


expected to be operative in 2023 un quote from the ORC summery of PC7.That simply wont
happen - Your Honour - there is no existing ORC land plan. It is therefore a nonsense to expect an
land and water plan - to be operative in 2023 -2 years time . the whole argument of PC7 is
predicated on an extension of time to ensure there is an operative land and water plan.
Environment southland is 10-12 years into 2 land plan with no cutcome

-in this area especially land and water are inextricably linked
2 To date there has been - No comment - no consultation - no advice -nothing

I therefore suggest/believe the chance of an agreed land plan is a very remote —and even if by
some miracle there was there is the reality that \Water is of course a public asset LANDIS A
PRIVATE £3SE7. If water is a difficult issue to resolve -land use will be well nigh impossible, as
private owners fight tooth and nail to maintain their right to manage their own property.

Some say Water quality is deteriorating (compared to what} and PC7 is needed to put in place an
interim reguiatory frame work to ensure water quality and quantity improves. It has vastly
improved from my time farming  No water body anywhere near civilization will be pristine eg
Avon River ?? Water quality is important to us all esp rural people . YET it was not the water user
who introduced Didymo Liphosaghan or lake snow. | understand That was an inadvertent gift from
the rec lobby

Sccial  rural mental health
The ORC says in its report on PC7 says there are no social costs of short term consents.

Yifhat Imipact coes all this change have on meantal health 25p of *hose vho are oid fheir ivas arz o
ke put on hold for & vears . A rural lockdown cccurs . Families are put on hold while the ORC tries
again to resolve issues . The impasse for another 6 years will see even more criticism from Fand B
and from F and Game- sanctioned by govt. Even wine producers are called alcohol famers by
extremist elements ................. This absolutely impacts of mental health of rural people

Can | draw to the courts attention the following figures from the Ministry of health
Latest figures show 108 deaths from suicide in rural NZ 87 males -21 females

That is expressed as rate of 26.6 per 100,000 in rural NZ

urban NZ the rate is 17.1 per 100,000,

Rural communities are not just a bunch of farmers/water users ,but consist of a microcosm of
urban communities in a rural setting. Without confidence to invest in sacial and economic activities,
rurai NZ will slowly but surely collapse as the Golf course bowling green local domain where A+P
pastoral shows occur. The community hall falis into disrepair .

When the doctor burns out so taa do the wider grouping of social services . Life can be difficult
enough with out Govts and councils imposing impose its inefficiencies on those who seek to make a
life in their chosen rural profession. No serious attempt has been made by the ORC to determine the
social and ecanomic of PC7 on rural communities especially .

tconoritic Quote the ORC -— “Short term consents may create challenges for existing consent
holders as shorter term consents might affect the ahility to secure lending and this might impact on
environmental gains eg efficiency of water use” in the late 19805 1 built a turkey nest dam 100,000



cubic metres using snow melt and thunder pumps to fill it . A Pivot replaced wild flood | would
never do that today with a 6 years consent to take

Virtually all water storage dams need serious refurbishment . The Falls dam aione requires an
estimated 50million from private investors for that dam alone. What will the cost be in 6 years time
Dangerous dams legisiation hangs over this debate as well These dams could well be abandoned -
sold in 1989 circa

There must be surety - year on year.

How is is possible for the ORC to say that this pian change has little economic impact when a
farmer ar a trustee or anyone considering investment in the rural sector will be required by banks
to do nothing until this PC7 is sorted with the inevitable result of a 6 years consent.

To say that this plan change { as it does) has littie acknowledged economic impact ......... isa
nonsense it is simply wrong for the ORC to imply that the dairy industry, the sheep industry, the
beef industry the cropping industry , the fruit growing industry and ,every other water user are all to
be judged under the one criteria or rule while the ORC tries to find acceptable ways for the future -
Can 1 draw to the court attention that in the 1970s a 12-13 k lamb was what the market wanted -
today it is 18k + and necessitated high quality feed /crop to achieve that — yes often with water

What is required into the future -no one knows but the requirement for water will be the only
constant. One of the great abilities of the rurai sector is to change quickly to meet changing market
requirements

—PC 7 is all about a transitional period to allow council even more time to follow the same pathway
they always have . The issue is not just one of how can the QRC better manage the process but one
of ~what is the best method to achieve outcomes we can all agree on

In my experience in public life , the social and economic aspect of sec 32 of the RMA has been all
but ignored by ORC or given so little weighting so as to make it irrelevant. This has also occurred
with PC7.  Environmental considerations by comparison are given total attention of council

NZ has recently shown the huge importance of food security due to the covid 19 situation . eg This
area plays an important role with late maturing fambs merino half quarter bred as stated in my
earlier submission to this court.

These things have massive economic impacts on this area Yet the ORC says nothing of any economic
note .

And Why 6 years? it is simply an arbitrary figure  What principle or consultation has heen
engaged to determine this figure of 6 years,

We ali of us need confidence in the system to invest on and off farm to better improve our
infrastructure . Continuous change esp those of a political nature ,destroys investment and
therefare confidence in the future

Rural cannot exist under short term consents -indeed no one can; as indicated in my earlier
submission

The 6 year term is the ministers default position . No long term consents will be issued . That is very
clear and s0 the future investment desperately needed - simply ends






council yet 100year old property rights to water are to be treated as a fleeting and disposable
thing???

Yet 100 years of legal , historical ,cultural ,social ,economic use and benefit can be dismissed and or
renegotiated and not regarded as valid

My plea to this court is to allow the water — the life blood of rural Otago to flow where it does the
most benefit

To grow crop ,stock and allow the social and economic life to continue
to do its work for us all

i don’t ignore the use right of recreational people .

| do not advocate solely for production over preservation

| conclude with this observation

This is from another time -another place - in another court

Where a young women disguised as a man -a doctor of law suggested that ---—- my words --

| have always accepted that others are indeed entitled to their share -their pound of flesh -~ to use
the analogy fram the Merchant of Venice

But I respectfully suggest -not one drop of the life blood - water - can be shed in order to allow
others their entitiement -  as Portia so brilliantly argued.

No ones future can be forfeited to political expediency

No other country in the world appears to regard irrigation and food production as a negative. Why
does NZ? Answer ?

This issue is pure politics  in its very worst illustration






