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Manawatū Whanganui Regional Council 

DIRECTIONS OF THE COMMISSIONER 

Horowhenua District Council App-2017201547.00 

Koputaroa Stormwater 

Minute 9 
 

Questions for the Council  

 
[1] I have read the Section 42A Report and its Appendices. 

[2] I have a number of questions for the various authors that are attached.   

[3] In order to promote an efficient hearing, I request that these questions are answered in writing 
prior to the hearing.  If possible, the answers should be provided prior to Friday 22 October 2021. 

[4] I confirm that Graeme Ridley need not attend the hearing in person in light of the current Covid 
19 Alert Level travel restrictions, however I would appreciate it if he was available by Zoom or 
telephone to answer any questions that may arise during the hearing. 

[5] As I have no questions for neither Mr McConchie nor Mr Christensen arising from their evidence, 
they need not attend the hearing on my account.  I would however also appreciate them being 
available by Zoom or telephone to answer any questions that may arise during the hearing. 

[6] Paragraphs 8 and 9 of Minute 1 apply to the documented answers to my questions. 

 

 
 
Rob van Voorthuysen  
Commissioner 
12 October 2021 
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Jack McConchie 
 
No questions. 
 
Kyle Christensen 
 
No Questions 
 
Alex James 

 

Paragraph Question 

36  Which fish species are you particularly concerned about in the reach between 
the outlet of Coley’s Pond to just below the outlet from Pond 4? 

 Why do you use the particular phrase “large scale” fish relocation exercise? 

38(d) What type of riparian vegetation do you envisage? 

70(a) How will the consent holder comply with this condition given that the inputs of “fuel, 
lubricants, hydraulic fluid, solvent, and other contaminants” will likely arise from the 
actions of third parties (namely spills or illegal discharges to the stormwater system)? 

70(b)  What single point of discharge do you consider these conditions should apply to: 
o From the Fairfield and Roslyn Roads pipes into Coley Pond, or 
o From Coley Pond into the unnamed tributary, or 
o From Pond 4 into the unnamed tributary? 

71  What is the intended purpose of your Table 6? 
 Where would these samples be taken? 
 Would they apply after certain storm events – if so which ARI events? 
 Would they apply to the “first flush” discharge or to other discharges? 
 Do the trigger levels relate to medians, averages or spot samples? 
 If they are medians or averages what number of samples is required for 

compliance purposes and at what frequency should they be collected? 

72(a)  Are annual inspections necessary given the relative paucity of fish in the reach 
between Coley Pond and the outlet from Pond 4? 

 Would inspections be required at all if the culverts and pond outlets are installed 
in compliance with the intent of NESFM fish passage requirements for culverts? 

72(b)  What is the purpose of a triennial fish survey? 
 What would you do with the resulting data? 
 What potential enforcement actions would you envisage arising from the survey 

results? 

73  How would this condition be implemented by the consent holder? 
 Would it require the promulgation of bylaws or amendments to the Horowhenua 

District Plan? 

 
Graeme Ridley 

 

Paragraph Question 

57 Given the nature of the site and the range of erosion and sediment controls proposed 
is it necessary to ban winter works? 

63, 65 & 66 What information and/or detail are you still missing? 

X.7  Should the “finalised” ESCP’s be based on the ones already prepared by the 
applicant and reviewed by yourself? 

 If yes, can condition X.7 be simplified by referring to those plans and identifying 
specific sections that need to be updated upon final design? 

X.11  Is 12 months workable given the applicant’s intended work programme? 
 Would there be any detriment from a shorter timeframe such as 2 months? 

X.17  Is this condition necessary if the consent holder is obliged to implement the 
certified ESCPs? 
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 Is this condition enforceable given the use of the subjective term “minimised”? 

X.19 Is this condition practical or necessary given the need to divert the unnamed stream 
around earthworks locations? 

X.23 What monitoring locations, methodology, and frequency would you recommend? 

 
Elizabeth Daly 

 

Paragraph Question 

56 Section 108AA(1)(b)of the RMA prevents me from imposing conditions that are not 
directly connected to “an adverse effect of the activity on the environment”. 
 Can you please summarise the demonstrable adverse effects that these 

applications will directly have on the habitats of the Powelliphanta land snails 
and the evidence you base that on? 

61 
73 

Any financial contributions that are not volunteered by the applicant must be based 
on the provisions of Chapter 19 of the One Plan. 
Regarding Policy 19-1(a): 
 Will these applications have significant adverse effects on Powelliphanta land 

snails? 
 Will the actions you list in paragraph 56 result in a “positive effect of an 

equivalent or similar character, nature and scale as the adverse effects”? 
Regarding Policy 19-1(b): 
 Are the habitats of the Powelliphanta land snails considered to aquatic 

ecosystems or riparian vegetation? 
Regarding Policy 19-1(c): 
 Financial contributions under this provision “must be to offset the adverse 

effects” and so would not appear to be appropriate given your paragraph 59.  Do 
you agree? 

Regarding Policy 19-2: 
 Notwithstanding the above questions, what amount of financial contribution 

have you “determined on a case-by-case basis … to be fair and reasonable”? 

69 
72 

 What would be required to “to limit the risk of spread myrtle rust” at the site of 
the proposed attenuation ponds given that myrtle rust spores are airborne? 

 What would be required to “to limit the risk of spread plague skinks” at the site 
of the proposed attenuation ponds? 

 Are any plague skinks present at the site of the proposed attenuation ponds? 

 
Sara Westcott 

 

Paragraph Question 

34 Are you saying that no consents are required for the proposed works under the 
NESFM? 

83 
218 
222 
252 
etc 

 What practical measures would be necessary for the proposed attenuation 
ponds to materially improve or enhance the incoming water quality emanating 
from the Fairfield and Roslyn Roads pipes before it discharges from Pond 4? 

 Can you advise of other stormwater attenuation systems in the region where any 
such measures have been imposed? 

164 What exactly does “direct management of the habitats” involve? 

164 Do the provisions of Chapter 19 of the One Plan enable me to impose a condition 
that would require a financial contribution collected from the consent holder to then 
be paid to DOC? 

231 What values are being lost from the unnamed tributary? 
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Condition Page Question 

15 16 Can you please explain how this condition complies with Section 
108AA(1)(b)of the RMA? 

16 17 See my question to Alex James (70(a)).  
 What is your response to that question? 

18 17  What is the compliance point you envisage for this condition?  
 How will the consent holder ensure compliance with the heavy metal 

targets? 
 What compliance action would result if those targets are exceeded? 
 What is the point of monitoring for E.coli and TPH if no targets are set? 

19 18 See my question to Alex James (73).  
 What is your response to that question? 

18 27 What is the compliance point you envisage for this condition? 

 


