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Information Report 
 

 

To: Kaiaua Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

From: Nina Murphy, Simon Bendall 

Date: Wednesday, 5 February 2020 

File reference: Document: 2718967 

Appendix A: Kaiaua Coast 2120 Coastal Processes and Hazards 

 

Portfolio holder: Mayor 

Meeting date: Tuesday, 18 February 2020 

Subject: Coastal Processes and Hazards  

 

 

Recommendation: 

THAT the report be received. 

 

 

 

1 Purpose 

To inform the development of responses to natural hazards risks through the Kaiaua Coast 

2120 project, the Waikato Regional Council (WRC) has engaged Dr Terry Hume to provide an 

updated scientific/technical assessment of coastal processes, coastal hazards and management 

options for the Kaiaua Coast 2120 project area. 

 

This item provides an introduction to the report and an update on progress. Dr Hume will also 

attend the JWP meeting on 18 February to deliver a presentation and take questions from JWP 

members.  

2 Background 

Dr Hume has 38 years’ experience as a marine geologist/coastal oceanographer in 

interdisciplinary environmental research and consulting for government departments, local 

authorities and private companies. He is currently a director of Hume Consulting Limited. 

 

As a scientist in the Ministry of Works and Development (MWD), Department of Scientific and 

Industrial Research (DSIR) and NIWA, he led Crown funded coastal and estuarine programmes 

and science teams in projects combining field studies, large-scale instrument deployments and 

numerical modelling.  

 

Dr Hume’s consultancy work has included: 

 assessments of coastal erosion and processes; 
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 water safety on beaches; 

 how community groups form and operate and barriers to their successful 

involvement in coastal hazard mitigation and adaptation to climate change 

thorough interviews with community members and government agencies and 

councils; 

 the effects of offshore sand extraction on coastal stability; 

 harbour dredging and dredging’s disposal; 

 the effects of catchment runoff on sedimentation processes; 

 the effects of causeways and reclamations on estuary hydrodynamics and siltation; 

 beach and estuarine classification systems; 

 stability of tidal entrances and designing monitoring programmes for beaches and 

estuaries.  

3 Report progress 

Dr Hume has prepared a draft report “Kaiaua Coast 2120 Coastal Processes and Hazards”, 

refer Appendix A. The report covers: 

 Coastal setting and hazard drivers, including: 

o Geomorphology 

o Water levels 

o Long term sea levels 

o Currents and circulation 

o Winds 

o Waves 

o Sediment sources and transport 

o Shoreline change 

o Vertical land movement 

o Human influences on coastal processes 

o Climate change and sea level rise 

 Coastal hazards 

 Strategies to mitigate coastal hazards and inform adaptive management. 

 

The draft report has been circulated to the Technical Advisory Group (“TAG”) for initial review 

and comment. The report has since been updated and is currently undergoing internal 

technical peer review within WRC. An external peer review will also be undertaken.  

 

WRC and the TAG are intending to socialise the report’s findings with the community advisory 

panel and the JWP before finalising it.  

 

Dr Hume has supported TAG with a guided site visit to the Kaiaua coastline on 5 November 

2019 and has presented his report’s initial findings at a community meeting held in Kaiaua on 

30 November 2019.  

 

Dr Hume will be in attendance at the JWP meeting to present and discuss his initial findings 

with JWP members.  

4 Conclusion 

Dr Hume has been engaged to independently review coastal hazards and processes in the 

Kaiaua Coast 2120 project area. A draft report is currently being reviewed and will be 

socialised with the Community Advisory Panel and JWP before being finalised and used to 

inform the Kaiaua Coast 2120 project.  

 

 

 

Nina Murphy   Simon Bendall 

PROJECT MANAGER  PROJECT ADVISOR 
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Information Report 
 

 

To: Kaiaua Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

From: Nina Murphy, Simon Bendall   

Date: Tuesday, 4 February 2020 

File reference: Document: 2700530 

Appendix A: Sections 20A, 10, 85 Resource Management Act 2001 

 

Portfolio holder: Mayor 

Meeting date: Tuesday, 18 February 2020 

Subject: Review of GNS Science Report 

 

 

Recommendation: 

THAT the report be received. 

 

 

1 Summary 

This report provides a summary of the recent GNS Report which looks at how the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (RMA) can be, and is being, used to manage existing uses where 

natural hazard risk is increasing. 

2 Background 

At the inaugural meeting of the Joint Working Party (JWP) (December 2019) it was requested 

that staff review the report produced by GNS science on “Reducing risk through the 

management of existing uses: tensions under the RMA”.   

 

It was agreed that for the Kaiaua project; it is particularly important for staff and the JWP to 

be aware of developments in the climate change policy area, including evolving case law. 

 

Staff will continue to provide summaries on these matters as a standing agenda item to the 

JWP. 

3 Review of GNS Science Report 

3.1 Introduction 

This report was finalised in August 2019 and is based on interdisciplinary research involving 

planning, legal and social systems. Interviews were held with local authorities, and an analysis 

of policy documents and planning and legal literature was undertaken. 
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The report examines three key questions:  

1. What are the options for managing existing use under the Resource Management Act for 

the purpose of risk reduction? 

2. Why have there been so few examples of managing risk reduction to date? 

3. What further steps are necessary to bring clarity and certainty to a very difficult issue 

with many competing views and imperatives? 

This summary of the GNS Science report focuses on the first two questions with the third being 

beyond the scope of the Kaiaua project at this time. The summary also looks at current 

regional council actions, overall key recommendations and the implications for our project. 

3.2 Question 1: What are the options for managing existing use under the RMA for 

the purpose of risk reduction? 

In response to this question, the report identifies two key abilities to act under the RMA1: 

1. The potential for Regional Policy Statements (RPSs) to provide strong direction and fill 

the gap in national level policy, by: 

o specifying an objective of natural hazard risk reduction 

o directly identifying regional rules as a method for achieving the objective 

o directing Territorial Authorities (TAs) to include subdivision controls in their 

District Plans to support the regional land use rules 

o clarifying which local authority has responsibility for land use in high hazard areas 

o highlighting the ability of the regional council to transfer to TAs the function to 

make rules to manage existing uses. 

 

2. The ability of regional councils to extinguish existing use through section 20A (s20A) of 

the RMA (refer Appendix A for rule). S20A provides that: 

o when a regional rule is made that requires an activity to gain a resource consent, 

the activity may continue if it meets certain criteria including requiring the 

person carrying out the activity to apply for consent within 6 months of the rule 

becoming operative 

o if consent is granted the activity may continue, if it is declined the activity must 

stop 

o if the rule provides for a prohibited activity status it is not possible to apply for a 

resource consent and the activity must stop from the date the rule becomes 

operative or the date specified in the rule 

o (District councils’ rules on the other hand can only restrict activities in the future, 

the rules cannot be applied retrospectively or require change to an existing use, 

due to the protection afforded by section 10 (s10) of the RMA (refer Appendix A 

for rule)). 

The report also considers what risk reduction looks like for existing development and provides 

a continuum of risk management and outcomes, refer Figure 2.1 below. This figure shows that 

only regional plans can reduce risk to existing development. 

 

It notes that stopping further development in a hazard area (through District Plans), including 

subdivision, maintains the level of risk. It stops exposure to risk by new people and buildings 

but it does not reduce the risk to existing development. Furthermore, the existing development 

may be subject to increasing levels of risk as the hazard may increase, for example due to the 

effects of climate change.2 

 

Where rules allow for development in hazard areas, even with mitigation measures, this 

increases the level of risk. Because even though the mitigation measures may mean that the 

risk is lower (e.g. raising floor areas) the exposure to the hazard has increased by allowing 

more development. 

                                           
1 GNS Science Report 2019/55 pg.98 
2 Ibid pg.9-10 
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Source: GNS Science 2019/55, pg. 9 

 

3.3 Question 2: Why have there been so few examples of managing risk reduction to 

date? 

In response to this question, the report concludes that: 

 The need to address increasing risk for existing developments is a comparatively new 

concept for local government. “We are in a period of transition, from a historical focus 

on the presence and likelihood of a hazard, to a focus on the level of risk.”3 

 

 There is a focus in the RMA on avoiding or mitigating natural hazards rather than on risk 

reduction. However, the report suggests that there is enough flexibility (but not 

direction) in the RMA for councils to pursue a policy to reduce risk. 

 

 There is confusion over roles and responsibilities. “Regional councils have the ability to 

make land use rules that manage existing use, but not necessarily the understanding 

of how to do this. In contrast, TAs have an understanding of how to make land use 

rules but cannot make rules to manage existing uses.”4 

 

 There is uncertainty over regional councils’ ability to completely extinguish existing use 

rights because of the checks and balances of the RMA, particularly s85 and s32 (refer 

Appendix A for these rules):  

o “Perhaps the biggest unknown factor controlling the ability of decision-makers to 

act to reduce risk by managing existing use is how s 85 will operate”5.  

o s85 imposes rules that allow a challenge to be taken to the Environment Court to 

determine whether a rule renders land incapable of reasonable use and if it 

places an unfair and unreasonable burden on a person. If the Court upholds the 

challenge, it may direct the council to change the rule, or acquire the land 

                                           
3 Ibid pg.96 
4 Ibid pg.97 
5 Ibid pg.101 
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under the Public Works Act (and only if the owner agrees to the acquisition). 

Therefore, this may pose a prohibitive level of cost on a local authority, 

furthermore, a landowner may be able to prevent such a rule change by 

refusing to agree to acquisition under the Public Works Act6. 

o the report considers that rules on the less restrictive end of the scale would be 

less likely to be successfully challenged, however where the rules are heavily 

restrictive, such as complete extinguishment of existing use rights, there is 

uncertainty on how s85 may operate7.  

o the report concludes that “At present, s 85 appears to impose a significant 

constraint, particularly where the risk is low, or if the risk is high but is unlikely 

to be realised in the short term”8. 

o there is also a lack of clarity around how to assess the costs and benefits of rules 

to reduce risk to existing development under a section 32 assessment9. 

3.4 Current regional council actions and options available  

The report looks into whether regional councils are using their powers to manage existing uses 

and it notes that only six of the 17 RPSs in NZ are proposing to manage existing uses in high 

hazard areas through RMA plans (such as regional and district plans). Notably, Waikato 

Regional Council is one of these six, and one of the four regions identified by the report as 

having a strong focus on the reduction of risk in its RPS10.  

 

Currently rules to manage existing uses are in place in three regions (Northland, Hawke’s Bay 

and Canterbury). These rules control rebuilding following hazard events. In effect, these rules 

remove the ability to rebuild to the same character, intensity and scale that is normally 

allowed (under s10) after a property is damaged or destroyed by a natural hazard event11. 

 

The report notes that these rules are at the less restrictive end of the spectrum (refer to Fig 

3.4 below, from the GNS Science report) and are a reactive way to reduce risk, as they are 

only triggered after an event has caused significant damage12.  

 

Other more proactive options for regional rules include: 

 Moderate restriction - rules where duration and conditions of consent can be specified 

(these rules are proactive but gradual). For example: consent for residential activities 

could be granted for 20 years after which it must stop or a new consent applied for. If 

risk has increased over the 20 years, then the rule could then be changed to more 

restrictive as below. 

 Most restrictive - rules prohibiting an activity, therefore existing uses are completely 

extinguished (these rules are proactive and immediate). For example: no consent can 

be applied for and residential activity must stop as soon as the rule is operative. 

Interviews with regional council staff show that there is a high-level understanding of the 

option of prohibiting residential uses as part of managed retreat, but a lack of understanding of 

other more moderate options to manage existing uses, other than a full retreat.13  

The authors suggest that where there is time available to reduce risk, rules that impose 

moderate restrictions are a more practical option14. They also note that rules that impose the 

heaviest restrictions may be acceptable if they have a long lead-in time15. 

                                           
6 Ibid pg.83 
7 Ibid pg.72 
8 Ibid pg.102 
9 Ibid pg.98 
10 Ibid pg.35 
11 Ibid pg.27 
12 Ibid pg.42 
13 Ibid pg.98 
14 Ibid pg.50 
15 Ibid pg.viii 
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Source: GNS Science Report 2019/55 pg.42 

 

3.5 Key recommendations 

In conclusion the report notes that there is much that can be done under the current planning 

system and there is no need to wait. The authors’ key recommendation is that “…the use of 

rules to manage existing uses to reduce risks should be proactive and begun well in advance of 

the need for a complete withdrawal from an area16.” 

3.6 Implications for Kaiaua Coast 2120 

Of direct relevance to our Kaiaua project; the report reflects that an adaptive planning 

approach is an appropriate way to manage risk as it allows for a long lead in time and is 

flexible to respond to changing conditions. However, if the final step of the process is identified 

as withdrawal (or managed retreat) then there will be uncertainty about whether this can be 

achieved due to ability of the courts to require compensation of property owners, and further 

whether property owners will agree to this. 

 

It is important to monitor evolving case law in this area and to await the outcome of the 

Matatā Plan Change, which seeks to extinguish existing uses in an identified debris flow area. 

 

The report endorses our project approach of regional and district councils working together. 

HDC’s District Plan can be changed to avoid future development in identified areas, if 

necessary. WRC’s Regional Plan can be changed to stop current land use in identified areas, if 

necessary. There is also the option for WRC to transfer this power to HDC under s33 of the 

RMA, if both authorities agree.  

4 Conclusion 

This report has provided a summary of the report by GNS Science regarding using the RMA to 

manage existing uses and the implications for our project. 

 

Nina Murphy PROJECT MANAGER  Simon Bendall PROJECT ADVISOR  

                                           
16 Ibid pg.109 
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Appendix A:  

Certain existing lawful activities allowed 

20A Certain existing lawful activities allowed 

(1) If, as a result of a rule in a proposed regional plan taking legal effect in accordance with 

section 86B or 149N(8), an activity requires a resource consent, the activity may continue 

until the rule becomes operative if,— 

(a) before the rule took legal effect in accordance with section 86B or 149N(8), the 

activity— 

(i) was a permitted activity or otherwise could have been lawfully carried on without 

a resource consent; and 

(ii) was lawfully established; and 

(b) the effects of the activity are the same or similar in character, intensity, and scale to 

the effects that existed before the rule took legal effect in accordance with section 86B 

or 149N(8); and 

(c) the activity has not been discontinued for a continuous period of more than 6 months 

(or a longer period fixed by a rule in the proposed regional plan in any particular case 

or class of case by the regional council that is responsible for the proposed plan) since 

the rule took legal effect in accordance with section 86B or 149N(8). 

(2) If, as a result of a rule in a regional plan becoming operative, an activity requires a 

resource consent, the activity may continue after the rule becomes operative if,— 

(a) before the rule became operative, the activity— 

(i) was a permitted activity or allowed to continue under subsection (1) or otherwise 

could have been lawfully carried on without a resource consent; and 

(ii) was lawfully established; and 

(b) the effects of the activity are the same or similar in character, intensity, and scale to 

the effects that existed before the rule became operative; and 

(c) the person carrying on the activity has applied for a resource consent from the 

appropriate consent authority within 6 months after the date the rule became operative 

and the application has not been decided or any appeals have not been determined. 

 

10 Certain existing uses in relation to land protected 

(1) Land may be used in a manner that contravenes a rule in a district plan or proposed district 

plan if— 

(a) either— 

(i) the use was lawfully established before the rule became operative or the proposed 

plan was notified; and 

(ii) the effects of the use are the same or similar in character, intensity, and scale to 

those which existed before the rule became operative or the proposed plan was 

notified: 

(b) or— 

(i) the use was lawfully established by way of a designation; and 

(ii) the effects of the use are the same or similar in character, intensity, and scale to 

those which existed before the designation was removed. 

(2) Subject to sections 357 to 358, this section does not apply when a use of land that 

contravenes a rule in a district plan or a proposed district plan has been discontinued for a 

continuous period of more than 12 months after the rule in the plan became operative or 

the proposed plan was notified unless— 

(a) an application has been made to the territorial authority within 2 years of the activity 

first being discontinued; and 

(b) the territorial authority has granted an extension upon being satisfied that— 

(i) the effect of the extension will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the 

district plan; and 

(ii) the applicant has obtained approval from every person who may be adversely affected 

by the granting of the extension, unless in the authority’s opinion it is unreasonable 

in all the circumstances to require the obtaining of every such approval. 
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(3) This section does not apply if reconstruction or alteration of, or extension to, any building 

to which this section applies increases the degree to which the building fails to comply with 

any rule in a district plan or proposed district plan. 

(4) For the avoidance of doubt, this section does not apply to any use of land that is— 

(a) controlled under section 30(1)(c) (regional control of certain land uses); or 

(b) restricted under section 12 (coastal marine area); or 

(c) restricted under section 13 (certain river and lake bed controls). 

(5) Nothing in this section limits section 20A (certain existing lawful activities allowed). 

(6) [Repealed] 

 

85 Environment Court may give directions in respect of land subject to controls 

(1) An interest in land shall be deemed not to be taken or injuriously affected by reason of any 

provision in a plan unless otherwise provided for in this Act. 

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), any person having an interest in land to which any 

provision or proposed provision of a plan or proposed plan applies, and who considers that 

the provision or proposed provision would render that interest in land incapable of 

reasonable use, may challenge that provision or proposed provision on those grounds— 

(a) in a submission made under Schedule 1 in respect of a proposed plan or change to a 

plan; or 

(b) in an application to change a plan made under clause 21 of Schedule 1. 

(3) Subsection (3A) applies in the following cases: 

(a) on an application to the Environment Court to change a plan under clause 21 of 

Schedule 1: 

(b) on an appeal to the Environment Court in relation to a provision of a proposed plan or 

change to a plan. 

(3A) The Environment Court, if it is satisfied that the grounds set out in subsection (3B) are 

met, may,— 

(a) in the case of a plan or proposed plan (other than a regional coastal plan or proposed 

regional coastal plan), direct the local authority to do whichever of the following the 

local authority considers appropriate: 

(i) modify, delete, or replace the provision in the plan or proposed plan in the 

manner directed by the court: 

(ii) acquire all or part of the estate or interest in the land under the Public Works Act 

1981, as long as— 

(A) the person with an estate or interest in the land or part of it agrees; and 

(B) the requirements of subsection (3D) are met; and 

(b) in the case of a regional coastal plan or proposed regional coastal plan,— 

(i) report its findings to the applicant, the regional council concerned, and the 

Minister of Conservation; and 

(ii) include a direction to the regional council to modify, delete, or replace the 

provision in the manner directed by the court. 

(3B) The grounds are that the provision or proposed provision of a plan or proposed plan— 

(a) makes any land incapable of reasonable use; and 

(b) places an unfair and unreasonable burden on any person who has an interest in the 

land. 

(3C) Before exercising its jurisdiction under subsection (3A), the Environment Court must have 

regard to— 

(c) Part 3 (including the effect of section 9(3); and 

(d) the effect of subsection (1) of this section. 

(3D) The Environment Court must not give a direction under subsection (3A)(a)(ii) unless— 

(a) the person with the estate or interest in the land or part of the land concerned (or the 

spouse, civil union partner, or de facto partner of that person)— 

(i) had acquired the estate or interest in the land or part of it before the date on 

which the provision or proposed provision was first notified or otherwise included 

in the relevant plan or proposed plan; and 

(ii) the provision or proposed provision remained in substantially the same form; and 

(b) the person with the estate or interest in the land or part of the land consents to the 

giving of the direction. 

Page 11

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM232560#DLM232560
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM231949#DLM231949
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM231970#DLM231970
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM232526#DLM232526
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM240686#DLM240686
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM241515#DLM241515
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM241515#DLM241515
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM45426
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM45426
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM231916#DLM231916
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM231918#DLM231918


 

Page 8 of 8 

(4) Any direction given or report made under subsection (3A) has effect under this Act as if it 

were made or given under clause 15 of Schedule 1. 

(5) Nothing in subsections (3) to (3D) limits the powers of the Environment Court under clause 

15 of Schedule 1 on an appeal under clause 14 of that schedule. 

(6) In this section,— 

provision of a plan or proposed plan does not include a designation or a heritage order 

or a requirement for a designation or a heritage order 

reasonable use, in relation to land, includes the use or potential use of the land for any 

activity whose actual or potential effects on any aspect of the environment or on any 

person (other than the applicant) would not be significant. 

(7) [Repealed] 
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Information Report 
 

 

To: Kaiaua Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

From: Nina Murphy, Simon Bendall 

Date: Wednesday, 5 February 2020 

File reference: Document: 2707530 

Appendix A: Proposed Draft Community Advisory Panel Terms of 

Reference 2693323 

 

Portfolio holder: Mayor 

Meeting date: Tuesday, 18 February 2020 

Subject: Community Advisory Panel – Panel formation and appointment  

 

 

Recommendation: 

THAT the report be received. 

 

THAT the JWP endorse the draft Proposed Terms of Reference for the Community Advisory 

Panel shown in Appendix A. 

 

 

1 Purpose 

At the inaugural meeting of the Kaiaua Coast 2120 Joint Working Party (“JWP”) on 10 

December 2019, it was agreed that a Community Advisory Panel (“the Panel”) be formed to 

lead the development of a community plan under the Kaiaua Coast 2120 project. 

 

This report provides a recap on the role and membership of the Panel, a progress update on 

the appointment of Panel members, seeks guidance on the appropriate method for seeking 

nominations and appointing Mana Whenua members to the Panel, and includes the Panel’s 

proposed terms of reference for discussion and any further amendments as may be sought by 

JWP members.   

 

2 Content 

2.1 Community Advisory Panel Role, Responsibilities and Membership   

2.1.1 Role and Responsibilities 

At its inaugural meeting on 10 December, the JWP agreed that the roles and responsibilities of 

the Community Advisory Panel would include: 
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 Developing a broad understating beyond their immediate lived experience of the 

cultural, social, environmental and economic landscape of the Kaiaua Coast 

 Developing an understanding of the natural hazards that affect the Kaiaua coastline  

 Assisting to confirm the risks posed by those hazards  

 Developing and assessing options for responding to those risks  

 Articulating short, medium and long-term community aspirations for the Kaiaua Coast 

area 

 Engaging with the broader community (with Council assistance) to test their ideas; and 

 Presenting recommendations to the Kaiaua Coast 2120 Joint Working Party. 

  

2.1.2 Membership  

Table 1 outlines Panel membership as agreed by the JWP at this meeting. 

 

Table 1: Proposed Community Advisory Panel Membership 

 

Seat / Position  Description # seats 

on Panel  

Coastal 

settlements 

Members of the urban settlements along 

the coast including representation of 

non-permanent resident landowners 

3 

Rural landowners Members of rural landowners along the 

coast 

3 

Mana Whenua   Representatives from local iwi/hapu 

along the coast 

3 

Network utility 

representative 

Representation from the network utility 

service providers in the area such as 

power and telecommunication. 

1 

Recreation Representation from groups or clubs with 

recreational interests in the area 

1 

Rural Support 

Trust 

Representation from the Rural Support 

Trust recognising their knowledge and 

experience of rural issues in this area 

1 

Community 

Services 

Representation of local community 

services including police, fire, ambulance 

and civil defence services in the area 

1 

Local business Representation of local businesses in the 

area 

1 

Department of 

Conservation  

Responsible for the New Zealand Coastal 

Policy Statement, input on biodiversity 

matters  

1 

 TOTAL 15 

 

2.1.3 Panel Support Roles 

In addition to the defined membership outlined above, the JWP agreed that in order to assist 

the Panel to function effectively, the following additional support roles (Table 2) were required: 
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Table 2: Community Advisory Panel Support Roles  

 

Seat / Position  Description 

Chairperson /   

Co-chairs 

The Chair(s) will be responsible for maintaining a 

positive and productive tone at each meeting, 

managing proceedings to ensure they are fair, 

respectful and open, ensuring that protocols and 

agreed processes are adhered to, dealing with media 

enquiries, and other matters as may be identified. 

 

Cultural Advisor The Cultural advisor will ensure alignment with cultural 

protocols and provide expertise on cultural matters.  

 

Facilitators   Facilitators prepare agendas and material prior to 

meetings, run meetings to ensure desired outcomes 

are achieved, facilitate debate and discussion, ensure 

meeting outcomes are accurately recorded and 

reported, and compile an outcomes report for panel 

endorsement at the end of the process. 

 

Panel 

Administrator 
A role to assist the functioning of the panel through 

logistics and administrative support. TAG propose this 

role is preferably fulfilled by a Council employee to 

minimise external costs.  

 

 

2.1.4 Panel Observers 

The JWP also confirmed that all JWP members would have the option to act as ‘Observers’ to 

the Panel process. Observers would be present at Panel meetings to observe and offer advice 

and opinions when as requested by or through the Chair/Co-chairs.  

 

It is noted that Observers are not decision makers within the Panel; it is TAG’s intention that 

this delineation will preserve decision-making functions at the JWP level and above.  

2.2 Panel Appointments 

Under direction by the JWP, the Technical Advisory Group (“TAG”) have commenced the 

agreed appointment process for each of the positions identified above. An update on this 

process is provided below.  

 

2.2.1 Mana Whenua positions  

Three mana whenua positions on the Panel remain to be filled. At this stage, TAG has not 

made a direct request for nominations for these seats, pending further discussion with JWP 

members. 

 

Guidance is sought from the JWP on the best approach for inviting mana whenua participation 

on the Panel ahead of the Panel’s first meeting, currently planned for 17 March 2020. 
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2.2.2 Coastal Settlements, Rural Landowners, Recreation and Local Business positions  

The following appointments have now made to fulfil these positions on the Panel: 

 

 Stephanie Brough 

Kaiaua resident, retired, member of Kaiaua Residents and Ratepayers Association 

 

 Ria Brejaart and Jonathan Clark (jointly) 

Both Waharau residents, both involved Ecoquest, involved with Wharekawa Marae 

respectively, Jonathan is a member of Tiaki Repo Pukorokoro Trust 

 

 Stephen Cooper 

Kaiaua resident, retired, Boating Club committee member 

 

 Eddie Johnson 

Waharau resident, Ngāti Poao Ngāti Whanaunga, local business owner, trustee on the 

Western Firth Catchment Group Charitable Trust and involved in several community groups 

and activities. 

 

 Justin Johnson 

Kaiaua resident, airline pilot, member of Kaiaua Residents and Ratepayers Association, 

Maramarua Rugby Club and Boxfit Kaiaua 

 

 David Twiname 

Kaiaua resident, real estate agent 

 

 Allan Yee 

Auckland (Howick) resident, retired 

 

2.2.3 Community Services position  

The following appointment has been made for the ‘Community Services’ position: 

 

 Brett Otto 

Emergency Management Officer, Hauraki District Council 

 

2.2.4 Network Utility, Department of Conservation and Rural Support Trust positions.   

Initial conversations have been had, however appointments have yet to be confirmed for these 

positions.  

 

The Network Utility position is likely to be fulfilled by staff from the New Zealand Transport 

Agency, who have expressed a strong interest in being involved in the project.  

 

Department of Conservation is considering a staff representative, and TAG are waiting to hear 

back from the Rural Support Trust.   

2.2.5 Panel Support Roles  

It has been agreed that Simon Bendall and Deborah Kissick from Traverse Environmental will 

act as the independent facilitators for the Panel process.  

 

At this stage, no appointments have been made to the Chairperson / Co-Chair or Cultural 

Advisor roles. Discussion with and direction from the JWP is sought to confirm these 

appointments.  
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Hauraki District Council has confirmed a staff member to act as the Panel Administrator.  

2.3 Community Advisory Panel Draft Terms of Reference 

TAG have developed a proposed terms of reference for the Community Advisory Panel to 

ensure that the role, function and expectations of the panel are clearly outlined.  

 

The draft terms of reference for the Panel is attached to this paper as Appendix A. This 

document is unchanged from the version previously circulated to JWP members.  

 

TAG consider that the Panel members should be responsible for reviewing and adopting a final 

terms of reference. This will provide Panel members with the ability to determine how they will 

operate, and offer an opportunity to “sign up” to their process by adopting a final term of 

reference.  

 

TAG suggest that the JWP review and, with any modifications, endorse a draft terms of 

reference for presentation to the advisory panel once formed.  

 

3 Conclusion 

TAG have progressed with forming the Panel under direction provided by the JWP at their 

meeting on 10 December.  

 

The key matters to resolve are the approach to and appointment of Mana Whenua Panel 

members. Direction is sought from the JWP on this.  

 

Remaining appointments will also require follow up to ensure all members are confirmed prior 

to the first meeting of the Panel, at this stage planned for 17 March 2020.  

 

A draft Terms of Reference for the Panel has also been developed, and feedback is sought from 

the JWP on this document. It is proposed that the final Terms of Reference are confirmed and 

adopted by Panel Members at their first meeting.  

 

 

 

Nina Murphy    Simon Bendall       

PROJECT MANAGER   PROJECT ADVISOR    
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Appendix A:  

Proposed Terms of Reference, Kaiaua Coast 2120 Community Advisory 
Panel 

1. Glossary of Terms Used  

[TBC]  

2. Background/Context 

2.1. Hauraki District Council (”HDC”) is preparing a community plan for the Kaiaua 

Pūkorokoro / Miranda coastal area (“Kaiaua Coast 2120”) situated on the western 

side of the Firth of Thames.  

 
2.2. The project is about the Kaiaua Coast communities coming together to define their path 

for the future, rather than leaving it to chance. It will provide future direction, while 

retaining the ability to be adaptive to an uncertain future. Regular reviews will ensure 

that the plan continues to deliver desired outcomes.  

 
2.3. Kaiaua Coast 2120 will look at a wide range of issues around the coast, to provide for a 

resilient and prosperous future, with a particular focus on responding to climate change 

and natural hazards and the long-term future planning of communities and land use:  

 
2.4. This Community Advisory Panel is being established as the key component of a 

collaborative process to develop Kaiaua Coast 2120. The Panel will consider a broad 

range of issue and, with technical support and advice, develop recommendations to the 

HDC and Waikato Regional Council that will inform the shape, content and direction of 

Kaiaua Coast 2120. 

3. Name and Status  

3.1. The Community Advisory panel shall be known as the Kaiaua Coast 2120 Community 

Advisory Panel (“the Panel”).  

 
3.2. The Panel is an informal entity established by agreement of its members. 

 

3.3. The purpose of the Panel is to provide informed recommendations to the Hauraki 

District Council, Waikato Regional Council and Iwi, through a Joint Working Party, on 

the following matters: 

a) Community values and aspirations; 

b) The potential impacts of climate change and natural hazards risks; 

c) Long-term adaptive pathways to respond to those risks; and 

d) Key actions for achieving community aspirations.  
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3.4. The specific function of the Panel is to provide the Joint Working Party with input, 

advice and recommendations on the following matters: 

 

a) Facilitating engagement with the broader community, affected persons and 

other stakeholders in relation to the community's values, aspirations and goals 

and their priorities. 

b) The development of hazard response options (using an adaptive pathway 

approach) to respond to information provided on natural hazards risks and the 

effects of climate change.  The range of options might include: 

i. Doing Nothing; 

ii. Hard Engineering solutions; 

iii. Soft engineering solutions (e.g. beach re-nourishment, beach crest 

stabilisation); 

iv. Retreat, including identification of alternative building sites and land 

purchase; 

v. Emergency Management planning; 

vi. District and Regional Plan provisions; and  

vii. Relevant internal Council policies. 

c) Facilitating engagement with the broader community, affected persons and 

other stakeholders in relation to the risks posed by natural hazards and the 

effects of climate change and the associated proposed hazard response options. 

d) Open, objective and unbiased participation in a facilitated decision-making 

process to select preferred natural hazards response options.  

e) The determination of a preferred option(s) or series of natural hazards 

response options. 

f) The development of long-term community planning outcomes that take into 

account community values and aspirations and the impact of natural hazards; 

g) The preparation and delivery of reasoned recommendations to the Joint 

Working Party on the above matters.  

4. Membership 

4.1. A single panel shall be formed covering the area from Pūkorokoro/Miranda in the south 

to Waharau in north as indicated by Figure 1 below. 
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FIGURE 1: PROJECT AREA  

 
 

4.2. Table 1 below outlines the membership distribution of the Panel. 
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TABLE 1: COMMUNITY ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERSHIP 

Panel Members  Support Roles Observers 

Urban settlements (3) Chair/co-chairs (up to 2) 
Observers – Joint Working 

Party Members  

Rural landowners (3) Cultural Advisor (1)  

Mana Whenua (3) Facilitator (2)  

Network utility representative (1) Panel Administrator (1)  

Recreation (1) 
Technical Advisory Group / 

Independent Advisors   
 

Rural Support Trust (1)   

Community Services (1)   

Local business (1)   

Department of Conservation (1)    

 

5. Role Descriptions 

5.1. Panel Members: Representative positions with full voting and speaking rights and 

participation in scoring and recommendations. A quorum of 50% of Panel Members is 

required for the Panel to pass any resolutions.  

 
5.2. Observers: Present to observe and offer advice and opinions when these are requested 

by or through the Chair/Co-chairs. Speaking rights may be granted upon request, at 

the discretion of the Chair/Co-chairs. No voting rights 

 

5.3. Chair/Co-chairs: Responsible for the efficient and fair operation of the meeting and 

ensuring the Terms of Reference are followed and adhered to. Responsible for handling 

all media enquiries regarding the work of the Panel. No voting rights. Full speaking 

rights.   

 

5.4. Cultural Advisor: Responsible for ensuring tikanga is respected and followed 

throughout the process. Provides advice and guidance on the consideration of cultural 

values and impacts. Assists Mana Whenua members as may be necessary. No voting 

rights. Full speaking rights.   

 

5.5. Facilitators: Responsible for the overall management of each workshop, including 

managing how the Panel works and interacts, resolving conflicts, leading debates, 

seeking consensus, and ensuring voting members are given the full opportunity to 

participate. Ultimately responsible for securing the necessary outcomes from each Panel 

workshop in an efficient, fair, and transparent manner. Responsible for the 

development of a final report for each Panel, outlining the process taken and resolutions 

reached. No voting rights. Full speaking rights.   
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5.6. Technical Advisory Group / Independent Technical Advisors: Provides technical 

support and expertise to the Panel when this is requested through the Chair/Co-chairs. 

No voting rights. Speaking rights may be granted upon request, at the discretion of the 

Chair/Co-chairs. 

 

5.7. Panel Administrator: Responsible for the organisation and logistics associated with 

the successful operation of each Panel workshop. Records the minutes, actions and 

resolutions from each workshop. Manages communications with all Panel members 

outside of each workshop. No voting rights. Speaking rights may be granted upon 

request, at the discretion of the Chair/Co-chairs. 

6. Member attitudes and protocol for collaborative deliberation 

6.1. The Panel represents a community-driven collaborative stakeholder process with the 

aim of providing the Joint Working Party with consensus advice and recommendations 

on a long-term approach to build resilience to natural hazards on the Kaiaua Coast over 

the next 100 years, and the long term aspirations for the communities, mana whenua, 

businesses and other stakeholders along this coast.  

 

6.2. For this process to be successful, members of the Panel will need to have the ability to 

explore, consider and deliberate on options and recommendations with an open mind, 

taking into account diverse views and interests (rather than simply advocating for a 

particular point of view).  

 

6.3. The following collaborative protocol is to be followed by all Panel members, observers 

and support roles: 

a) Panel members will participate co-operatively for the "long term benefit" of the 

region as a whole. 

b) All Panel members agree to act in good faith.  This means that members must 

commit to open, honest, constructive, robust, respectful and collaborative 

deliberations.  To facilitate this end the Chatham House rule1 will apply. 

c) Contributions made within the Panel will be "without prejudice". That is, nothing 

said within the group may be used in a subsequent planning or legal process except 

for any recommendations and agreements reached by the group.  

d) Panel members agree to show respect for other members' views when 

communicating with their wider networks. 

                                           
1 When a meeting, or part thereof, is held under the Chatham House Rule, participants are free to use the 
information received, but neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any other 
participant, may be revealed. 
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e) Panel members agree to refrain from discussion and debate through media channels 

(i.e. newspapers, radio, television, and social media2). 

f) Any public statement regarding advice or recommendations made by the Panel are 

to be agreed by the Panel and made through the Chair/Co-chairs. This also applies 

to researchers, council staff and others who may attend in support of Panel 

meetings. 

g) Consensus shall be strived for in all decisions made by Panel Members and is 

defined as every member (i.e. 100%) of the group being in agreement.  

h) Where 100% consensus cannot be reached on a specific piece of advice or a 

recommendation, the reasons for disagreement will be noted, any alternatives 

defined, and the reasons for members’ positions on the alternatives recorded. 

i) When the Panel reaches a decision, members will be expected to acknowledge that 

decision in subsequent public discussion, or presentation to the Council.   

j) If a meeting is missed by a member, members will not be able to "re-litigate" a 

piece of consensus advice or recommendation at a later time. 

k) Any recommendations made by the Panel must also take account of the 

requirements of the Local Government Act, New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 

and other relevant legislation.  

 
6.4. Members are required to declare any actual or perceived interests to the full 

Community Panel. The Chair/Co-chairs will then determine whether or not the interest 

represents a conflict, and if so, what action will be taken. 

 

7. Operational Protocols 

7.1. The following protocols shall apply to the operation of the Panel: 

a) The schedule of agreed meetings is attached as Appendix 1 to these terms of 

reference.  

b) Panel Members are expected to commit to the agreed schedule of meetings in 

Appendix 1 and make every effort to attend all meetings. While it is anticipated 

that some Panel Members will miss certain meetings through circumstances beyond 

their control, if a significant number of meetings are not attended by a Panel 

Member then at the discretion of the Chair/Co-chairs their membership may be 

reviewed and a reappointment process may be triggered. 

c) Unless a Panel member is otherwise remunerated for their attendance at panel 

meetings (i.e. because they are attending as an employee of the organisation they 

are there to represent), or opts out, all full voting members shall receive an 

                                           
2 This does not preclude the objective and impartial use of social media to facilitate engagement with the broader 
community, affected persons and other stakeholders in relation to the risks posed by coastal hazards and the associated 
coastal hazard response options. 
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honorarium per meeting attended. The value of the honorarium (and any 

subsequent adjustments as may be required) shall be determined by the Joint 

Working Party. No additional reimbursement shall be given for mileage or travel to 

attend workshops.    

d) A regular public reporting forum and newsletter or similar mechanism should be 

adopted by the Panel to ensure the wider public are kept informed of their 

activities. 

e) Panel meetings are not open to the public; however, the Chair/Co-chairs can invite 

people such as relevant experts and interested parties to specific meetings, and 

open certain meetings to the public and media representatives where it is 

considered appropriate.  Elected members of the participating Councils are welcome 

to attend all meetings. 

f) The participating Councils will be responsible for providing all the necessary support 

for the effective functioning of the group including the provisions of meeting 

venues, refreshments, and staff support for the preparation of agendas, minutes, 

communications etc. 

g) Panel Members may not appoint alternates, or vote by proxy.   

h) Where a Panel Member is no longer available to continue participation for any 

reason, a replacement will be nominated by the relevant agency, group or 

community, to be accepted at the discretion of the Chair/Co-chairs.   

i) Where a Panel Member or Observer or any other party present at a meeting 

deliberately or otherwise breaches the requirements and expectations of their 

participation and attendance at Panel Meetings, as set out in this Terms of 

Reference, the Chair/Co-chairs may, at their sole discretion, recommend to the 

Joint Working Party that the person is removed. If this recommendation is 

confirmed by the Joint Working Party, the person in question shall immediately 

cease to be a member of the Panel or in the case they are not a Panel Member, 

shall be barred from attending future Panel meetings.  

j) Notes will be taken of all meetings.  Notes will not record meeting conversations 

verbatim, but will provide an overall summary of the issues covered and the 

conclusions/decisions reached.  These notes will be a public record. 

k) None of the matters in this terms of reference replaces, limits or restricts the 

individual decision-making of the participating Councils and organisations involved; 

the statutory responsibilities and obligations of the Councils for the implementation 

of plans and polices, including consent processing, monitoring, enforcement and 

compliance; or the ability to collaborate or work together in ways not defined in this 

terms of reference.  
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8. Resources 

8.1. At each meeting, the Panel will have access to a Technical Advisory Group ("TAG") 

formed by senior staff from each of the Partner Councils. Independent technical 

advisors may also be engaged to assist with supporting the Panel, which may include 

expertise from the following areas:  

 Cultural expertise  

 Social impact assessment  

 Coastal process science and engineering  

 Landscape  

 Legal 

 Economics  

 Planning  

 
8.2. Attendance at specific meetings by experts shall be at the discretion of the Chair/Co-

chairs. 

9. Recommendations and Reporting 

9.1. At the conclusion of their process, the Panel will present a final report to the Joint 

Working Party outlining the process they have taken and a final set of recommendations 

to underpin Kaiaua Coast 2120. 

 
9.2. The Joint Working Party shall, in good faith, consider the report and recommendations 

and may seek clarification and/or amendments from the Panel before formally receiving 

the report.   

 

9.3. The Joint Working Party shall submit the final Panel report to the participating Councils 

with a formal recommendation. 

 

9.4. This process is outlined in Figure 2 below. 
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FIGURE 2: FUNCTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS 
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Information Report 
 

 

To: Kaiaua Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

From: Nina Murphy, Simon Bendall  

Date: Wednesday, 5 February 2020 

File reference: Document: 2718753 

Appendix A: Kaiaua SIA Scope 2707146 

 

Portfolio holder: Mayor 

Meeting date: Tuesday, 18 February 2020 

Subject: Project Update  

 

 

Recommendation: 

THAT the report be received. 

 

 

1 Summary 

This report provides an update on general project-related matters and provides an opportunity 

for questions and discussion with the joint working party.  

 

This report will cover in more detail the Social Impact Assessment. 

 

2 Items for Discussion 

2.1 General update 

Project manager to give a verbal update and provide opportunity for questions and discussion. 

2.2 Social Impact Assessment 

2.2.1 Background 

EnviroStrat was appointed in December 2019 to undertake a SIA for the Kaiaua project. The 

SIA has been funded jointly by HDC and WRC. Staff from EnviroStrat could not be here today 

but they have briefed Simon Bendall to update the JWP on their findings so far, to discuss 

approaching iwi to participate, and to answer any questions about the SIA. 
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2.2.2 Why are we doing a SIA and what does it cover? 

Undertaking a social impact assessment (SIA) is an important part of the project, as it will 

provide an in-depth understanding of how people may be affected by hazards, and in particular 

coastal flooding.  

 

Appendix A contains the project scope, which explains in more detail what the SIA covers and 

how the information will be gathered. The SIA will try to include members of the community 

that may be particularly vulnerable, as well as those who may not normally participate in 

council processes.  

 

Through conducting face to face interviews with members of the community, the SIA will give 

us a wider and deeper understanding of the special things, values and interactions that may be 

at risk. This information will be vital to helping our community panel establish what matters 

most. 

2.2.3 Who are we talking to? 

The interviewers are talking to a range of people who: have shown an interest in the topic; are 

part of local community groups; are key opinion influences, may be more vulnerable.  

 

The aim is to get a good representation of the community at large, while recognising that there 

are diverse viewpoints. Individuals have been suggested from council staff, workshops 

attendees and personal recommendations from interviewees e.g. “you should talk to so and 

so”. 

2.2.4 How will iwi be involved? 

The SIA includes factors that affect social wellbeing as this is an integral part of who we are 

and informs the discussions we have with the interviewers. However, the SIA has not been 

designed to cover an iwi viewpoint, rather it plans to reflect the social wellbeing of the people 

interviewed, including māori. 

 

The project team has proposed holding further hui with iwi to find out how they wish to be 

involved overall in this project, including whether they wish to provide a cultural values 

assessment and how the project team could asist with this. 

 

We seek your advice at this meeting as to how the views of iwi should be sought in relation to 

the SIA and/or a cultural values assessment. 

 

3 Conclusion 

This report has provided a project update and opportunity for discussion, with particular focus 

on the Social Impact Assessment. 

 

 

 

Nina Murphy    Simon Bendall 

PROJECT MANAGER  PROJECT ADVISOR 
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Kaiaua Coast 2120 – Social Impact Assessment 

Setting the scene 

• EnviroStrat has been commissioned by the local authorities (HDC, WRC) to undertake a social 

impact assessment.  This is a critical part of the wider coastal hazard /climate assessment 

being undertaken to arrive at mitigation options from now through the next few decades.   

• The objective is to develop a detailed understanding of the effects on the community of the 

coastal hazards, through a focused, independent listening exercise, and input that into the 

wider process to determine what should be done. 

• Important note: we are not there to talk about or explore what should be done (or when) to 

address coastal and climate hazards. That is what the wider strategy process is about, and we 

are only contributing into that thinking.  

• The interview process is aimed to be free and frank, no perspectives & thoughts are wrong.  

• The discussions and interviews will not be attributed to individuals unless we have express 

agreement that they can be quoted.  

Purpose of SIA 

• A clearer understanding of social issues and impacts  

• Meaningful engagement with community stakeholders  

• Analysis of social outcomes that would occur if there were no human intervention to address 

coastal hazards 

• SIA: an input to the multi-criteria analysis by the evaluation panels for better decision making  
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Methodology  

Semi-structured interviews/discussions to identify values and issues (positives, risks, degree of concern 

re. 2030 /2050 coastal hazards projections, probability of hazards occurring, change if status quo 

maintained) 

• Key baseline question: how will community social and recreational values be affected by 

continuing coastal hazards? 

• Why do people choose to live in this area?  What makes it special? 

• What are the most significant risks facing people living in the area? 

• To what degree do people feel that coastal erosion and increased flooding is a threat to the 

area 

• How would things change under no intervention? 

• What amenities, values and interactions would be lost or adversely affected?  

 

Process for interviews / engagement  

• Focus on priority groups: 

1. key opinion influencers (one on one interviews preferable) 

2. key local groups / community associations, other (consolidate / group as possible) 

3. Individuals with an interest in this topic (may not be directly affected), vulnerable 

groups 

• consider availability: before / after xmas break, evening or weekends 

• venue: offices, community halls, people’s homes 

 

Interview Questions 

Broad discussion themes - To ask all interviewees 

• How would you describe this area?  

• What are the local features that you particularly like?  

• What do you not like about the area?   

• What, if anything, would you say are the most significant risks facing this area – outside coastal 

hazards?  

• To what degree do you feel that coastal hazards are a threat to this area?   

*Information sheet and maps to be shown to provide details of coastal hazards and Kaiaua 2120 plan* 

- see section on coastal hazards and climate projections for Kaiaua.  

Core questions linked to Status Quo  

With ongoing coastal erosion and flooding hazards in this area and the projections of the Coastal 

Hazards Study, and no intervention to mitigate this risk beyond current measures (if any):   

• What would you do? What would others in the community do over short and medium term?   

• How would things change in your community?  i.e. 

• Loss of recreational assets / values 

• Effects on tourism and other local businesses 

• Effects on local infrastructure – fire services, schools, sports clubs etc 

• Effects on the quality of lifestyle 
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Residents – Tailored to residents of the area 

• How long have you lived here? / How long do you plan to live here? 

• Why do you like to live here?  

• What matters most to you about the area? 

• What are your aspirations (if any) for the area? 

• Do you consider your dwelling/home/land to be at risk of impact from coastal hazards? 

• What other impacts do you consider the coastal hazards might have on you personally? And 

your property? And the community? 

Key Influencers/Agencies/Businesses/Associations 

• Do you consider the identified coastal hazards likely to impact on your organisation and its 

activities? How? 

• what about the community? 

• Do you think there might be any pressure on your organisation resulting from the impacts? 

• How might your organisation deal with the pressures? 

• What opportunities do you consider might be created from the impacts? 

• Are the demands on your organisation likely to be greater as a result? 

General –  

• Do you have any other thoughts/concerns/ideas that you would like to add? 

Coastal hazards and climate projections  

WRC coastal inundation tool: https://coastalinundation.waikatoregion.govt.nz/ 

Kaiaua is in the same Sub-national climate zone as Auckland (zone 1 with coastal zone 1B), future 

climate expectations for the north eastern part of the region as per summary below (from the report 

commissioned by WRC based on IPCC CMIP5: http://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/services/publications-

2019/technical-reports/tr/tr201526/ ) 

• Greater than NZ average sea level rise 

• Slightly decreased annual rainfall but with seasonal precipitation shift 

• Increased extreme daily precipitation during late summer - from degraded ex tropical cyclones 

during late summer  - wind (and by inference wave run up) from the North East direction  

• Increased peak streamflow (flooding) during late summer storms  

• The corollary is a decrease in winter and spring precipitation with drought-like conditions in 

spring and summer 

• Increased soil moisture deficit from drying westerly winds  

Implications are: 

• Challenging for exiting land use – pastoral agriculture 

• Challenging for coastal habitation with future extreme storms coming from Firth of Thames 

• Increased pressure for water use efficiency 

• Increased demand and expectations for more flood risk reduction services and therefore 

infrastructure. 

 

https://coastalinundation.waikatoregion.govt.nz/
http://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/services/publications-2019/technical-reports/tr/tr201526/
http://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/services/publications-2019/technical-reports/tr/tr201526/

