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Residents worri

d

by river’s course

An attempt by Koitiata residents to have the Turakina River put back on a straight
course could be thwarted by a mass of red tape.

At present the river
follows an almost 2km
long, shallow path to the
sea, running paralle!
with the coast and the
Koitiata beachside
settlement

Residents fear that if
the river is left on that
course any large, future
flood would swamp much
of the settlement

They want the niver
diverted onto a straight
course to the sea, as 1t
was about 10 years ago

In the past, the prob
lem was dealt with
simply with a few well
placed sticks of explo-
sive

But the Kottiata resi
dents have now learned
that such simpie solu-
tions to what they regard
as simple problems, are
no longer permitted

The diversion would
require a water right
from the regional coun-
cil

Recently,

the Rangi

River
Diversion

tike: Iistrict council ap-
plied for such a right but
that is being opposed by
the Department of Con-
servation because of the
possible impact diver-
sion would have on the
wildlife values of the
present river course

DoC has not, as yet,
lodged a formal objec-
non but is hkely to do so
before objections close
on December |

But whether the re
gronal council grants the
water right or not, the
Koitiata residents, and
the district council, have
to get around the provi
sions of the Harbours
Act which gives DoC al
most total control over
the coastline

And given Do('s am
tude to the Koitiata pro
ject, it 1s unhikely to give
consent

The project could also
be stopped because of
the costs nvolved in

meeting all the legal re-
quirements

The possibility that the
army engineers could
have been used 10 clear
the proposed new route
for the river, as an ex
ercise, is also fading fast

And the cost of using
private contractors to do
the job would be prohib:-
tive

It is likely that any
diversion would be short
term only as the constant
drift of sand and shingle
down the coast would
qmd;ly close the new
opeming unless extensive
(and expensive) addi-
nonal construction work
was carmied out

It would seem that,
given the circumstances,
the best option for Koiti
ata folk is to wait for the
natural course of events
and hope the river cuts
its own channel before it
floods their settlement
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River Diversion Project

In 1989 the Turakina River mouth was in its most southerly position, and it was
making life difficult for village residents who wanted to go to the beach, to go
fishing or do other beach things.

The water from the river had backed up and created flooding in the Teone
street area. This was a reasonably frequent occurrence when the mouth was at
the most southern point of its trajectory up and down the coast. This time it
flooded a basement in Teone street’s lowest area. We do not know how often
this had happened, or how deep the water was, but this was not going to be
tolerated anymore! A new mouth was going to be blasted through the sand
spit and the river would go where it was told to go!

It was serious, the Army was being called in. From minutes of 1989

meetings; “... Army had shown interest ... suggestion that an attempt be made
to open the river to the sea...” and ” ... meeting with Army...would be held at
the mouth ... to see where the river could be diverted”.

From then on it was endless meetings and consultations all the way through
1990-91 with everyone who was in any position of authority or had any
interest in anything to do with rivers. It involved Planning Water Rights,
Engineering, Health & Safety, Harbours Act, DOC, RDC, MWRC, Minister of
Conservation, and of course the local branch of the White-baiters Society!

While many and varied were the issues put forward as justification for this
grand project, it has been suggested by a long-time resident, “this had more to
do with being able to catch fish than anything else.” Maybe. But it was serious!

But in the end, it was also futile, because in July 1992 a newspaper reported;
“Nature settles river mouth issue ... river now goes where residents wanted it”.

So, Mother Nature came along and showed who is in charge. Again.



The next three pages contain extracts from any meeting records when the River
Diversion project was the subject, or it was included in a meeting’s wider agenda.

For documents that relate to only this River Diversion subject, the total document
has also been copied into the following pages. That is noted with the relative
extracts below.

1989 Meeting Minutes of Koitiata Community Council, 6" August 1989

RIVER:

89:¥oltiata 49

A representative of the Aray had shown interest incounsideriog the
suggestion that an atteopt besade toopen the river to the sea nearer
the present settleaent.

The Aray representative expressed ao opioion that no action be
taken until after the equincx period.

As the present Cosmittee will be dissolved by that tise, Lt was
agreed that thesatter be referred tothe future Koft{ata Coamittee to
be formed inOctober 1989.

1989 Meeting Minutes of Koitiata Community Council, 3" October 1989
89:Koitiata 66
River Mouth:

The Chairman advised that subject to this meeting's
agreement, 3 meeting will be held comprising himself, Major
Pope and Mr Schellevis would be held at the River Mouth
during October/November to see where the River could be
diverted.

1990 Letter to RDC from Koitiata Residents Committee, 14" January 1990

Rj Dj ;

Tim Lethbridge outlined the problems and likely dalays on this
prnjecp due to DOC requiring much more information before they
would issue a water right. oOur committee will continue to liaisa
with the Linton Army personnel on this delay, but we wish to re-
emphasize the risk of flood damage to properties (and your
subdivision investment) should the current situation be allowead
to worsen. There is no doubt in the minds of residents who have
witnessed past extensive floods that the risk of damage is much
greater than bafore.

Minutes of Special Meeting of Koitiata Residents Committee with RDC,

1990
Regional Council, and Dept of Conservation present, 14" March 1990

Purpose of the Meeting: To further discuss the proposed diversion
ef the Turakina River with officials frem the Regional Council and
the Dept of Conservation.

The full document is on a page following.




1990 Minutes of Koitiata Residents Committee, 16™ September 1990

e i

The Secre recised an carlier telecon with the Chicf Executive
Officer mrl?er %omm of likely problems with all the authorities who
may become involved in a Water Right Hearing.

Ward Member, T. Lethbridge, also elaborated and expressed concem this
hadbeenputindwtoohudbaskamddmmwmﬂdhnvetopush
harder to get some Progress.

Exasperation was also expressed by many members. Agreed that
Chairman Price would enguire of progress after completion of Regional
Ceouncil Officers” discussion o be held on 19 September 1990 and that
we would action from that point.

1990 Letter from Koitiata Residents Committee to DOC, 27th September 1990

Proposed Turskina River Diversion

I wvders_r.an-:l that you and your colleagues are sware of cur proposed diveraion
put to h.4. Army and Rangitikel Distriet Council Representatives.

This was first proposed nearly 12 months agoe and residents heave become most
exhiasperated at the lack of real progresa to date.

The full document is on a page following.

1990 Minutes of Meeting with KRC, other Koitiata residents, DOC and RDC
personal, 15th October 1990

Chairman Price opened the meeting and invited D.0.C. Beps to introduce Chemssives
and present their position on the application to divert the Turaking River Mouth.

M. Molay compenced discussion and intreduced colleagues who apoke to the proposed
diversion., The resultant D.0.C. requirements were:-

A in elaborate Engineering plan
B.

in environmental impact repart
. Background report showing wmanimous agresment to the proposal.

The full document is on a page following.

Letter from KRC to RDC, 26" October 1990

1990
Turakina Rivermouth Diversion

Further to our letters and meetings regarding the above we wish to formally

request your Council to apply for a water right on our behalf to enable the
proposed diversion to proceed further.

The full document is on a page following




1990 Minutes KRC Annual General Meeting, 2™ December 1990

River Mouth Diversion:The Water Right issue is proceeding.
Ms. Fullerton-Smith informed the meeting that she

was seeking an independent Engineer% report on the
proposed river diversion.The costs incurred will

be levied on all ratepayers in the Rangitikei district
not Just Koitiata residents . Segeral residents spoke

of the flooding that has occured in the past.It

was stressed by the public that if 3 flood was to
occur that human life could be lost and this was

of paramount concern to the residents.

1991 Letter to KRC from CEO of RDC, date not known, probably 1991

Turakina River Mouth Diversion Project.
As you know the Rangitikei District Council applied to the Manawatu Wanganui Regional

Council for a water right in order to start the of cutting an opening through the sandspit
at the Turakina River Mouth o the Tasman Sea at Koitiata. The Council has been advised that

e Bl b b el teindi e B AL N -

The full document is on a page following
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31 Rapalktai Street
Turakina Beach
R.D. 11

WANGANUT

26 October, 1990.

Rangitikei Ddistrict Council
Frivate Bag
MARTON

Attention Mr. P. 0'Connor
Dear 5ir,

Turakina Rivermouth Diveraion

Further to our letters and meetings regarding the above we wish to formally
request your Council to apply for a water right on our behalf to enable the

proposed diversion to proceed further.
Our application is based on the following major points of concern.
{a) The serious threat of extensive flood damage

(k) The risk of becoming an Inland River Commumnity (and not the
Turakina Beach Community)

{e) The resultant loss in value of rt.!.ide;tta property's

(d) The limited sale of R.D.C. subdivision section due to no real
beach access,

(e) The possible change of course by the Turakina River back into the
D.0.C. / Forestry land area (previously lmown as the Lagoen).

(f} Possible damage to the existing sewage pond system.

It is our considered majority opinion that the proposal is vital to the
future of our commmity and we pledge our help and support toward the
implementation of a river diversion. We also realise the diversion would

not be of a permanent nature but that it would reduce the dangers in the
near future,

Yours faithfully,

P.L. Fraser
Secretary,
Koitiata Resident Committee
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Residents worried
by river’s course

An attempt b? Koitiata residents t'o have the Turakina River put back on a straight
course could be thwarted by a mass of red tape.

At present the river
follows an almost 2km

long, shallow path to the

sea, running parallel
with the coast and the
Koitiata beachside
settlement.

Residents fear that if
the river is left on that
course any large, future
flood would swamp much
of the settlement.

They want the river
diverted onto a straight
course to the sea, as it
was about 10 years ago.

In the past, the prob-
lem was dealt with
simply with a few well-
placed sticks of explo-
sive.

But the Koitiata resi-
dents have now learned
that such simple solu-
tions to what they regard
as simple problems, are
no longer permitted.

The diversion would
require a water right
from the regional coun-
cil.

Recently, the Rangi-

tikei District council ap-

.plied for such a right but

that is being opposed by
the Department of Con-
servation because of the
possible impact diver-
sion would have on the
wildlife wvalues of the
present river course.

DoC has not, as vet,
lodged a formal objec-
tion but is likely to do so
before objections close
on December 1.

But whether the re-
gional council grants the
water right or not, the
Koitiata residents, and
the district council, have
to get around the provi-
sions of the Harbours

- Act which gives DoC al-

most total control over
the coastline.

And given DoC's atti-
tude to the Koitiata pro-
ject, it is unlikely to give
consent. :

The project could also
be stopped because of

~ the -costs involved in

e

meeting all the legal re-
quirements.

The possibility that the
army  engineers could
have been used to clear
the proposed new route
for the river, as an ex-
ercise, isalso fading fast.

And the. cost of using
private contractors to do
the job would be prohibi-
tive.

It is likely that any
diversion would be short-
term only as the constant
drift of sand and shingle

‘down the coast would

quickly close the new
opening unless extensive
{and expensive) addi-
tional construction work
was carried out,

It would seem that,
given the circumstances,
the best option for Koiti-
ata folk is to wait for the
natural course of events
and hope the river cuts
its own channel before it
floods their settlement.
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This photo was taken from 31 Rapaki Street and recorded as being taken in 1991.

It appears from this view of the river in the background, that the main concern regarding
the river mouth position was access to the beach.

Information available from photos, clippings, and recollections from prior years, indicates
that the ‘river-mouth-location-problem’ has always existed.

Although it may be a difficulty for residents and visitors, the river does not find it a
problem.

The following news clipping shows that, as usual, “Nature settles river mouth issue.”

15



An “act of God"” has resolved
the question of where the mouth
of the Turakina River should be,
at least for the meantime.

For several vears the river-
mouth has been moving south
along the coast as a result of
natural coastal drift.

That caused the residents of
the beachside settlement of Koi-
tiata some concern especially
when the river was in flood and
threatened lower lying proper-
ties in the settlement.

Last year residents asked the
Rangitikei District Council to
obtain a resource consent for
the Manawatu-Wanganui Re-
gional Council to “divert"” the
river by cutting through the

sand dunes where the river-
mouth used to be.

That step was taken after the
Departmient of Conservation
refused permission for the resi-
dents, with the help of the
Army, to divert the river them-
selves. :

The resource consent applica-
tion was later withdrawn when
Koitiata residents were told that
the consent procéss and the

paration of environmental
impact reports could cost sever-
al thousand dollars which would
have to be met from local rates.

However, at wyesterday's
meeting of the Rangitikei-
Hawke's Bay Conservation
Board, Wanganui regional con-

servator Bill Carlin said the
rivermouth was back to its
original place.
" “The river now goes where
the residents wanted it,” he
said.
Mr Carlin said he had no idea
what had happened. '
“Theoretically the problem

" Nature settles rivermouth issue )

has been resolved by nature.
God has intervened on behalf of
the settlement,” he said.

The diversion is likely to be
only temporary though as
winter storms and the natural
southward drift of sand would
ch:_-ge the gap again, Mr Carlin
said.
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