.

14. Poor soil management

* Increases flash-runoff rates, decreases runofuéeqy, increases
evaporative losses

* Increases nutrient losses and erosion rates

» Decreases soil carbon and reduces denitrificateryial

» Chemical agriculture & high stocking rates destregd biota &
soil structure

 Nitrification inhibitors do not reduce land-usednsity
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* ‘Deregulated approach’ to land-use managementnatlimprove
soil health

A lot of the problems facing shallow lakes, paraly small ones, derive from the
spectacular mis-management of catchment soils,cedlyeduring the past 15-20
years. Heavily used pastures and manicured slopesly increase the rate at which
runoff discharges, taking nutrients and soil withHowever, runoff frequency is low,
because agricultural soils have high evaporatigeds. This means that for much of
the year soil water is too diminished to providagarative cooling and the soil heats
up, damaging soil physical structure and biota us tfurther diminishing the soil’s
capacity to regulate water supplies and contrdi@date transfer to lakes.

Worse than that, intensive landuse ‘burns off’ #wl carbon, especially when
nitrogen levels are high, reducing denitrificatioapacity and increasing nutrient
mobility to groundwater (or surface losses). Aagumetre of healthy soil has about
half a kilogram of microbial biomass, but an ovextieel, overfertilised, compacted
soil can soon lose 90% of this. Spectacular los$e®il carbon occur around peat
lakes (see earlier).

Nitrogen inhibitors have the potential to improwgtiliser use efficiency, but they
will not reduce stocking density, so even if theguce N runoff to lakes by 50%,
50% of ‘a lot" may be still ‘too much’ for maintaing a healthy lake. Policies are
usually vaguer than even using ‘percentage impreves

As the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environm@MC) declared, with
abundant supporting evidence, in 2004, we needaeaddgm shift’ in agricultural
practice, because much of the present form of alfui@ is simply unsustainable.
The shallow lakes are at the end of the chainpbowf the catchment — starved of
water and sinks for nutrients and sediment — arml ghallowest are already
unhealthily warm because they have too little water

If this isn’t enough to raise concerns, don't fdreat human-induced overheating of
soils is part of our contribution to global (andeof also local) climate change. The
evaporation of water from damp soils or vegetapaduces a cooling effect; without
it, soil structure is damaged, its microfauna androbial components incapacitated
or destroyed and the extra heat load is radiatéd the atmosphere, where it
accelerates drought conditions. Wherever possih&ntaining evaporative cooling
processes through soil and catchment managemect @i tree planting) is wise
management. True, it can be done through irrigatiout that creates its own
problems (like where does the water come from); ghmary measures should be
taken on-site.

Landowners cannot handle this paradigm shift ilese management alone. Local
Government needs to plan for a system of incentigelsring this about. Shallow
lakes will benefit more from this than any amouhtrmelake restoration (‘fambulance
at the bottom of the catchment).
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15. Prospects for the future — MfE direct involvemat
» Water Programme of Action 2003
Improve quality & efficient use of fresh water
Improve management of undesirable effects of las&l on
water quality

The Ministry for the Environment started to takenare active approach towards
environmental management of freshwaters when fitired its Water Programme of
Action in 2003. The scope of this programme israf by these two policies. They
are very general, but their main intent is cledrey need now to be supplemented by
other more specific policies and plans, particylatllocal government level.

16. MfE: a relevant National Policy Statement
* NPS for Freshwater Management
Incl: “District Plans give effect to RPS
* NES:Measurement of Water Take
* NES:Ecological Flows and Water Levels
o 25yr time frame for NPS

The Water Programme for Action has this year preduthe first National Policy

Statement on Freshwaters and, although it is vgguetded, one of its most valuable
policies is to require a District Plan to give efféo the Regional Policy Statement.
The NPS is still out for public submissions, bupéfully it can be formally adopted

soon in 2009 and the process of translating it iagponal and local policies and rules
can be implemented much more quickly than has bleemorm for environmental

legislation to date. It certainly has implicatiofsr shallow lake management,
although they are not specifically mentioned.

There are, of course, risks both in not acting, emonplementing the NPS. Risks
associated witlmot acting include further degradation of water qyalith increasing
land-use intensification, lack of integration betne freshwater and land-use
management, etc. The main risk associated withleimgnting the NPS is that
Councils may not have the resources to addresadtgional work required by the
NPS and also that, because the NPS is vaguely dofdeuncils may choose to
interpret their existing RPS and plans to be sattsty, even when they are not.
Auditing may be necessary and an independent Emwiental Protection Agency is a
strong contender for fulfilling this role.

The two National Environmental Standards are aimetVater Takes and shallow
lakes are deliberately excluded from the proposeddards, because they are not
considered to be a significant source of water dostractors (see p 25 of NPS),
although Section 7 of the NPS does recognise lakeswetlands as a gap and a
‘priority area in which work is needed’.

In fact, shallow lakes and wetlands need to be dgitbuinto the National

Environmental Standard on Ecological Flows. Shallakes may not be a significant
source of water for economic abstraction, but stdlyneed to be protected from high
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‘diffuse water usage’ by farming and subdivisionmtounities, so that there are
always reliable base-flows to maintain aquatic aetland ecologies.

17. Prospects for the future: the Regional Council
* EW report:Condition of rural water and soil in Waikato Region
2008.
» Dairying & Clean Streams Accord 2002
Policy: Sustainable dairy farming
Targetsincl. Exclusion of stock from waterways
* Concern over international perceptions & implicasiofor dairy
farming and tourism

Although there have been authoritative accounts @pirts of the deteriorating
condition of our shallow lakes for well over 10 y®anone of them imposed any
actual obligation on regional or local authorittesfix the problems urgently and so,
at best, appropriate policies and rules only amguka&ery slowly. The release of
EW’s own technical reportCondition of rural water and soil in the Waikato ¢Ran
2008, on the other hand, appearing in the same yeareaBl®8, has introduced a
new and much overdue measure of urgency to regemalonmental management
and a realisation that current statutory toolsimaeequate for an appropriate response.

The alternative approach to enforcement throughe®kig to encourage voluntary
efforts to improve water quantity and quality prbk in the region. This is the
approach which Environment Waikato has chosen ke &nd it is typified by the
Dairying and Clean Streams Accord, non-binding 10-year agreement, signed in
2002 by the Ministry for the Environment, Regior@buncils and Fonterra. The
Accord’s over-arching policy issustainable dairy farmingbut the degree to which
economic sustainability incorporates environmergiastainability is only vaguely
addressed.

Environment Waikato supports the Accord througl3.4.5 of its RPS, specifically
Policy 3: ‘Ensure that the adverse effects of land use onrveptality and aquatic
habitats are avoided, remedied or mitigated” However, this policy is only
implemented by ‘a mix of education, advocacy andical — there are no specific,
enforceable rules. Moreover, much of the emphaasssbeen on mitigation and this
has tended to lead to a ‘mitigation culture’ whabbes not focus on fixing the root
causes of environmental problems which lead tonged for mitigation activities in
the first place. Even s. 3.9.4 of EW’s Proposedi&®l Plan, which aims to build on
the RPS policy direction supporting the Accord,dsyablishing a contestable fund to
facilitate streamside enhancement, is a purely ntaly measure and it doesn't
mention lakes (although it could be argued that ihelusion is implied).

Consequently, although the Clean Streams Accortistita are impressive (187
projects approved in the Waikato), the reality assl so. Uptake of the funding
support options by farmers has been low and mageqis have only addressed the
minimum goal (3-metre strip excluding stock fromteravays). There is no provision
for on-going maintenance support and only 15% omé&s have opted for the
recommended add-on of riparian planting, which ecba the ability of the riparian
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zone to cope with erosion and particulate runofy. &@ntrast, Horizons Regional
Council offers to organise manage and fund ripap&nting, thus improving the
effectiveness of their policies under the Cleae&trs Accord.

And what if we don’t improve our ‘clean and greanage — and quickly? The recent
draft NPS estimates that a tarnished image, agpert by international markets and
visitors, could cost the dairying industry up to08% per annum with maybe an
impact of $1B on the tourist industry. These arebpbly minimal estimates if

medium-term damage to soils is taken into consiaera

18. Some challenges for policies
« The RPS is vaguely worded: need to define
“appropriate”, "inappropriate”, “avoid further degralation”, etc
» Achieve balance between cultural, ecological, enunc& social
goals
» To achieve tiet improvemefit should different water management

standards be set for lakes in different use categf®r

The RPS is vaguely worded and key terms need takefully defined in appropriate
contexts. Achieving a balance between often-comg@ejoals is a requirement of the
National Policy Statement, but achievingappropriate balance must involve giving
priority to long-term goals, particularly environntal and ecological ones, if there is
to be any real hope of tlseistainablemanagement of shallow lakes. The RPS policy
is ‘achieving net improvement’; the NPS requirewiftamable water quality in all
lakes which are supposed to be swimmable’. Fbeepolicy to be achievable within

a reasonable timeframe, lakes must be categorskgraoritised for attention.

In 1994, Murray & Swaffield (NZ Geographer, 50:Xgicted thatRegional policy
statements...will require a sufficient degree of gelitg in order to enable
potentially conflicting local interests to reachragment in principle’ How true this
has proved to be! In fact, in the Waikato, thesufficient degree of generality has
been very much to the detriment of the natural remvnent in general and shallow
lakes in particular.

19. Some challenges for policy implementation

» Strategies are long-term, but they need short-terfastones to
validate them

* Need to better manage land use (& clean-green imaget also
address landowner needs.

» Better integration of land and water managementmiey,
especially near riparian zones

 Compliance monitoring often difficult & expensiveeg most
significant runoff events are episodic
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A policy which aims for net improvement (by a spied date) can be achieved by
improving the condition of some lakes but not asheilhis means prioritising lakes
for attention. The relative need for attentiore(itonservation need’can be based
upon scientific interest, a need to restore ecoldgquilibrium, a need to mitigate the
effects of economic development, etc. Howeverhdake with a ‘need’ will have a
relative ‘conservation worth’ (naturalness, biodiversity, recreational value,).etc
Those ranking highest for ‘worth’ should then bsessed for relativeeonservation
potential’ (hydrological status, unwanted nutrient inputs,i@ghbility of biodiversity
targets). The overall strategy can now have aefbkevmilestones, as prioritised lakes
are targeted first. The greatest challenge, thoughhow to give priority to
conservation or recreation values where land valreshigh and farming usage is
intensive.

Catchments of highly valued lakes need to be betteraged for run-off water quality
and sustainability of the soil resource, whilstoatecognising the production and
economic realities of farming operations. Inteigrabf regional and district planning
objectives is essential and greater use of landowmentives, such as rates relief,
should be considered.

Compliance monitoring is specified in policy buts both difficult and expensive,
especially since it must be in place for all sigiaiht runoff events. Most nutrient
runoff and soil erosion occurs during relativelyeraepisodic events and policies can
only be implemented if this is recognised in larsgplanning.

Clean Streams fencing. Winter flood level
4-6m higher than at present.

Clean Streams fencing to exclude stock from a weter However, this is only a
very basic level of protection for the stream, lolagpon its summer water level. The
fence is far above the stream in the foreground tm@revent erosion or to restrict
farm nutrient runoff, but as a safety measure wv@nt stock from falling on steep
terrain. On the other hand, centre left (distam®, fence is located only just beyond
the minimum 3m distance from the stream, becausegtbund slope, though still
very erosion-prone, is not dangerous for stockesghslopes are, in fact, the scoured
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banks formed by winter flood-flows, which regulangach 4-6metres above the
summer stream level.

There is an urgent need to put stream and lake geament on a more sustainable
basis, by acknowledging that most erosion and enitniunoff occurs during major

and extreme weather events. Management of therahatandscape cannot be
effective if it is based only upon average measerdsm Engineers regularly use
20/50-year return periods in flood-control planningr in specifying set-back

distances for buildings near water-bodies in subgtim applications: why not also in

erosion and nutrient control and setting realistiological boundaries for shallow
lakes? In the above illustration, even annual \waglkr levels are not used in the
fencing formula.

20. LTCCP: some achievable policies?

» 1. Develop indicators of ecological health for #hal lakes (by
June 2008)

e 2. Public access to lakes and rivers and their msurgill have
increased (by 2016)

3. Percentage of lakes ...meeting recreational wajeality
standards remaining the same or increasing (by)2016

» 4. Recognise full impacts of non-point source comtation...(and)
sources...will have reduced (by 2016)

» 5. Fair and equitable allocation of water in alltevabodies (‘goal’
for 2016)

The operative Long Term Council Community Plan &asimber of policies relevant
to the management of shallow lakes:

Although the most important indicators of ecologideralth (hydrology, depth,

nutrients, catchment land-use intensity) have bselh enough known for over 10

years to prompt urgent management action (whichn’hdmppened), EW is now

compiling a comprehensive database, with eachriakieed for various parameters of
status and condition. This will enable tasks tgberitised.

Policy 2 is easily achievable, because objectivesiat quantified and Policy 3 is not
very helpful, because it doesn’'t promise anythixgept maintaining recreational
standards for the mere 15-20% of the Waikato lakaesently ’recreational’

(swimmable? What water quality standards are requor recreational hunting...?!).

The impacts of diffuse-source pollution are knovawrand ‘knowing more’ will not,
in itself, contribute towards mitigation measurefReduced’ is not quantified, so
there is no challenge.

Policy 4 is almost certainly unachievable, becafseand equitable’ means different

things to different classes of stakeholder. Fatance, the depths of all peat lakes
have been reduced and many are now too shallowetecblogically sustainable.
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Quantities and durations of water flows to lakesehanodified lake ecologies and
lake-level setting has reduced, or potentially oedl) the extent of riparian zones.

21. Policies that work

* Must be achievable and within a specified time ffam

 More attention should be paid to translating intorkable
strategies & upgrading as soon as they clearly rieed

» Plan changes need to be quicker, often even pireeact

« More emphasis on correcting basic problems and less
compromise & mitigation ‘solutions’

» Better feedback to public on progress towards mgedolicies

» Policies supported by a good mix of penaltied incentives

» Better cooperation between management agenciesfeetied
integration of catchment management policies.

If policies are to be more precisely worded so thatpose, goals and benefits are
more obvious, they must be revisited regularly apdraded as necessary, especially
if they are not working as well as originally intksd. A major deficiency of the
present system is that Plan changes take too lohgy-do not keep up with economic
developments and therefore cannot control thems i§respecially true of the pace of
subdivision development and dairying conversioneene the need for policies to
control such developments should have been antédpa

The RMA policy of ‘...avoid, remedy or mitigate’ haseated a ‘mitigation culture’
among land-use planners and managers, becausearois@rand mitigation is easier
than fixing the problem or avoiding it. This cukuhas to be heavily regulated if
significant long-term improvements in shallow lakasndition are to be achieved.
There is still an important role for mitigation agies, but they should no longer be
the automatic first choice in catchment and watanagement conflicts. Mitigation is
for where remedies or avoidance are impossible nappropriate.  Similarly,
compromise is not a desirable option as all Wailshtallow lakes have already been
compromised, many several times over.

Policies must be seen to be fair to (and by) glitimate stakeholders and this means
more provision needs to be made for public feedlatkhe progress being made
towards meeting policy goals. This has, in genemat been well done to date.
Policies should also be supported by a good migesfalties and incentives, so that
landowners feel themselves to be part of the swiutiather than part of the problem.

A major deficiency of shallow lakes managementges and plans to date has been
the lack of integrated effort by, or at least theonsistency of cooperation between,
the various management agencies (MfE, Regionallisttict Councils, iwi, DOC,
Federated Farmers, Fonterra, etc). If tangiblgmess is to be made towards lakes
restoration, catchments must be recognised as ‘geanacosystems’, not as a loose
collection of fiefdoms with quite separate purposes
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22. Policy examples: RP s.3.7.4.5-6

» 5. Statutory levels set for specified lak&aut:
Minimum levels based only on existing ones
Gives false sense of security especially for [adats

» 6. Drainage within 200m of a listed lake requiresegource
consent.But:
Only applies to listed wetlands & difficult toferce

* Rules developed 10yr ago and only recently fullgraponal

These two examples illustrate policy limitatiortse heed for public feedback, regular
policy revision, and more rapid implementation afportant policies and rules.
S.3.7.4.5 has resulted in the installation of dutleirs on several shallow lakes,
which fix minimum levels for the lakes. Howevehese levels are based only on
existing lake levels and do not necessarily reprtesscommended ecological levels.
In this sense level-setting tends to impart a faleese of security — that the lake
hydrology is now ‘safe’. In many cases this is @ynnot true, because all of the
Walikato shallow lakes have had their levels lowesigdificantly over recent decades
and many are now too shallow to have long-term iligh- or to sustain healthy,
natural aquatic ecosystems.

S.3.7.4.6 applies only to those wetlands listedhe operative Regional Plan and
drainage compliance is notoriously difficult to erde.

The most sobering observation, though, is thatetlws rules, and the policies which
gave rise to them, have taken nearly 10 years ¢torbe fully operational. In fact,

policy review is already well overdue just afterplementation. It is difficult to

believe that a Council can be serious about swtdity if systems as delicate as
shallow lakes are managed in such a tentativetdtiegj way. It is acknowledged that
making progress through a political minefield idfidult, but the longer-term

implications for not moving more quickly are worse.
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Lk Maratoto — Level set, but too low.
Deep peat in foreground

Lake Maratoto is a high-profile conservation lakeaturing in the top three for
Regional and District Councils and the Departmdr€anservation. The brown area
is all managed under a National Trust covenant|ake is over 7 metres deep and it
has its own management plan. However, managersesitlli not sustainable. The
northern boundary (left centre) is farmed to tHeeladge, the outlet weir is set over a
metre too low to support wetland vegetation thraughmost of the covenanted block,
and all the intensive farmland in the foregroundnsdeep peat, which is subsiding at
about 30-40mm per year. Although the lake itselihigood condition, with perhaps
70% of its original depth still intact, managemenstill only as effective as the least
secure feature.

23. Policy example: water allocation
e Policy 2 (RP): (paraphrasefuality of discharge should not be
worse than that of the receiving water body.
e Usually only maintainstatus quowhere receiving body is already
of low quality — no incentive to improve quality k#ceiving water

This policy also tends to feed the ‘mitigation cudt, because it is no more than a
holding operation to try to ensure that the cooditf a receiving water body doesn’t
get any worse. If the receiving body is alreadghhiquality water, then most
(particularly intensive) farmland runoff would neesh altogether higher level of
technology to meet acceptable quality standardst nibst shallow lakes are already
highly eutrophic and therefore this policy, thougitobably limiting further
degradation, does nothing to improve lake qualitless the policy is reworded to
require discharges to be, say, twice as ‘cleanifuaitever) as receiving water.
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24. The Waikato River Settlement process and Co-magement

. Vision & strategy, co-management

- Guardians of the Waikato River (GWR) - Governance,
coordination, liaison with Crown

- Waikato River Statutory Board (WRSB) — Implemerdatiof
vision & strategy and transferred functions undbtAR& LGA

- GWR Establishment Committee and WRSB Establishment
Committee

- Includes all river-related lakes and associatedd laand
acknowledges catchment use as potentially affeetaigr bodies.

A historic deal was struck during 2008, between\t&kato iwi and the Crown to
co-manage the Waikato River and its immediate caértt. The deal is laid out in the
Deed of Settlement, which provides for two newdtaly bodies: the Guardians of
the Waikato River and the Waikato River Statutonal. The GWR Establishment
Board has already developed a Vision and Strategy:

Our Vision is for a future where a healthy Waik&tiver sustains abundant life and
prosperous communities who, in turn, are all resgble for restoring and protecting
the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River, afidt embraces, for generations to
come.

The Vision is an expression of the Kingitanga Ad;dretween the Waikato-Tainui
and the Crown, to support and protect the healtheiVaikato River.

The Guardians will comprise iwi- and EnvironmentiWéto-appointed members and
they will oversee the vision and strategy, coortlinand integrate the approach to
management of the river, and liaise with the Crand Crown agencies.

The Statutory Board will be made up of five iwi ainek local government (EW and
the four District Councils) representatives and Wwé responsible for on-the-ground
implementation of the Vision and Strategy and fogreising the transferred functions
of the RMA and the LGA (Local Government Act). TWERSB Establishment Board
is currently identifying those functions of the RMand the LGA which can

reasonably be transferred from local governmerd sedponsibility.

The detailed version of the Vision and Strategyl Widve the status of a National
Policy Statement under the RMA and a Statement efhe@l Policy under the
Conservation Act. Local authorities will therefareed to give effect to the Vision
and Strategy when they develop or change theirsRéarconsider Resource Consent
applications.

Implementation of the Vision and Strategy will bgpported by a Waikato River
Clean-up Trust, which will administer a contestataikato Clean-up Fund set up
with initial Crown funding of $7m per year over $6ars and, within three years of
the signing of the Settlement, the Guardians aadNRSB will release an Integrated
River Management Plan for the river and land tHétcgs it. In the interim, a
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Waikato-Tainui River Management Plan will be depeld and will have the status of
an lwi Management Plan, which must be taken intmawt in Regional Plan changes.

Without any doubt, the Waikato River Settlementaismajor development with
considerable potential significance for shalloweatestoration and management.
However, the key component is ‘co-management’ rathan ‘transfer of powers,
functions and duties’ so it does not detract frtwe need to push for maximum value
from imminent Regional Plan and LTCCP upgradesthdlgh the Settlement is still
vague about the extent to which landuse will comaen the River Management Plan,
because both river and lake condition is largelyrection of what's going on in their
catchment, it can be assumed that the River Co-gesment process will have to be
far-reaching.

25. Summary: policy & management inadequacies
Current policies & their implementation (Strategi®$ans & Rules) are
not adequate for today’s problems with shallow lak@nagement. The
problems are:

» Water quantity (hydrology)

» Water quality (particularly runoff)

« erosion control

* soil health

» land use (particularly subdivisions, farming intiénation)

Lake characteristics and condition are a productaofiscape, water supply and
catchment land-use. All of these have a range abfies, often conflicting and,
because both the NPS and the RPS redaitmlance between cultural, ecological,
economic and social goalspolicies at national, regional and local leveis all
relevant — and, in one way or another, generafigd@guate.

26. Why policies have failed

» Non-prescriptive climate of the last 17 years aack|of national
guidelines

» Plan changes usually take 3-4 years; economicdacequicker

* Most lake management to date has been short-terake fixes
instead of long-term corrective management in cagsits

« Too much reliance on voluntary compliance withoahdible
incentives

* Lack of integrated effort by catchment managemgehaies

* Policies usually need to be a bit vague (so theyaghievable) —
but should not be so vague as to remove all sénsgency.

Achieving a‘balance’ between cultural, ecological, economic and socales is
easy to say, but different stakeholders have diffemweighting systems to achieve
what is an appropriate balance — for them, but not necessarily for others
‘Sustainable’is probably the most misused policy wotddverse effectsthe most
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abused term and ‘natural character’ the most difficult to define.
‘Appropriate/inappropriate’is the most factionally divisive descriptor. Padisineed
to be less open to alternative interpretationghabimplementation is more consistent
and lawyers can be denied opportunities to ardtgefined issues in court to reach
very expensive legal ‘resolutions’ which sometinmaake little environmental or
ecological sense.

Either there has to be a quicker way to effect glaanges, or else Councils need to
better anticipate management requirements. Inlatlt are needed. The result of
inadequacies on both counts has made a significamtribution to the continued
decline of lakes condition during recent years. dation is important, to build
awareness of the problems and to provide advicebest practice (in land
management) and mitigation measures, but univemsapliance was never going to
be anything close to achievable by relying pred@mily on voluntary cooperation.
Moreover, many mitigation measures that have baleentdo not go anything like far
enough to significantly improve prospects for shalllakes — or even to halt further
degradation (see, for instance, Clean Streamstgffor

27. Future policies: innovation
» Higher priority for shallow lake management
* Need for new and innovative policies and managempepitoaches:
paradigm shift
» Carrot and stick

To date, economic factors have dominated in detengithe ‘appropriate balance’
between cultural, ecological, economic and soce¢ds and, because economic
factors have predominantly short-term perspectittes,long-term needs of shallow
lakes have not been seriously considered in catchm@anagement planning (the
classic ‘development wants v environmental needsiflict) — although they have
been addressed in vague policies and strategiesw, there can be no further
compromises in shallow lake management in conflméveen development and
conservation — at least for the priority lakes keptvise we will inevitably lose them.

It's reached a stage at which policies need tonbevative to regain management
control over the forces of degradation. For exampl
* Policies are needed to improve rainwater harvestingatchments, so that
soils and aquifers are fed rather than drainsnfired assistance or rates relief
could be given to landowners who do this succelysful
* lIrrigation applications should include evidence dffective water
conservation policies.
* Mob stocking and high stocking rates should berictéstl near water bodies
and on steep slopes.
* Maintaining a satisfactory soil condition should thandatory, particularly in
sensitive areas within the immediate catchmenhaflew lakes.
» Carbon sequestration and conservation is somethaighe wetlands of many
shallow lakes do very well and government needsetmgnise this in its
carbon trading scheme.
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* Tree-planting can not only generate carbon crediiscatchment slopes, it can
also combat erosion, ameliorate local climate anasvdvater closer to the soll
surface. Maybe subsidise ‘grazed woodlands’?

* Negotiate deals with landowners to deepen lakedchwlare then made
available for limited irrigation during the summier compensate for flooded
land.

* Many high-priority lakes need their own local gawaent management
policies to give effect to management plans deweddpr them.

» Atrtificial wetland technology should be mandatedew significant wetland
and lake benefits can be predicted.

» Use of advanced wastewater treatment systems shewddbsidised.

* As catchment land-use continues to intensify, naammg adequate ecological
flows to shallow lakes during summer will becomdical. Shallow lake
hydrology needs to be ring-fenced and a start cbalthade by bringing them
into the MfE National Environmental Standard on mt@ning ecological
flows.

* Replace classical/conventional economic assessmeavith ecological
economics planning. For example, compare the toost farmer of retiring
land adjacent to a lake with the cost to DOC/EWMdgaBoat Club/whoever
resulting from diminished access/restoration messdlass of biodiversity/etc.
Opportunity costs and loss of future options cotyden be the basis for
subsidy/compensation/etc.

* Funding should concentrate on measures which mitirove long-term lake
sustainability (depth, hydrololgy, catchment mamaget), rather than short-
term fixes. For example, sediment traps are tedibarosion sources are not
progressively stabilised; sediment capping is mbalble in a shallow lake
subjected to even a 10-year storm event; nitrogémbitors are primarily
measures to improve fertiliser use efficiency amelytdon’t reduce stocking
densities; lake-level setting does not guarantearser water supplies.

* Sub division applications should be better scraédi and esplanade strip
widths (or, at least, no-build distances) basednupeological and other ‘no
lake detriment’ criteria.

 Lakes need to be prioritised for their conservatiworth, and the most
valuable lakes given priority over conventional mmmic benefits.

* Whilst acknowledging that septic tank overflows gely don’t contribute as
much as intensive farming to lake eutrophicatiomeirt effects are not
insignificant. Several studies (eg Fleur Lusby9@ @t Lake Okareka) have
shown that septic tank discharges can travel cerside distances.
Engineering criteria for septic tank design andaitgtion may need revision.

Obviously, landowners’ rights must be respected #me economic viability of
farming units protected. This has to be done thinoan enhanced programme of
incentives, so as to ‘soften’ the more regulatetthoaent management which is
needed in the future (and should have happendttipdst).

28. Future policies and co-management
» Co-management — return of the concept of catchmanagement
» Planning for an independent Environment Protectigancy
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» Policies alone cannot heal, but they are neededrawide the
iImpetus for healing strategies
» Policies need to be well supported by scientifatdand advice

In 1941, the Soil Conservation and Rivers Controt Rid the foundation for the

sensible concept of land and water management catchment scale. Catchment
Boards were established, such as the Waikato VAllglority, and the old River and

Drainage Boards were either abolished or made thirgesponsible to the new

Catchment Boards. The essentially prescriptive 1@6ter and Soil Conservation

Act reinforced the principle of integrating managerpolicies on a catchment-wide
scale, Ministry of Agriculture farm advisors proeitla free service and the DSIR Soil
Bureau complemented this with soil research and-lase classification studies.

Under the RMA., and without the farm-scale inputttoed MoA, plus the loss of the
Soil Bureau, catchment management has become &ieghafragmented — we need
to return to the principles of integrated managdmemgether with a more effective
mix of prescription (rules), education and inceesiv The best way to do this is
through co-management and the River (and its caobnSettlement Process is an
exciting development with tremendous opportunigsch should be fully embraced.
The process should not be regarded as one prinw@iigerned with the ‘transfer of
power to the iwi, but as an opportunity for the jaracatchment management
agencies to both prepare and also to implement joaticies which more fairly
address issues and the aspirations and needs ofatlois stakeholders. Only an
integrated management approach can adequatelysadidreg-term needs and goals
and fairly balance cultural, ecological, econommd gocial needs.

Co-management promises to be the break that th&afées shallow lakes need and
an Environmental Protection Agency independentasegnment agencies and lobby
groups should provide the essential monitoring e- ¢fffective checks that should
fairly balance cultural, ecological, social and m@mmic interests and perspectives.

29. Sustainability

- Exploitation of natural capital
By definition, natural ‘resources’ must be used
Lack of understanding of ecosystem dynamics
‘Sustainability’ is only a catchphrase.
“l want it now”

There are lots of ways of putting it, but they mkkan the same thing: for whatever
reason, we have not looked after our shallow laleeg well. We have talked the talk,
but not walked the walk. The ‘policies of genesahnd wishful thinking’ have been
there, but they have been vague enough to avoiehayg The short time-frames of
conventional, development-oriented economics hataetognised the needs of our
shallow lakes. ‘Sustainability’, as a word, hasrbbgacked (sustainable development,
sustainable business, sustainable drainage, salskaihousing, etc) and now retains
little of its real meaning for most people.
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The long timeframe of ecological processes makegshdifficult for policymakers
and funding agencies, but the draft National Polstgtement recognises the long
road to real sustainability by acknowledging thagngicantly reversing the
deteriorating trend in natural water quality maketa?5 years. As with human-
induced global climate change, repairing the danigge tough call, but if we don’t
get serious about policies (and their implementatfor protecting our shallow lakes,
they will certainly get worse and the clear ecomobenefits that come from healthy
lakes will transform yet further into economic deitent. We are very vociferous
about human rights and ‘fairness’, so perhapdiitie to accord similar ‘rights’ to the
environment.

[KT upgraded 28.12.08]
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