
 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF PENELOPE TUCKER 

MANAWATU DISTRICT COUNCIL - PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 51:  

GROWTH PRECINCT 4 & NEW DISTRICT PLAN STRUCTURE 

 

A. Qualifications 

 

1. My name is Penelope Ann Tucker. I am a Senior Policy Analyst at Manawatū-

Whanganui Regional Council (trading as Horizons Regional Council).  I hold a Master 

of Resource and Environmental Planning degree from Massey University, and am an 

intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute Te Kokiringa Taumata.  

2. I have eleven years’ experience in the planning profession as an employee of Horizons. 

Initially I was employed as a Consents Planner, for almost two years.  In April 2010 I 

joined the Policy and Strategy Team, and have been involved in One Plan formal 

planning processes, and plan implementation and monitoring, since then.  During this 

period I have contributed to a number of Horizons’ constituent territorial authorities’ 

district plan review processes, focusing in particular on the relationship between district 

plans and the Regional Policy Statement (RPS) contained within the One Plan.  

3. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice 

Notes.  I agree to comply with this Code of Conduct. Except where I refer to advice or 

information provided by others, the following comments have been prepared within my 

area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might 

alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

 

B. Introduction 

 

4. As set out in paragraph 6.1 of Andrea Harris’s Statement of Evidence (dated 2 August), 

the primary concerns raised in Horizons’ submission that remain unresolved at the time 

of writing this evidence relate to stormwater management. These concerns are 

predominantly of a technical nature, focused on Horizons’ responsibilities in relation to 

flood control and drainage across the region. Jon Bell, Horizons Manager Investigations 

and Design, is therefore the principle expert for Horizons in Proposed Plan Change 51.  

 



5. My role has therefore been to provide technical planning advice to support Mr Bell. This 

has included advice on the implications of draft planning provisions, including during 

pre-hearing discussions with Ms Harris and Manawatū District Council (MDC) officers 

on 22 July, 1 August and 16 August 2019. 

 

C. Horizons’ Concerns in Relation to Stormwater  

 

6. Mr Bell’s evidence is focused on the management of stormwater in Growth Precinct 4 

(GP4) to prevent any increase in discharge to the Makino Stream. His evidence 

(paragraphs 11-15) sets out the potential effect that any increase in the volume of 

stormwater discharged to the Makino Stream, in particular, will have on the downstream 

flooding hazard for Feilding.  The focus of ongoing discussions between Horizons, MDC 

and Ms Harris has been on understanding MDC’s proposed approach to managing 

stormwater and whether the proposed District Plan provisions provide MDC with the 

ability to manage potential stormwater effects from subdivision and development in GP4.  

 

7. Based on Mr Bell’s advice and evidence, it is my understanding that the Makino Stream 

flows at full capacity in a 10 % Annual Exceedance Probability flood event, and that the 

outcome Horizons is seeking is no increase in the volume of stormwater from Growth 

Precinct 4 (GP4) into the Makino Stream as a result of development.  

 

8. It is my understanding, based on my reading of the Plan Change Recommended 

Versions Subdivision provisions and discussions with Mr Young and Ms Harris (in 

particular) during pre-hearing meetings, that all subdivisions must be connected to 

MDC’s reticulated stormwater network; stormwater would then be managed at a precinct 

scale through detention areas within the Green Spine Buffer Management Area, 

adjacent to the Makino Stream. 

 

9. Based on Mr Bell’s advice, it is my understanding that the proposed precinct-scale 

approach to managing stormwater is technically feasible but may be subject to some 

practical limitations. These include the need to obtain resource consent for construction; 

Mr Bell raises a concern that the outcome is still uncertain and could lead to development 

occurring before stormwater infrastructure is in place, a consequence of which would be 

increased stormwater discharging into the Makino Stream and increased flood risk for 

Feilding. 

 



10. Mr Bell’s concerns, as I understand them, largely relate to matters outside the District 

Plan and PPC51, as they relate to the way MDC proposes to manage its stormwater 

infrastructure rather than the wording in the plan.  

 

D. Relevant One Plan Provisions 

 

11. I note that the following provisions in the Regional Policy Statement are relevant to any 

consideration of a plan change that may result in additional stormwater being discharged 

into the Makino Stream. 

 

12. Chapter 5 Water of the RPS Objective 5-1 states that “Surface water bodies and their 

beds are managed in a manner which safe guards their life supporting capacity and 

recognises and provides for the Values in Schedule B.” This is supported by Policy 5-1, 

which identifies the Schedule B Surface Water Quality Values that must be recognised 

and provided for when decisions are made on avoiding, remedying or mitigating the 

adverse effects of activities. The Values include Flood Control and Drainage – “The 

integrity of existing flood and river bank erosion protection structures and existing 

drainage structures is not compromised and the risks associated with flooding and 

erosion are managed sustainably”. This Value applies to the Makino Stream1.  

 

13. Mr Bell has advised me that allowing any increase in stormwater discharge to the Makino 

Stream will compromise the integrity of existing flood and drainage structures, and will 

not manage the risk associated with flooding sustainably.  

 

14. Regional Policy Statement Policy 9-1 Responsibilities for natural hazards, clause (c)(i) 

provides for both mitigation and avoidance of natural hazards: 

Territorial authorities must be responsible for developing objectives, policies 

and methods (including rules) for the control of the use of land to avoid or 

mitigate natural hazards in all areas and for all activities... 

 However, Policy 9-2 states that flood hazard avoidance2 must be preferred to flood 

hazard mitigation. Mr Bell has advised me that any additional discharge of stormwater 

to the Makino Stream from GP4 is likely to increase the risk of flooding in Feilding,  

 

                                                           
1 Water Management Sub-Zone Makino (Mana_12e), described in One Plan Schedule B as “From the 
confluence with the Oroua River at approx.. NZMS 260 S23:243-006 to approx. NZMS 260 T23:307-109” 
2 Defined for the purposes of Policy 902 as “ensuring flood control measures are in place that provide 
protection from the 0.5% annual exceedance probability (1 in 200 year) flood event and those measures are 
soundly designed and constructed such that there is minimal risk of the measures failing.” 



15. Further, the current district plan provisions to control further development (any new or 

increase in scale of existing structures and activities in Feilding) may no longer give 

effect to RPS Policy 9-2 should additional stormwater be discharged.  

 

16. For completeness, I also note that MDC currently holds a consent to discharge 

stormwater to the Makino and Oroua Rivers from some specific catchments and 

discharge points in Feilding’s existing township. This consent does not include discharge 

of stormwater to surface water from GP4. It is my understanding that MDC would need 

to apply for resource consent should there be any such discharge (a restricted 

discretionary activity under Rule 14-19), as it would not meet permitted activity rule 14-

18 Discharges of stormwater to surface water and land, condition (f): 

 

 For discharges of stormwater into surface water bodies the discharge must not 

cause any permanent reduction of the ability of the receiving water body or its 

bed to convey flood flows. 

 

 

 

Penelope Tucker 

SENIOR POLICY ANALYST 

20 August 2019 

 


