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Introduction  
 
The following is a series of points in response to the Long-Term Plan consultation document 
issued by ORC on 7 April 2021.  Feedback is welcome from FOLH members, to help the 
executive develop a formal response to the ORC consultation document by the deadline of  
9-05-21. Members are also encouraged to submit their own responses to the consultation 
document.   
 
Draft Points 
 

1. We commend ORC for recognising the need to invest in the remediation of Lake Hayes as 
a priority. 
 

2. ORC have a central role to play in the remediation of Lake Hayes and its catchment as part 
of a whole of government/community approach based on scientific evidence and sound 
economics.  
 

3. The total project cost is estimated to $14.0M. The majority of the project has been led the 
community through FOLH ($10.5m) and implemented and fund raising by local Iwi trust 
Mana Tahuna. The ORC proposed $3.5m remediation complements this work by a) 
completing the existing Arrow augmentation project and b) providing the ongoing 
maintenance of remediatiated catchment sections and the removal sediment from both 
existing and new sediment traps. Removal of sediment from the catchment between rain 
events will play a significant role in reducing the amount of sediment and phosphorous 
entering the lake. 
 

4. FOLH strongly support option 3 in the consultation document; a new uniform targeted rate 
allocated across all Otago.   
 

5. FOLH would strongly challenge options 1 and 2 as they focus on apportioning monetary 
benefits from environmental improvement. These benefits were based on an inappropriate 
economic model applied to an incomplete technical solution (Castalia 2018) across 
inconsistent geographic boundaries.   
 

6. The report overlooks the fundamental pollution issue, namely that the health of the lake is 
driven by the total inflow from Mill Creek.  The recent study by FOLH, based on ORC data, 
reveals that in 2020, approximately 1760 tonnes of sediment, or the equivalent of one  
10-ton truck load every second day. This sediment carried with it 2 tonnes of phosphorous 
or 20 top-dressing plane loads per annuum. Sediment loads into the lake have increased  
by 250% since a similar study in 1984. 90% of this inflow came from Mill Creek below 
Hunter Road.   
 

7. The remediation proposal considered for a part of the cost-benefit analysis used 
(Castalia 2018) is incomplete and will not deliver the benefits proposed on its 
own.  The Castalia report focuses only on "in-lake" remediation and not a "whole of 
catchment" solution.  Expert scientific advice (Schallenberg & Schallenberg 2017) & NIWA 
2018 at the time was that a whole of catchment solution, including sedimentary traps, 
riparian and wetland planting, erosion control was needed in order to stem the flow of 



	

	

sediment and nutrients into lake. Otherwise “in-lake” solutions would largely be in vain.  
The scale of this inflow is now better understood (see 6 above).   
 

8. To a large extent FOLH are perplexed by the reliance of the study on these “in-lake” 
solution and the local community and Iwi are already working together with ORC and QLDC 
on a more holistic plan for the remediation of Lake Hayes, involving extensive treatment of 
the catchment (riparian planting, sedimentation traps, wetland construction). This 
collaborative effort aims to raise a further $10.5m to fully address the remediation of Lake 
Hayes. Iwi are leading multi-million dollar proposals to Central Government and a local 
philanthropist has already donated over $1.5M. In addition, FOLH have raised over 
$105,000 for lake and catchment remediation over the past two years and its members 
contribute in excess of 2000 hours labour per annum (1FTEy). None of this was recognized 
or factored into the cost-benefit analysis.   
 

9. The application of the outcome of the cost-benefit analysis is both inappropriate and 
ineffective. We have already argued above that the cost-benefit analysis ignores most of 
the true cost of remediation and, as such, would not deliver any near the scale of the 
benefits on its own. More fundamentally, the application of cost/benefit analysis to a natural 
asset whose true value is its ongoing health and that of the ecosystem it must support over 
the generations is quite different to the benefits derived by ratepayers from 
infrastructure investment with limited lifetimes.    
 

10. Notwithstanding this fundamental misalignment, the cost-benefit analysis ignores the  
fact that any benefit derived is simply reversing the damage which has been done to  
Lake Hayes over many decades, and which the users of the lake have endured.  
These are the very users who are now the target of the recommended “user pays” model. 
The standard economic policy measure in response to such an issue is the “Polluter Pays” 
model. Taxing those that have suffered the harm, rather those that have caused the harm is 
unfair. The “User Pays” as opposed to the “Polluter Pays” model is also ineffective, because 
it fails to incentivize the polluter to improve.   
 

11. Geographic boundaries that are arbitrary and inconsistent.    While we believe that the 
basis for any legitimacy for this report is fatally undermined by the flaws in the scope and 
economics, we would further challenge the division of users into five subset Lake Hayes, 
Lake Hayes Estate, QLDC, region and Otago. First, we note that the report is not internally 
inconsistent, describing the Lake Hayes group are those who "overlook" the Lake. Yet the 
geographic boundaries drawn include properties up to 2km distant from the lake which do 
not overlook the lake. The Lake Hayes Estate group is described as those who could easily 
drive to the lake (5min) yet Arrowtown residents and other parts of the catchment (with a 
similar drive time to the lake) are not included. It is ironic, that historic large development 
sites within the catchment which have contributed pollution to the lake over the past 
decades, are in a relatively low use category.    
 

12. That is not to argue that any of these groups should be placed in a higher use category.   
It merely demonstrates the impossibility and unfairness of ascribing geographical 
boundaries to the use/benefit of a natural asset.    


