
APPENDIX H 

 

APP-2017201547.00 – Submission Summary – Horowhenua District Council – 

Koputaroa Stormwater 

 

The application was notified on 25 September 2019 and closed on 23 October 2019. A total 

of 16 submissions were received.  

The submissions can be broadly grouped into the following areas of support and 

oppose: 

 Neutral 1/16 

 Support 2/16 

 Opposed 13/16 

 

The submissions can be broadly grouped into the following areas of heard and not 

heard or not stated:  

 Heard 13/16 

 Not heard 3/16



Sub 
# 

Name Support / 
Oppose 

Status 
(Heard/Not 
Heard) 

Submission summary  

1 Geoff and 
Cynthia Kane 

Oppose Heard Geoff and Cynthia Kane have opposed the application. The submitter raises the following concerns:  

 Attenuation ponds are the right idea but need to provide the flow is no greater than in the past 

 Koputaroa Stream cannot handle any more water than present during floods.  

 Need to remedy and protect the submitters property from erosion and flooding as banks are soft and 
the last downpour caused considerable damage to banks. 

 Proof is needed that contaminants such as sewage and fuel are not contaminating pasture 

 Submitters property on Buckley Road is within the ponding area for Koputaroa 

 Submitters property is flooded approximately 3 times per year while waiting for the Manawatū River to 
recede 

 The submitter questions what measures HDC are taking to mitigate this as its adding in water that 
would have gone to Lake Horowhenua 

 Submitter is concerned about the risk to the Koputaroa Drainage Scheme as relief must be made for 
large floods.  

 Submitter suggests the construction of a spillway and increasing the pump size of the current 
scheme.  

 Concern that the current drain banks are 70 years old and whole communities are at risk if these 
burst.  

 Concern that rates from these alternations and the need to spread these in a fair way.  

 Submitter asks where the water from Gladstone Green (2,000 house east of Arapaepae Road) will 
go. 

  

2 Paranui 
Properties 

Neutral Heard Paranui Properties have made a neutral submission. The submitter raises the following concerns:  
 

 Submitter disbelieves the amount of water as the last flood left more areas ponded than attenuation 
areas.  

 Submitter requests discussion of mitigations – and whether the mitigations affect their property? 

 Submitter is concerns about the quality of water – what contaminants does it contain and what 
assurance is there it will not contain sewage.  

 
The submitter has requested that a maximum term of 3 years if this consent is granted.   



3 Jason and 
Nadine Treleaven 

Oppose Heard Jason and Nadine Treleaven have opposed the application. The submitters raises the following concerns:  
 

 Nadine is a 6th generation descendant of land ownership at 127 Buckley Road.  

 Submitters have leased the property from Nadine’s father and grandfather, with the goal of 
purchasing the property in the future 

 The farm is well positioned and contains A1 river silt soil.  

 The submitters are concerned about flooding this land, and the risk of contamination.  
 
The submitters request they are part of all discussions with respect to this application and wish to have their 
views heard.  
 
The submitters also question why the application was made in 2017 but affected landowners have not been 
called in and briefed.   
 

4 John Richardson Oppose Heard John Richardson has submitted in opposition to the application. The submitter raises the following concerns:  
 

 Questions the sense in flooding A1 river silt land located on Buckley Road, Shannon. 

 Submitter is a 4th generation land owner and has concerns about ability to farm if this application is 
granted.  

 Submitters property is high quality finishing land, which is linked to the quality of the soil and pasture.  

 Submitter has fenced drains to protect waterways within their farm. The farm benefits from the free 
flowing drains and tributaries.  

 Submitter is concerned with the proposal to send floodwater from Levin with unknown contaminants.  

 Submitter pays rates for farming what they have owned for over 100 years.  
 
The submitter requests they are heard.  
 
The submitter suggests the establishment of an effluent plan and send the water into Lake Horowhenua, or 
install flood pumps on the Koputaroa.  
 

5 Brian Richardson Oppose Heard Brian Richardson has submitted in opposition to the application. The submitter makes the following concerns:  
 

 Submitter has lived and farmed on Buckley Road, Shannon for his entire life. He is 85 years old who 
took over the farm from his father as a 30 year old in 1964.  

 Concern over ramifications of floodwater, especially to the A1 river silt.  

 Concern that floodwater will harm bird and fish on the farms waterways.  
 
The submitter advises he is strongly opposed to the application and requests inclusion in any correspondence 
and wishes to voice his concerns.  
  



6 Leone Brown on 
behalf of WECA 

Oppose Heard Leone Brown has submitted in opposition to this application on behalf of WECA. The submitter makes the 
following concerns:  
 

 Central government is currently seeking feedback on the ‘Action for Heathy Waterways’. The 
submitters requests the consent be placed on hold until this work is complete.  

 Submitter is concerned about the request by the applicant for a 35 year term. The submitter 
considers this has the potential to put at risk already heavily polluted waterways. If a long term 
consent is issued, HDC will not have to make changes from central government enacted changes. 

 Submitter is concerned about potential water quality effects on the Manawatū River, which the 
Koputaroa Stream drains into. The submitter considers it would be remiss to issue consent when 
central government is proposing to make changes to stormwater management. Current practices 
need to be stopped and new plans created in the vision of Te Mana o Te Wait.  

 Submitter considers the applicant has problems with polluted waterways across the catchment, 
generated from agricultural and horticultural practices and intensive dairy farming and stock raising. 
Housing and development also contribute.  

 Submitter advises that Lake Horowhenua is one of the most polluted lakes in New Zealand, caused 
mostly by stormwater for which HDC does not hold consent for. Submitter advises pollution of Lake 
Horowhenua is also affecting the coastal shellfish beds and ocean. She considers that transferring 
the catchments polluted water to the Koputaroa Stream does not address land use activities that re 
need of improvement.  

 
The submitter requests a moratorium on this consent application until decision and legislation regarding the 
‘Action for Healthy Waterways’ is carried out by central government.   
 

7 John and Pauline 
Coupland 

Support Not heard John and Pauline Coupland have submitted in support to this consent application. The submitters has made 
the following points: 
  

 They support all three applications as listed in their entirety. They do no request any amendments or 
oppose anything.  

 Support the applications to enable effective management of all stormwater eventualities to enable 
existing and future development in the region to proceed in the most effective manner.  

 
The submitters advise they fully support, agree and cooperate with the three applications of HDC.  
 

8 Robert and Janet 
Slade 

Support Not heard Robert and Janet Slade have submitted in support of this consent application. The submitters have made the 
following points:  
 

 The submitters support all part of the three applications 

 The submitters are supporting to keep their neighbourhood flood free 
 
The submitters request the Regional Council agree to all three applications.  
 



9 Moxham Milk 
Limited 

Oppose Heard Moxham Milk Limited have submitted in opposition to the application. The submitter makes the following 
concerns:  
 

 The submitter opposes the total amount of water to be discharged into the Koputaroa Stream 

 The submitter notes the Koputaroa Stream drainage was designed for the flood protection of their 
area and not for town drainage 

 
The submitter requests the applicant install mitigating pumps, to remove any water put in the Koputaroa 
Stream, to the river. 
 

10 Kopcreek Ltd and 
Poplar 
Partnership Ltd 

Oppose Heard Kopcreek and Poplar Partnership Ltd has submitted in opposition to the application. The submitters have the 
following concerns: 
 

 Submitter notes the storage capacity is very minimal before the water goes into the tributary, and 
once the holding capacity downstream if full, the extra water must overtop the banks. They note that 
once the spillway is operating, the extra water goes into their property.  

 
The submitter requests more work is done to ensure more water flows down Koputaroa Stream and into the 
Manawatu River before the floodgates close in the event of flowing. Also suggests raising Tavistock Road 
and lifting the spillway.  
 
The submitter requests that the application be declined unless provisions are made to ensure their requests 
area undertaken.  
 

11 Burnell Holdings 
Limited 

Oppose Heard Burnell Holdings Ltd have submitted in opposition to the application. The submitter has the following 
concerns:  
 

 Opposes the increased stormwater runoff coming onto land that already floods and will increase with 
more housing development.  

 Opposes not being informed of submission, as this directly affects their property due to run-off from 
drains coming into their stream.  

 Concerned about more sediment causing damage to paddocks, and the flooding of the cowshed and 
tracks etc.  

 Concerned about erosion to stream banks.  
 
The submitter requests that the applicant divert water elsewhere, not back into a drain that is already over 
capacity when flooding occurs within the status quo.  
  



12 Peter and 
Mathew 
Kernohan 

Oppose Heard Peter and Mathew Kernohan have submitted in opposition to the application. They have raised the following 
concerns:  
 

 The Koputaroa Stream system was never designed to accept flood water from a separate catchment 

 In large events the system is already at full capacity.  

 Adding more floodwater to the system will jeopardise properties that are already dealing with ponding 
and potential overtopping of stopbanks.  

 Submitter considers that if this proposal goes ahead, flood water breaches of the system could 
contain urban contaminants, likely to spread pathogens and metals across prime agricultural land.  

 Submitter wants to avoid this as their produce is sent to local and export markets.  

 Submitter runs a farming operation next to the Manawatū River, near the lower end of the Koputaroa 
Stream. IN 2015, floodwater overtopped then breached the western stopbank, inundating all low lying 
land where they farm. It took over 3 weeks to clear water with pumping, and required repairing of 
infrastructure and re-sowing of paddocks.  

 Submitter’s business pays huge rates to the Councils to farm in this area, and considers this 
application a risk to their business.  

 Notes that the application is incorrect with respect to the statement that there are pumping stations on 
the Koputaroa Stream. Submitter notes there are no pumping stations, it relies solely on gravity 
discharge. 

 Submitter advise that when the Manawatū River level rises, the flood gates shut and flood water is 
held in pond areas until the Manawatū River drops to a level that allows the Koputaroa Stream to 
flow.  

 Submitters states that application was based on the incorrect assumption that the Koputaroa Stream 
can be pumped. As a result, they are sceptical and have no confidence in the rest of the report data. 
This is a major error and calls into quest6ion all the calculations in the report.  

 Submitter states that it feels like HDC are in the habit of seeking retrospective consents, and over 
time this system will be eventually overwhelmed if this consent is granted.  

 
The submitter requests this consent be opposed and declined.  
  

13 Mary Kilsby Oppose Heard Mary Kilsby has submitted in opposition to this application. They have raised the following concerns:  
 

 Opposes the discharge of stormwater 

 Is concerned about the lack of consultation with affected landowners 

 Submitter advises that HDC acknowledged her request to be informed and didn’t act on it.  
 
The submitter seeks the acknowledgement of the effects on downstream landowners of increased flows and 
reduced water quality.  
 
  



14 Hugh Webb & 
Son Limited 

Oppose Heard Hugh Webb & Son Ltd have submitted in opposition to the application. They have the following concerns:  
 

 Concerned about the discharge of stormwater into the unnamed tributary of the Koputaroa Stream 

 Concerned that the lower Koputaroa Stream can’t accept any extra water.  

 Submitter advise the banks overtopped in 2015 and failed.  

 Submitter advise that contrary to the application data, there is no pumps on the Koputaroa Stream. If 
the Manawatū River is in flood there is no way out for the extra water.  

 The submitter notes the flooding in Levin in 2019 provided there is going to be a large amount of 
extra water flowing out of the stormwater system and this brings into question the calculations made 
in the report.  

 
The submitter requests that measures are put in place to mitigate the extra water entering the Koputaroa 
Stream. The submitter requests that the promised choke with a 375ml hole be placed on the unconsented 
pipe.  
 



15 Horizons 
Regional Council 
(River 
Management 
Group) 

Oppose Heard Horizons Regional Council (River Management Group) has submitted in opposition to the application. They 
have the following concerns:  
 

 Submitter believes the application lacks adequate mitigation to deal with the effects likely to result 
from the activity 

 Components of the River Management activity involves the Koputaroa and Lower Manawatū 
Schemes, the former being a targeted rate funded entity tasked with providing land drainage and 
flood protections (relates to the lower reach of the Koputaroa Stream) to the low lying areas south of 
the Manawatū River and west of Shannon. The lower Manawatū Scheme is Horizons largest scheme 
and provides extensive flood protection for Palmerston North and Fielding, as well as sizeable part of 
the Manawatū and Horowhenua district’s  

 The submitter advise the Koputaroa Scheme comprises four pumping stations, 52km of open drain 
and 18km of stopbanking. The Koputaroa catchment is approx. 8,500 hectares in size, encompassing 
the eastern margins of Levin and the west facing foothills within the Kohitere Forest.  

 Submitter advises that reference to the Koputaroa No.1 pump, pumping the Koputaroa Stream is 
factually incorrect. This pump station is located at the downstream end of the Buckley Drainage 
system immediately east of the Koputaroa Stream and designed to pump the water in this catchment.  

 Submitter notes the only time that water from the Koputaroa Stream would enter that catchment is 
during an event which exceed the containment standard of the Koputaroa stopbanks, likely to cause 
additional flooding of pastoral land. The diversion of water from the Koputaroa Stream in to the 
Buckley system is note a consented activity.  

 Submitter notes that staff knowledge suggests that floodwater form the tributary of the Koputaroa 
Stream has only flowed over the state highway once, when the culvert was blocked. Submitter notes 
that a recent rainfall in August this year resulted in significant flooding of the state high at the outlet of 
this tributary even though the event was not large. This suggests a significant increase in discharge 
volumes to that which have occurred in the past. This contradicts some of the technical information 
supporting the application.  

 The submitter considers that the need to retain all additional discharge within the property boundaries 
is not feasible/realistic and notes that recent issues with other subdivisions in this area suggest this is 
not possible and the new development will add to the discharge to the tributary.  

 The submitter notes that flooding of the Perawitis wetland from the Koputaroa Stream is a regular 
occurrence, and one which iwi and Department of Conservation staff have identified as something 
that should happen more frequently to assist with retention of water in the wetland.  

 Submitter advises that stormwater management has suffered from under-investment over many 
years in Horowhenua, with problems in Levin and Foxton well documented.  

 Submitter notes that disposal of stormwater to soakage has been the main form of mitigation for 
HDC, which has limitations. The difference between surface water ponding within a short duration 
rainfall event over summer when groundwater levels are low, compared to a long duration rainfall 
event over winter when groundwater levels are high.  

 While the submitter fully supports the intent by HDC to invest more in this critical component of their 
three waters responsibilities, the submitter considers the mitigation approached is fraught with 
difficulties,  



 Submitter is concerned with significant growth pressures in Horowhenua in general and the potential 
for the Koputaroa Stream to become overloaded by stormwater as the cumulative effects of this 
development is felt.  

 Submitter considers the concept for the Arapaepae Road subdivision is promising, and the 
consideration that appears to have been applied to stormwater management. Submitter retains a 
underlying concern that growth in the north east part of Levin will degrade over time the levels of 
service provided by the Koputaroa Scheme (standard of flood protection and drainage).  

 Submitter considers the application to have an overly optimistic outline on the likely contributions from 
further residential development.  

 Submitter is concerned about the form of mitigation and assumptions made. Submitter makes 
example of Hunterville system which saw reservoirs filled at an early stage of flood events meaning 
no attenuation obtained during storm peak.  

 Submitter appreciates likely positive effects on water quality but remain sceptical that a heavy 
reliance on these treatment measures to address quantity matters will be found wanting, particularly 
with we antecedent condition and long duration events. Considers effect on lower Koputaroa Stream 
that is more than minor.  

 Concerns about future proofing. Stormwater from Levin ends up in Lake Horowhenua or Koputaroa 
Stream. Issues with discharge to Lake Horowhenua are well documented, and in submitters view it is 
likely that a greater proportion of Levin’s stormwater will be directed to Koputaroa Stream, a trend 
that climate change will accentuate.  

 Submitter retains a degree of scepticism around reliance on low impact stormwater design, which 
relies on monitoring enforcing aspect.  

 Submitters considers the range of assumptions around the effectiveness of detention as a mitigation 
approach, characteristics of the catchment and scope for additional discharge in the future are 
optimistic and don’t reflect the full range of scenarios.  

 
The submitter requests that this application be declined.  
  

16 Wairepo Farm – 
Grahaem 
Douglas Cottle 

Oppose Not heard Wairepo Farm has submitted in opposition to this application. The have the following concerns: 
 

 Submitter opposes the discharge of stormwater into the Koputaroa Stream without stream 
improvements to improve capacity downstream.  

 Submitter notes the area from Heatherley East Road to Ihakara Hall is continually being eroded 
causing erosion of the submitter’s property. Any additional water will compound this problem and also 
cause flooding of state highway 57 at Ihakara Hall more frequently.  

 The Koputaroa Stream is too narrow at the top end of the submitters property on Tavistock Road and 
is already topping its banks.  

 Submitter doesn’t want water with copper, chromium and zinc on their paddocks as this would be 
detrimental to their soil and livestock.  

 Submitter notes that Dr McConchie advises that an extra 27minutes of pumping at the Koputaroa 
flood gate will address this. Submitter notes there is no pump at the Koputaroa flood gate. When the 
Manawatū River rises, where will the extra water go if no improvements are made to the stream to 
get the water to the flood gate before the river rises? .  
 



 

 


