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WHAREKAWA COAST 2120  

MINUTES OF THE JOINT WORKING PARTY MEETING 

 

 

MEETING, 

Wednesday 20 May 2020 

12:30 pm – 02:30pm 

Zoom meeting 

(https://haurakidc.zoom.us/j/92792842897) 

Meeting ID: 927 9284 2897 

Password: 958349 

 

 

PRESENT D A Adams (HDC), R Harris (HDC), A M Spicer (HDC), D 

Tegg (WRC), K Hodge (WRC), J Sedgwick (WDC), Charles 

Royal (Iwi Representative), Frank Rawiri (Iwi 

Representative), Tipa Compain (Iwi Representative) (partly) 

 

IN ATTENDANCE  Peter Thom (HDC), Nina Murphy (HDC), Linthea Visser 

(HDC), Alejandro Cifuentes (WRC), Sophie Marsh (WRC), 

Rick Liefting (WRC), Phil Mourot (WRC), Whitney Mills 

(WRC) Jim Ebenhoh (WDC), Simon Bendall (Traverse 

Environmental Ltd), Deborah Kissick (Traverse 

Environmental Ltd), Cerasela Stancu (Envirostrat 

Ltd)(partly), Justin Johnstone (Community panel 

chair)(partly) 

 

APOLOGIES  Michelle Wilson (Iwi Representative) 

 

EARLY DEPARTURE  Some participants, including the chair, left the meeting early 

to attend to prior commitments as it overran the scheduled 

meeting time by 30 min. Chair replacement A M Spicer. 

 

Welcome 

The Chair, DA Adams, welcomed all to the meeting. 

 

Agenda Items 

1 Confirm minutes of previous meeting 

1.1 Charles Royal advised that Michelle Wilson’s surname was captured incorrectly in 

paragraph 3.7.1.  He also referred to paragraph 1.4, which states that he 

mentioned that a project measuring sea-level rise for the whole of NZ exists.  He 
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has no recollection that he said this and advised that his remark was about the 

significance of the land rising versus sea rising. He is not aware of a NZ wide 

project measuring sea-level rise.  

1.2 Cr. D Tegg advised that there is a NZ- wide project called NZ Searise and it is 

looking at vertical land movement, both up and down. 

 

Action Point:  

 L Visser to update previous meeting minutes. 

 

2 Project Update (including a presentation on the Social Impact 

Assessment from Cerasela Stancu of Envirostrat) 

2.1 The update provides progress on the project name change, progress of the 

community panel, and preparation of the social impact and preparation of the risk 

assessment. 

2.2 Project name change: 

2.2.1 At the previous JWP, there was a suggestion that the project and JWP be 

renamed.  Council made a resolution to rename the project from Kaiaua 

Coast 2120 to Wharekawa Coast 2120, subject to the community panel 

supporting the change.  

2.2.2 The community panel supported the change and the name was 

consequently updated. 

2.3 Community Panel: 

2.3.1 The community panel have had two workshops.  

2.3.2 Most of the agencies did not attend the first workshop due to Covid-19. 

2.3.3 A test zoom meeting was held to establish the community panel’s 

willingness and capability to meet via zoom. 

2.3.4 A second workshop proceeded via zoom to discuss the coastal hazard 

report and the Hauarahi Stream Flood report.  A survey will be 

undertaken after each workshop to see how the community panel feel 

and to address any upcoming issues. 

2.3.5 The feedback received from the first survey was that the community 

panel would like the process to slow down.  The community panel prefers 

face-to-face meetings amongst themselves and the wider community.  At 

this stage, it is not clear how long the delay will be due to Covid-19 

gathering restrictions. 

2.3.6 Frank Rawiri mentioned that he attended a community panel meeting on 

Saturday.  

Page 3



Page 3 of 14                    Minutes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party – 20-05-20 
                                                                                               Document number: 2775016 

2.3.7 The Chair, DA Adams, advised that he understands the concerns relating 

to Covid-19 and that the approach has to be adaptable to ensure that the 

correct messages are delivered to and received from the community. 

2.3.8 The Chair advised that Nina had informed Council of Frank Rawiri’s 

suggestion to change the JWP name to Wharekawa Coast and the 

feedback came back from the community as a resounding yes. 

2.3.9 Charles Royal advised that it was Tipa Compain who suggested the name 

change rather than Frank Rawiri. 

2.3.10 Cr. K Hodge asked what the different roles of the JWP compared to the 

Community panel are and who is accountable to whom.  Simon Bendall 

advised that the JWP is the project governance group who will receive, 

consider and pass on recommendations from the community panel to the 

Council.  The Community Panel consists of a broad range of people from 

the community who will come up with ways to respond to natural hazards 

and risks and come up with a plan for that coastline and community 

overall. 

2.4 Co-chair: 

2.4.1 Charles Royal advised that he has not been able to discuss the question 

of appointing a co-chair with Iwi, as they have been unable to get 

together.  

2.4.2 Wharekawa Marae is attempting to arrange a meeting during the next 

week to talk about a range of issues in the water space.  The meeting will 

probably include discussing this issue of co-chair for this project.  The 

idea of a co-chair is supported in principle, but how to fill it at this time 

is the question.  He suggested that the JWP proceeds as it currently is 

until this issue is resolved. 

2.5 Risk Assessment: 

2.5.1 The risk assessment allows the project team to look at what is important 

and to quantify that. It looks at the level of risks from natural hazards. 

2.5.2 It is envisaged that the report may be done by the end of July. It will 

allow the project team to look at the options to address the risks. 

2.5.3 Cr. R Harris asked whether the risk assessment will be a desktop exercise 

and whether it will look at literature or not.  Frank Rawiri advised that the 

hazards on the coastline has to be identified and recorded and that further 

discussions are required. 

2.5.4 Sophie Marsh advised that the risk assessment would include a desktop 

assessment, which will be based on data from HDC on assets and hazard 

modelling data produced by WRC. It will also include data collated from 

the community on previous event impacts and information informed by 
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expert opinion. The Social Impact Assessment (SIA), an Ecological 

Impact Assessment and the Cultural Values Assessment (CVA) will all 

feed into the Risk Assessment. 

2.5.5 Charles Royal is of the opinion that it should ideally be a combination of 

both a desktop exercise and on the ground experiences. 

2.5.6 Simon Bendall clarified how the reports fit together.  The Risk assessment 

will use the information from all the other reports. (E.g. hazard 

assessment reports, the CVA and the SIA) to come up with an outcome.  

There is a clear distinction between the Risk Assessment and the other 

informing reports. 

2.6 Presentation of the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) 

2.6.1 Cerasela Stancu from EnviroStrat joined the meeting and Nina Murphy 

introduced her to the JWP.  Cerasela has been preparing the SIA for the 

project. The first draft of the SIA report was completed and it is at the 

stage now where it was sent to the interviewees to provide feedback on 

whether their contribution was accurately captured. 

2.6.2 Cerasela Stancu proceeded with the presentation and highlighted the 

following: 

 With regard to methodology, they followed accepted methodology 

around how a SIA needs to be run, but they are also looked at the 

learning and the best practice when it comes to the adaptation space.  

 The purpose of the assessment is:  

o To provide a clear understanding of the social issues arising with 

the impacts of natural hazards on the community.  

o To provide meaningful engagement with the community to 

express their views.  

o  To look at a deeper analysis of the social outcomes. 

 Social impact really refers to any change in the community that has 

to do with the way they live. In the report the researcher tries to 

translate the impact of natural hazards and risk on the community 

into potential social outcomes, thus, how does the community see 

the result of those impacts. 

 They interviewed approximately 30 people and tried to cover the 

entire spectrum of stakeholders as best as they could. Iwi and Maori 

representation was very important with some members of the JWP 

being interviewed.  

 The interviews were complimented by studies and other reports to 

reach the insights contained in the final report.  
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 The SIA does not cover a cultural value assessment even though the 

two are closely interlinked. 

 The researcher found that proving their independence from Council 

to the community was challenging as Council is footing the bill. 

 They had flexibility in terms of the project timeframe to allow 

especially for the engagement with Iwi.  

 They tried to get a balance to interview a representation of the 

community. They were keen to talk to younger people, Māori and low 

income.  

 It was found that even though a number of the social issues are 

driven by the perspectives of Natural Hazards, not all of them are. 

 The relationship with Council and the capability of the local authority 

to help was raised.  

 With regards to perception, most interviewees fell within the 

“concerned” group.  Most of those who fell within the “neutral” group 

was not directly affected by hazards, but were aware of them. Those 

within the “doubter/denial” group were people who did not believe 

that climate change is real or that it takes a long time. 

 When they looked at social outcomes and perspectives from the 

community, they were doing it from a stance that natural hazards 

are there and there is no major plan of intervening in dealing and 

managing them.  

 The researcher recommended the possibility of considering a further 

evaluation report to monetise the social impacts.  

2.6.3 Cr. AM Spicer advised that she noticed that there is a call from residents 

for some form of action from Council. She asked whether that is a social 

outcome as well and wondered how engaged the residents were in terms 

of taking action and looking forward. Cerasela advised that it is common 

for communities to want something more from Council. There is no easy 

answer as there is a wide range of perspectives that has to be considered. 

2.6.4 Cr. D Tegg referred to the wide range of opinions, particularly around 

risks and advised that from the Hawke’s Bay experience, the formation 

of the panels helped the conversation. He asked if that in itself is enough 

or whether the community has to be engaged in some other way to 

ensure that they are aware of what is coming. Cerasela advised that they 

found that people preferred one-on-one interviews because their 

perspectives and interests differ. She feels that the processes in place 

now goes a long way. 
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2.6.5 Charles Royal asked a question around the community’s openness to and 

readiness for fundamental change. Cerasela advised that people were 

anxious when they are looked at change within 3-5 years’ time. They 

were more willing to accept change within a 20 years’ timeframe.  

2.6.6 The community’s interest, openness and acceptance to change, and to 

plan therefore, can be improved by the following:  

 Increasing the level of honesty and transparency. 

 In the short term, there needs to be a level of perfection and 

resilience. 

2.6.7 They are envisaging that the final report would be available by end May 

2020. 

2.6.8 The Chair, DA Adams thanked Cerasela for the presentation and added 

that one of the biggest things that can come out of the conversation 

starting is community trust. Once there is trust, there will be a lot more 

belief and appetite for adapting to change. 

2.6.9 Cr K Hodge accepted the report, but wanted to know from the JWP: 

 What is the JWP’s mitigation towards the hazards? 

 What is the JWP’s level of commitment from their respective Councils 

to help the community?  

 When do the JWP sit down as a group and start working on some 

procedures to help the community?  

 What are the JWP going to do together to start looking at the boxes 

that needs to be ticked to ensure that in another 3 years a new 

committee is not trying to fight the same thing? 

2.6.10 The chair, DA Adams advised that the whole idea of the 100-year plan is 

to be adaptable and to move with the times. The JWP need to work with 

the community before it makes a decision. As much information from the 

community and this group should be obtained before it, a plan and action 

plan is determined. 

2.6.11 Cr. K Hodge is of the opinion that the plan should be reachable.  

2.6.12 Simon Bendall concurred that what the project team does as a group 

should result in something. Simon mentioned that there is a funding 

report on the agenda. The process involves is a step-by-step process, 

working with community, to come up with a plan, which will come to the 

JWP to consider and then recommended to Council.  

2.6.13 The chair, DA Adams, advised that Kaiaua has been part of HDC for 10 

years. He believes that this process is the way forward and that the JWP 

will determine the actions that come out the JWP to take back to their 

respective councils and to turn that action into real action on the ground. 
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2.6.14 Cr. AM Spicer commented that we are getting the information now while 

building community trust. In terms of continuity, there are staff, a 

community panel and an external consultant working on project. There is 

continuity whether councillors are re-elected in the future not. Thus, the 

JWP can work out our long, medium and short-term strategy of who pays 

for what and how that is weighted. 

 

3 Cultural Values Assessment (CVA) 

3.1 Simon reminded the JWP that during the previous JWP meeting the possibility of 

doing a CVA was discussed as this was a gap. 

3.2 The direction from the JWP was for TAG to come back to the JWP with a proposed 

scope of work. 

3.3 TAG has put together a proposed draft scope of work based on the Hawke’s Bay 

process, but adjusted it for application to the Wharekawa Coast project. 

3.4 Page 17 of the report refers to the suggested time frames, which are tight, but 

TAG does not want to compromise on quality.  

3.5 The report contains a table with a list of all other reports to provide a sense of 

where this report fits. All reports will feed into the risk assessment. 

3.6 Simon requested feedback and direction on the scope and how to identify and 

appoint someone to do the work.  

3.7 Charles Royal is of the opinion that a CVA be done, but advised that it be done 

with the following in mind: 

3.7.1 There seems to be a tendency to relegate Māori and Iwi issues as Cultural 

issues only. He would like to see that there is a tangata whenua/mana 

whenua dimension across all of these different studies. 

3.7.2 There is an overlap with SIA. 

3.7.3 The CVA is immediately being framed as a Māori cultural study. If an 

assessment is going to be around Māori culture only, then the document’s 

title should reflect that. There are other cultural activities in the study 

area as well as Ngāti Pāoa and Ngāti Whanaunga cultural activities. 

3.7.4 When it becomes time to articulate cultural issues from a Ngāti Pāoa and 

Ngāti Whanaunga perspective, the discussion can potentially be quite 

lengthy and will require somebody with previous capability in this area. 

Language is an issue and the appointed person will have to be able to 

handle both written and oral Te Reo material to construct an assessment. 

3.8 The Chair, DA Adams, commented that he did wonder about the crossover of the 

SIA and CVA. He was wondering whether we are going to cover a lot more of the 

same ground already. 
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3.9 Simon advised that with regard to the Mana Whenua lens over all the aspects, it 

is achieved through the structures of the Governance group & community panel. 

The idea is that mana whenua have multiple touchpoints at different levels in this 

project. He does think that the report should be specific to mana whenua/Māori 

and that the report should maybe be called that. He believes that it is important 

to have that as a stand-alone report. The other cultural values are largely picked 

up in the SIA through the one-on-one discussions and again through the other 

members on the community panel and the JWP. 

3.10 In terms of overlap, Cerasela was careful to ensure that Māori perspectives were 

built into the SIA. There is a cross over.  

3.11 The Chair, DA Adams, was in favour of changing the report’s name. 

3.12 Charles Royal warned that there is a danger in doing that as it may create 

assumptions that there is nothing else in any of the other reports relevant to Ngāti 

Paoa and Ngāti Whanaunga. It may create the perception that their issues are 

only cultural. He supports the idea, but with the aforementioned caveats.  

3.13 Simon advised that TAG would ponder how to address this risk. It is important to 

have text in the report with a clear description. He will think about it and get in 

touch with TAG. 

3.14 Frank Rawiri asked whether the Hauraki Gulf Marine Spatial Plan can be added 

into the report and asked whether the HDC & WRC have any position regarding 

that report? He is of the opinion that this report potentially has big impacts and 

asked if it should be mapped it into the Wharekawa Coast 2120. Cr. K Hodge 

answered that no comment can be provided on behalf of WRC in this particular 

meeting, as the information first has to be obtained from staff.  Similarly, the 

chair, DA Adams, advised that it has not come across the HDC’s Councillors’ desks.  

3.15 Nina Murphy mentioned that she is working with Cr AM Spicer to prepare a paper 

to go to HDC Council at the end of this month to give an update on the Hauraki 

Gulf Forum. They are working with DOC, but there is no official position yet. 

3.16 Simon suggested that in terms of the Hauraki Gulf Forum, an action be recorded 

for TAG to look into it and report on how these two projects are going to relate to 

each other.  

3.17 Cr. AM Spicer advised that she and Cr. D Tegg are both representatives on the 

Hauraki Gulf Forum. The forum will be travelling around and potentially come to 

our district in November. She can send information relating thereto to anyone 

interested therein. 

3.18 Simon Bendall asked for feedback on the scope of work for the CVA as it stands.  

3.19 The chair, DA Adams, confirmed that the JWP want action, but that action has to 

be right. Once the agreed action is started there is no turning back and he would 
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be more inclined for Simon to tease the scope of work out and then to provide 

feedback. He would be happy with an email. 

3.20 Charles Royal advised that he would need a couple of days to read and give 

feedback. It is important to engage the correct person. 

3.21 The chair suggested that the iwi representatives should possibly have a 

conference with Simon Bendall. 

3.22 Frank Rawiri mentioned that the Marae is closed. If they are going to follow 

tikanga, then they have to discuss this on the Marae. Thus, it may take longer.  

To ensure that they follow tikanga correctly.  

3.23 Tipa Compain advised that he is happy to have the conversation by email and to 

deal with the Marae whanau. 

 

Action Points:  

 Simon to email the JWP before the next meeting to advise on the CVA name 

change. 

 TAG to report to JWP on how the Wharekawa Coast 2120 and the Hauraki Gulf 

Forum relate to each other. 

 Simon to have conference call with the Iwi Representatives to discuss the CVA 

Scope of Work. 

 

4 Research Paper Review 

Note: This item was heard after item 5 due to the JWP running out of time. 

4.1 Nina Murphy advised that this report cover a research paper that was done by 

Katherine Iorns (Deep South Science Challenge) looking at adaptation to sea level 

rise and councils’ liabilities. It looks at what council can and cannot do responding 

to sea level rise and mitigation. She referred the JWP to page 28 to look at a 

summary of the key points. The report highlights that LIMs are useful and putting 

hazard reports on the LIM so that new buyers are aware of the hazards. There 

are also pitfalls with LIMS. The report highlights the lack of Central Government 

guidance.  There is a lack of guidance on: 

4.1.1 How to implement managed retreat; & 

4.1.2 Compensation.  

4.2 Cr. D Tegg referred to the Matata-case and advised that what was established 

there is that only the regional councils can deal with managed retreat.  They have 

come up with a buy-back scheme with some Government assistance. Whether 

that is going to be a one-off to try to resolve that particular issue or whether it 

can be a model that is applied nation-wide remains to be seen. In his opinion 

there has to be a central Government resolution for that and they have to come 
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up with funding instruments that allow that retreat to happen in a way that people 

can cope with. 

4.3 Cr. D Tegg also flagged the following issues: 

4.3.1 King Salmon case –  

 In this case, the Supreme Court said that, where the NZ Coastal 

policy statement sets very clear and direct policies, which it does in 

respect of coastal hazards, then the normal approach on the RMA 

potentially goes out the window.  

 The balance judgement approach is where you take economic, 

cultural, and social issues and have this balancing act. What the 

Supreme Court is saying is that where there is a high-level policy 

document, like the coastal policy statement, that document overrides 

all and you actually just have to consider environmental bottom lines. 

 Key elements – it used the word “avoid” when it comes to natural 

character. The policies that apply to coastal hazards also used the 

word avoid.  “Avoid” was defined as “not allow or not permit”. 

 It is highly directive and it is a binding document for Councils further 

on. 

 This case applied to plan changes 

4.3.2 RJ Davidson Trust Case –  

 Went as far as the court of appeal and were looking at whether the 

same principles applied to resource consents applications. 

 Has a more nuanced message. The court said that where the policies 

are highly directive it is not necessary to go beyond those. 

 If it is less directive and just recommends, then possibly look at the 

balancing judgment. 

4.3.3 LIMS – from his experience 

 The key is not to make a very long and broad statement, as it will 

result in interpretation issues that people can challenge. 

 The key is to just have a very brief summary and to refer to a report 

via a link so that people can do their own due diligence. 

4.3.4 Managed retreat-  

 There are issues in terms of funding and with regard to the Hawke’ 

Bay project, there was uncertainty around which council is 

responsible for what costs. What this MfE report is saying is that this 

needs a change in the legislation. It is not fit for purpose as it stands 

and maybe there needs to be either a new Coastal Adaptation Act or 

amendments to the LGA & RMA so that we can sort that out. 
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Action Point:  

 Cr. Spicer to pass on Cr. D Tegg’s comments about the LIM report to Nina Murphy 

and Peter Thom. 

 

5 Hauarahi Stream Flood Report (Including a presentation by Rick Liefting 

from WRC 

5.1 Rick Liefting (WRC) did a presentation on the Hauarahi Flood Stream Report.  

5.2 He provided background context.  

5.2.1 The river flooding work done so far includes a little bit of climate change. 

5.2.2 The report provides an overview of the modelling and background of the 

investigation. 

5.2.3 The JWP should keep in mind that it is still just a model. 

5.2.4 Version 2 of the draft report includes some community feedback. WRC 

does not have a lot of information. 

 

(Note:  Cr. Spicer took over as chair as DA Adams asked to be excused – due to 

Covid 19 phone calls and to prepare for other meeting.) 

 

5.2.5 Cr. D Tegg asked if they have something that shows a moderate sea level 

rise of 30-50cm. Rick Liefting advised that they do through the coastal 

inundation tool, but the focus here is on the river impacts. With a lower 

sea level rise component, the impacts will not be as large.  

5.2.6 There are two components to the coastal water levels; (i) direct 

inundation along the low-lying areas, and (ii) back-up effects further up 

the catchment caused by rising coastal water. Thus, water will be backing 

up further along the catchment. 

5.2.7 Cr. K Hodge asked if the Hauarahi Stream is the only river that affects 

the area or if there are others as well. Rick Liefting advised that all the 

streams would have some flow-ups from coastal water. Some of those 

have floodgates, but a lot of them do not.  

5.2.8 Cr. K Hodge asked what could be done in the meantime to mitigate the 

Hauarahi Stream itself and the riverbanks to be able to cope a bit more 

in a hundred years’ time. Rick Liefting advised WRC and HDC have been 

working with the community to identify what they can do now. Works to 

clear some of the restrictions in the river to make the flow easier started 

today.  

 

 

Page 12



Page 12 of 14                    Minutes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party – 20-05-20 
                                                                                               Document number: 2775016 

6 Project Implementation Funding Consideration 

6.1 Simon Bendall advised that the reason for including this item on the agenda was 

just to raise the issue and to make sure that the work results in some action. 

6.2 The paper steps through some of the questions around: 

6.2.1 How you might approach the funding (and actually fund) the mitigation 

actions coming out of the project. 

6.2.2 It talks a bit about what LGA is currently set up to do in terms of the 

questions that Council need to ask around setting their rates, and  

6.2.3 Suggests a possible way of approaching questions that were raised in the 

Hawke’s Bay process. 

6.3 Page 37 summarises nine questions; the fundamental one being what is the role 

of each Council in actually implementing this work. 

6.4 There is no need to answer this now, but the JWP should start thinking and talking 

about it to come up with a plan on how to do. 

6.5 Cr. AM Spicer agreed that this is a good point. We are currently at the information 

gathering stage, but the JWP should consistently keep this in mind. 

6.6 Cr. K Hodge advised that different Councils must be sure of where they sit in all 

this. There are very different responsibilities for the Councils.  

6.7 Cr. AM Spicer noted the “chat group” comment from Alejandro Cifuentes and read 

it aloud as follows “…the decision on the plan change for Matata was made by 

Commissioners. The decision is subject to appeal before the Environment Court. 

Due to COVID-19, the 30 days to appeal the decision were counted from the day 

after the lockdown ended. In short, JWP should have an ENV-C decision in the 

coming months. This will set a significant precedent regarding existing use rights.” 

6.8 Charles Royal advised that it is natural for local government to understand what 

its powers and jurisdictions are and where funding for various submissions are 

going to take place. He highlighted the following two questions:  

6.8.1 Who ultimately ought to be responsible for adaptive pathways and to 

implement them?  

6.8.2 Private versus public good; and how it might relate to Māori issues going 

forward.  

6.9 Simon Bendall advised that with regard to:  

6.9.1 Who ultimately ought to be responsible for adaptive pathways and to 

implement them, a lot of the academic papers are saying that Central 

Government needs to provide direction on this. Essentially, we are 

operating in a space where there is no clear direction. We can wait until 

we get guidance from Government or we can create our own path. 

6.9.2 With regard to private versus public good, and how it might relate to 

Māori issues going forward, it points on how difficult this is. There is no 
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clear-cut answer. What the LGA asks Councils to do, if they are looking 

to collect some money and spend it on a work, is to work out who would 

benefit from that. As a team, we need to be open to new ways of thinking 

and, in the absence of any guidance, to carve a path that makes the most 

sense for us. 

6.10 Alejandro Cifuentes advised that the MfE circulated the guidance of coastal 

hazards in 2017. The main issue that everyone seemed to identify was that the 

obligation for private people could only go so far whereas for a government 

institution, their obligations can be transferred over time. TAG and the JWP should 

think hard of how to overcome the limitations of liability and imposing obligations 

on people according to the future. 

6.11 Cr. D Tegg was of the opinion that Simon summed it up really well and that we 

cannot wait until Government comes up with changes. In the meantime, he is of 

the opinion that we proceed. He suggested that both Councils look at questions 

within the paper to come up with some policy decisions around them and that we: 

6.11.1 Continue with the project, but also 

6.11.2 Lobby changes with Central Government. 

 

7 Other issues 

7.1 Charles Royal asked if it is possible for the meeting papers to be added to the 

meeting invites. 

 

Cr. AM Spicer thanked everyone for attending the workshop and closed the 

workshop at 03:04pm.  
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ACTIONS LIST FROM JWP MEETING 18.02.2020 

 Future Action   Current Priority Task                      Overdue Action 

Task Allocation: TA – Toby Adams, RH – Ross Harris, AMS – Anne Marie Spicer, DT – Denis Tegg, KH – Kataraina 

Hodge, JS – Jan Sedgwick, CR – Charles Royal, MW – Michelle Wilson, TC – Tipa Compain, FR – Frank Rawiri,  

AC - Alejandro Cifuentes, AM - Adam Munro, LV - Linthea Visser, MS - Marina van Steenbergen, NM - Nina Murphy,  

PT - Peter Thom, PAT - Paula Trubshaw, RL - Rick Liefting, SDB - Simon Bendall, DK - Deborah Kissick, BO – Brett Otto, 

AB – Andrew Bubear, LW – Larn Wilkinson 

 

 

Project Management 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Previous minutes L Visser to update previous meeting minutes. LV 30 June 

Appointment of 

Co-Chair 

Charles Royal to revert with a resolution regarding the 

appointment of an Iwi Co-Chair. 

CR  

 

Review of GNS Report 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Review report Cr. Spicer to pass on Cr. D Tegg’s comments about the LIM report 

to Nina Murphy and Peter Thom. 

AMS 30 June 

 

Project Update 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Cultural Value 

Assessment 

Simon to email the JWP before the next meeting to advise on the 

CVA name change. 

SDB 19 August 

 Simon to have conference call with the Iwi Representatives to 

discuss the CVA Scope of Work. 

SDB 10 June 

Hauraki Gulf 

Forum 

TAG to report to JWP on how the Wharekawa Coast 2120 and the 

Hauraki Gulf Forum relate to each other. 

SDB 19 August 

Update reports Nina Murphy and relevant staff at each council to prepare update 

reports to be taken to councils (HDC, WRC, and WDC) after each 

JWP meeting. 

NM; AC Ongoing 
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FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

AUTHOR Nina Murphy             Simon Bendall               
Strategic Planner      Project Advisor 

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2807871 
Appendix A: Project reports 
Appendix B: Hauraki Gulf Marine Park 
Appendix C: Areas identified for future aquaculture 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
Policy portfolio 

MEETING DATE 19 August 2020 

SUBJECT Project Update  

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
This report provides an update on general project-related matters and provides an opportunity 
for questions and discussion with the joint working party (JWP). 

 

2 BACKGROUND | TE KŌRERO Ā MUA 
The last meeting of the JWP, which was held via Zoom, considered an update on: the project 
name change, progress of the community panel, and preparation of the social impact and risk 
assessments (including a presentation on the social impact assessment by Cerasela Stancu 
from Envirostrat).  

Separate reports were considered on: undertaking a cultural values assessment, reviewing a 
research paper on councils’ climate change liability, and funding issues and questions for 
councils. A presentation of the Hauarahi river flooding model was also given by Rick Liefting 
from Waikato Regional Council.  

 

3 PROJECT UPDATE 
This report will update the JWP on: 

• Change in elected member 
• Project reports 
• Risk assessment 
• Hauraki Gulf Forum 
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3.1  CHANGE IN HDC REPRESENTATIVE 

One of HDC’s elected member representatives Councillor Anne Marie Spicer has resigned from 
the Joint Working Party due to other commitments, she has been replaced by Councillor Phillip 
Buckthought. 

3.2  PROJECT REPORTS 

The project is being undertaken over three years and covers complex issues. It requires 
specialist reports to be prepared to allow us to answer questions such as: 

• what are the natural hazards for this area? 
• what will be affected by these natural hazards (e.g. cultural values, social values, council 

and community assets)? 
• what can we do about it (options + option analysis)? 

A list of the project reports and who is responsible for preparing them is in Appendix A.  

The following diagram (Figure 1) shows how these reports fit together.  

Once finalised we will ensure these reports are available on the project website. 

 

 

 
 

3.3  RISK ASSESSMENT 

Currently a major focus for the project team is preparing the risk assessment. The draft report 
is due to be completed shortly and we have been testing using the information generated by 
this report to determine risk thresholds.  
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A workshop will be held in September 2020 with HDC asset managers, Fire and Emergency NZ, 
Department of Conservation (DOC) and Civil Defence and Emergency Management (CDEM) to 
determine their risk thresholds and the potential impacts on levels of service. We will be 
attending a meeting of the regional lifeline utilities (power and telecommunications) to talk to 
them about their risk thresholds and levels of service in the area.  
 
This information will feed into the natural hazard scenarios that will be presented to the 
community panel to determine their thresholds of risk. 

3.4  HAURAKI GULF MARINE PARK 

3.4.1 Implications for our project 

At the last meeting of the JWP the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park was raised as an important 
consideration for our project. We have prepared an overview of the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park, 
the Forum, and the Marine Spatial Plan – which is included in Appendix B. 

Our study area for the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project is within the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park, 
therefore initiatives from the Hauraki Gulf Marine Spatial Plan (Sea Change Tai Timu Tai Pari) 
will impact this area (both on land and in the coastal marina area).  

One of the main considerations for our project is that Sea Change Tai Timu Tai Pari has 
identified areas likely to be appropriate for future aquaculture in the Hauraki Gulf. These areas 
(shown on the map in Appendix C) include mussel and oyster farming adjacent to the shore 
within this area. There are potential economic and environmental impacts of increased 
aquaculture. 

Other considerations for our project include actions around managing sediment (both for runoff 
and managing sediment already in marine areas) and enhancing biodiversity. 

The next meeting of the Hauraki Gulf Forum is being held at the Miranda Pukorokoro Shorebird 
Centre on 30 November 2020. The format is proposed to include presentations on the 
Shorebird Centre, Thames Coromandel District Council Shoreline Management Plans and our 
project - Wharekawa Coast 2120. Direction is sought from the JWP as to who wishes to attend 
this meeting and/or present on this project. 

 
 

Approval 
Prepared by Nina Murphy                Simon Bendall 

Strategic Planner      Project Advisor 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Group Manager Planning and Environmental 
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APPENDIX A: Project reports 
 
Subject Title Author  Description Status 

B
ac

kg
ro

u
n

d
 R

ep
or

ts
 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
- Community Overview 

Nina Murphy - 
Hauraki District 
Council (HDC) 

This document is a high-level stock take of information 
relating to Wharekawa Coast 2120. It provides a 
summary of; the demographics of the area, land use 
and zoning, environmental features, co-governance, and 
infrastructure. 
 

Final Draft 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
- Economic Profile 

Nina Murphy - HDC This report provides an overview of the economy of the 
Wharekawa coast area. It covers employment and 
industry trends, including identifying factors that are 
contributing to comparative advantage in the area e.g. 
natural resources, as well as what are the limitations to 
work/business opportunities, and what are the future 
trends for the economy of the area. 
 

Final Draft 

N
at

u
ra

l 
H

az
ar

d
 R

ep
or

ts
 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
Coastal Processes and 
Hazards 

Dr Terry Hume – 
Hume Consulting Ltd 
(funded by Waikato 
Regional Council 
(WRC)) 

An assessment of coastal drivers and hazards in respect 
to the coastal geomorphology in order to inform a 
community strategy so that discussions and adaptive 
planning options are based on a common understanding 
of coastal processes.  

Final draft – awaiting 
external peer review. 
Circulated to 
Community Panel. 

Rapid flood hazard 
assessment of Hauarahi 
Stream 

Duncan Grant, 
Sophie Marsh & 
Adam Munro - WRC 

An initial assessment on: 
• which areas are at most risk of flooding from the 

Hauarahi Stream; 
• how the severity of flooding changes with different 

frequency flood events; and 
• how the severity of flooding may change with the 

projected effects of climate change. 
 

Final draft – awaiting 
external peer review. 
Circulated to 
Community Panel 

Flood risk information 
report 

Rick Liefting – WRC Compilation of hazard information supplied through the 
Community Panel.  Information is likely to be primarily 
flood hazard or impact related. 

Draft awaiting final 
confirmation of 
information from the 
Community Panel 
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Subject Title Author  Description Status 

Im
p

ac
t 

A
ss

es
sm

en
ts

 
Social impact and 
implications of sea-level 
rise on communities 
along the Wharekawa 
Coast 

Cerasela Stancu & 
Tasman Gillies - 
EnviroStrat (funded 
jointly by HDC and 
WRC) 

Identification of social issues, concerns and outcomes 
related to coastal hazards before an intervention is 
planned to aid in development of effective solutions. 

Final 

Cultural Values/Impact 
Assessment 

TBC Possible report which provides an overview of cultural 
values in the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project area and 
identifies potential impacts on cultural values from 
natural hazards. 
 

Not yet commissioned  

Ecological Values 
Assessment 

Stephen Hunt & 
Michael Townsend - 
WRC 

Report which provides an overview of ecological values 
in the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project area and identifies 
potential impacts on ecological values from natural 
hazards. 
 

Draft – currently 
being internally peer 
reviewed 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

 R
ep

o
rt

 

Land stability Phil Mourot – WRC A broad scale assessment of landslide susceptibility 
within the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project area. The 
report uses geological and geomorphological data to 
identify which areas are particularly susceptible to 
landslide hazards. This initial assessment refers to the 
downward movement of large masses of rocks and soil.  
Heavy rainfall and earthquakes are the most common 
triggers for landslides. 
 

Draft – currently 
being internally peer 
reviewed in WRC 

Coastal Compartments Rick Liefting – WRC Delineation of compartments along the study area to 
define similar coastal process areas.  The compartments 
also include river catchments.  The compartments are to 
be used to align areas that have similar processes, 
hazard, impacts and management options.  Output is a 
GIS layer/map and short methodology report. 
 

Draft completed - 
circulated to 
community panel 

R
is

k 
A

ss
es

sm
en

t 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
- Natural Hazard Risk 
Assessment 

Sophie Marsh, 
Whitney Mills & Phil 
Mourot – WRC 

Brings together the natural hazard assessments, impact 
assessments and information from the community, and 
uses RiskScape to model river flooding and coastal 
hazard risk quantitative 

Drafting underway 
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APPENDIX B: Hauraki Gulf Marine Park  
 

Background 
Formed under the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000, the Hauraki Gulf Forum (HGF) is a 
statutory body, which promotes and facilitates the protection and enhancement of the Hauraki 
Gulf/Tikapa Moana. This year marked the 20th anniversary of the act and Hauraki Gulf Marine 
Park (HGMP).  

There are 12 representatives from local and regional councils on the HGF; including seven 
from Auckland Council, and one each from Waikato Regional Council, and Matamata Piako, 
Waikato, Thames Coromandel and Hauraki District Councils. There are also six Tangata 
Whenua representatives. 

The HGMP is New Zealand's first marine park. It covers 1.2 million hectares from Te Arai in the 
north to Waihi in the south. It includes the Waitematā Harbour, Gulf Islands, Firth of Thames 
and the east coast of the Coromandel Peninsula. 

The HGF is required to identify and prioritise issues within the Gulf/Tikapa Moana. It is 
currently focusing on three priority areas: 

1. Improving integrated management through collaborative planning, informed decision-
making and action. 

2. Restoring water quality values by addressing land use activities that degrade those 
values. 

3. Recognising critical marine values and ecosystems and advocating for the protection, 
restoration and enhancement of areas within the park, where needed. 

The HGF is also required to present triennial reports regarding the state of the environment of 
the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park.  

Hauraki Gulf Marine Park - State of the Environment Report 2020 
The latest state of the environment report - The 2020 State of our Gulf report - is available at 
www.haurakigulfforum.org.nz.  

This report made for some grim reading. It acknowledges that, due to population growth, 
climate change and development, few improvements have been made since the Hauraki Gulf 
Marine Park was established. Shellfish, fish and birdlife are increasingly under threat from 
commercial fishing and development.  

Sea Change Tai Timu Tai Pari Hauraki Gulf Marine Spatial Plan 
The Sea Change – Tai Timu Tai Pari Hauraki Gulf Marine Spatial Plan was released in December 
2016. It is New Zealand’s first marine spatial plan and contains a set of proposals for 
improving the health and mauri of the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park recognising that the Park is 
under increasing pressure from marine and land-based activities. 

MPI and DOC are currently preparing the government response to the Sea Change Plan. This 
response will include a programme of works in the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park. The Government 
Response Strategy was due to be delivered to Ministers by July 2020.  
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APPENDIX C: Areas identified for future aquaculture  
 

 
 
Source: Sea Change Hauraki Gulf/Tikapa Moana Marine Spatial Plan, 2016, pg 235 
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FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

AUTHOR Simon Bendall          Nina Murphy 
Project Advisor         Strategic Planner 

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2809186 
Appendix A: Results of panel survey (Workshop 2) - 2809208 
Appendix B: Notes of site visit (26 July 2020) - 2792865 
Appendix C: Results of panel survey (Workshop 3) - 2809209 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
Policy portfolio 

MEETING DATE 19 August 2020 

SUBJECT Community Panel Update 

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
This paper has been prepared to provide the Joint Working Party with an update on the activity 
of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel.  
 

2 COMMUNITY PANEL UPDATE 

2.1  WORKSHOP 2 – NATURAL HAZARDS REPORTS  

Community Panel meetings during the Covid-19 lockdown proved to be challenging given the 
early stages of the community panel involvement in the project and to assist we needed to 
conduct site visits along the Wharekawa coast to enable the project to progress in a 
meaningful way with the community panel. 
 
Workshop 2 was held with the community panel on 5 May 2020, via Zoom. This meeting was 
to introduce the natural hazards reports on: 

• Coastal Processes and Hazards – Dr Terry Hume 
• Rapid Flood Hazard Assessment of Hauarahi Stream – prepared by Waikato Regional 

Council staff 
 
Each report was presented to the community panel and there was some time for questions.  
 
Following the community panel workshop, a survey was sent to panel members to seek their 
feedback on the process and any improvements to be made. Feedback was also sought on how 
the community panel members felt about continuing with the process given the difficulties with 
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lockdown and the inability at the time to be able to conduct Workshop 3 as planned, which was 
the site visit.  
 
Responses from panel members were mixed with regard to progressing the project. Some 
were keen to continue with the process while others wished to pause until face to face contact 
could be made as a group. Ultimately, due to the difficulties of not being able to meet, it was 
decided between TAG and the panel co-chair Justin Johnstone that the process be paused until 
a site visit could be conducted. 
 
The responses to the panel survey are attached (Appendix A). This feedback enabled process 
and information improvements to be made in response to the feedback received including: 

• Process was paused to enable a face to face site visit to occur; 
• Updates were made to the coastal hazard report; 
• Arrangements were made to provide the panel with more time to review material prior to 

meetings; 
• Questions from the panel are captured in a single place and responses provided a week 

before the next workshop meeting. 

2.2  WORKSHOP 3 – WHAREKAWA COAST SITE VISIT 

The community panel were able to meet for the first time since lockdown on 26 July 2020. This 
was a full day meeting where we undertook a site visit along the Wharekawa Coast. The 
intention of the site visit was: 

1. To enable Dr Terry Hume to identify geomorphological and coastal process 
characteristics and differences along coastline as discussed in his Coastal Hazard 
report; 

2. To enable the community panel to identify areas of interest to discuss with Council staff 
such as areas of past hazard events, areas where there have been improvement works 
such as the Hauarahi Stream.  

The site visit was well attended and positively received with a total of 18 community panel 
members, JWP members, WRC Councillors and staff in attendance. We met at the Kaiaua Fire 
Station for an initial reconnection meeting of panel members, JWP observers and staff. During 
the pre-site meeting the panel discussed a range of process issues and sought clarification 
from staff on the project. A summary of the notes from the meeting is attached (Appendix 
B). 

A site visit briefing was held before commencing the site visit by viewing the Hauarahi Stream 
improvement works to the rear of the fire station. We then headed to the north of the project 
area to Matingarahi (located outside the project area) and then proceeded to work our way 
down the coast stopping at key locations identified in the coastal hazards report by Dr Terry 
Hume, and at additional sites identified by the community panel as of interest. 

These sites included: north of the project area to show erosion issues and aquaculture areas, 
areas of previous erosion/flooding at the Kaumatua flats/Kaiaua school, Pukekereru Lane, 
areas around river/streams (Hauarahi, Waharau, Waihihi, Whakatiwai), and proposed 
papakāinga housing area. 

The following is a summary of the sites visited: 

• Matingarahi Point (drive-by) – erosion issues, current and future aquaculture 
• Waharau Stream - changed in course, culvert under the road - floods, bridge being 

undermined (some armouring been done), coastal urupā 
• Waihihi Stream - bridge being undermined (some armouring been done and sheet 

piling), river mouth blocks up causes upstream flooding 
• Waharau Regional Park – characterised by large boulders/rocks/pebbles, coastal 

ridges formed on beaches, material moving southwards 
• Pukekereru Lane – erosion issues, informal boat ramp compacting land 
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• Whakatiwai - smaller rocks, oyster shells, used to be mussels but these were 
dredged, straightening of this river changed its course, sediment supply from river so 
delta should not be affected by erosion too much, coastal urupā 

• Kaiaua School and Kaumatua Flats – coastal inundation issues, culverts get blocked 
by sand/rocks causing flooding upstream 

• Future Papakāinga housing - to be built above flood area, access may be on flood 
plain, alternatives to be looked at 

• Kaiaua Boat Ramp – modified area, channel dredged, erosion protection structures - 
gabions, pipes.  

• Ray's Rest– shell, sand and gravel – chenier ridges going inland, large flat area before 
inland cliffs (where sea level was historically). 

The site visit day was a great way for the community panel and staff to reconnect and for 
issues of concern to the community to be highlighted. The meeting enabled concerns about the 
process to the aired by panel members and for the process to reconvene and progress forward.  

A survey of 16 panel members and observers is currently being circulated to gain feedback 
from the community panel on the site visit day and the process as a whole, which will be 
shared with you once received. At the time of drafting the report, a total of four responses had 
been received from workshop attendees (three x panel members, one x observer). The results 
of these surveys are attached as Appendix C and indicate a generally positive response to the 
project process to date. 

 

3 COMMUNITY PANEL MEMBERSHIP 
Since the Workshop 3 site visit on 26 July 2020, JWP members will likely be aware that two 
members of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 community panel, co-chair Justin Johnstone and Eddie 
Johnson have chosen to resign from the project.  
 

An urgent meeting of the panel has been called for Sunday, August 16th to enable the Council 
team to meet with the community panel to discuss their issues and identify a way forward with 
the community panel to address their concerns about the project. Nina and Simon will provide 
a verbal update of this meeting to the Joint Working Party. 

 

4 NEXT STEPS | TE ARA KI MUA 
Nina and Simon will provide an update of the next steps of the project verbally to the JWP 
following the urgent meeting with the community panel on August 16th. 
 
 
 

Approval 
Prepared by Simon Bendall             Nina Murphy 

Project Advisor         Strategic Planner 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Group Manager Planning and Environmental 
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Wharekawa Coast 2120 
Workshop #2 Panel Feedback 

Held Via Zoom: 5 May 2020 

 

A total of 10 responses were received to the survey from panel members regarding Workshop #2. The 
responses are detailed below.  
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6. Is there something you think went well / was successful about the workshop? 

• Great to have the coastal hazard report summarised for us all by Terry Hume. Good to see the work 
that is happening on trying to understand the river flood hazards / risks for this coast as well.  

• Rick Liefting was clear about the need for data / information - including from the community. The 
Zoom session worked well for this purpose - given the current limitation on meetings, that's fine.  

• I found the presentations helpful in terms of envisaging extent of sea level rise and river flooding. This 
information should be available to / presented to all residents on the coast. The mention of working 
out 'what sort of losses we can tolerate and what kinds of mitigation are acceptable' (Terry?) is key; I 
believe that is part of our task as a panel. I imagine that some mitigation options are diametrically 
proposed to some of the things people value about belonging to or living on this coast.  

• I appreciated the analysis and the encouragement for the panel to focus on the '100-year task' - Rick 
I think put it quite well - if you know that the likelihood of your river-flood mitigation structures being 
washed away by the sea is really big, then you may want to think carefully about the river-flood 
mitigation structures. We need to understand the predictions for sea and rivers. This workshop goes 
a long way toward that.  

• I appreciate Simon's input and sense of meeting protocol / structure. Essentially he keeps the 
meeting moving along well. 

• All attendees used zoom well 
• More structured. Local Body WRC, HDC, NZTA attendance encouraging 
• Presentations were given full opportunity to be viewed however it was difficult to get questions 

answered at the relevant time leading to confusion of what the questions pertained to. 
• Both presentations.  
• The information shared was of benefit to me however I would like to be able to relate this to the 

actual site as well as speaking to the community about what they see the issues are in view of what 
we are seeing. 

• Supporting processes by facilitators to feed back questions, comments through chat. Successful use 
of Powerpoints. Presenters having complementary and supporting knowledge of each other's 
presentation. 

 

7. What could be improved for future workshops? 

• Perhaps this was a mix of workshop and panel meeting, however, I think that the Chairperson should 
play a more definite role in chairing the meeting and facilitate the meeting protocols- e.g. we have an 
agenda which is great, but checking that the minutes were received and read, moving that they be 
accepted as correct, getting someone to second that, vote etc. should come from the chair not from the 
floor. 

• When we use Zoom, the person facilitating the meeting could maybe keep an eye on the chat-box, and 
check from time to time that we are all on the same page. 

• Encouraging the silent majority to have input 
• Time for Community Panel members to review after each meeting 
• The opportunity to discuss person to person and to have multiple conversations in a relaxed group 

setting. To share ideas with other panel members during breaks. 
• Punctuality please 
• We need to have site visits as soon as possible 
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Any other questions, comments, feedback is welcome 

• I consider it a privilege to be on the panel. I am there because someone how trusts me put my name 
forward, I accepted because I am really interested in the process, physical, ecological and human in 
the face of climate change - and I want to be a positive force to see these processes navigated with 
care - with positive outcomes for our community and the coastal environment. I enjoy being on the 
panel. Having said that, there are several things that make it frustrating to be on the panel:  

o I didn't think that the first meeting and the appointment of the Chairperson was conducted all 
that well. We as yet do not have a co-chair. As a group we have not yet understood each 
others' values - I appreciate that might take time.  

o re. my score of 2 for the statement "I think everyone is at the table that needs to be (i.e. there 
are no key people or groups missing from the Panel process)": the panel is overwhelmingly 
white & middle aged+, and predominantly male. We need to be cognisant of this when 
seeking the views of as many people in the community as possible. I'm not sure we in the end 
resolved who on the panel represents business. 
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o I get the impression there is not much genuine interest by the majority of panel members in 
the contributions iwi make / can make, or in the history of our coastal area prior to the early 
1800's. There are frequent references in the meetings to 'Māori' and 'the community' in the 
same sentence, as if Māori are not part of the community. What gives?  

o There is an undercurrent of urgency to focus on and deal with immediate flood protection 
works for the Hauarahi stream that are needed / were planned for (?). I am not sure the panel 
meetings / workshops are the forum for this.  

o It would be great for the panel to work out how we as a group understand what working on 
identifying and presenting pathways for a '100 year journey' of resilience on behalf of our 
community looks like. In my mind, and I appreciate I am only one of the people on the panel, 
exploring ALL the possibilities for living in and with climate change is key. It shouldn't be all 
about a 'fight' against water (water always wins?). A lot of resources, time and passion have 
gone into preparing - and continue to be allocated to - this panel process (thank you). It would 
be a shame if it became a box-ticking exercise.  

• It didn't feel right to raise that our terms of reference include action needed now and not just related 
to Emergency and climate hazard. Also include key infrastructure enhancement 

• 1/. Site visits for me are crucial to see how the data and presentations are related  
• 2/. Whenever the Council puts out a press release (as done recently in the Compass) they need to 

include the Community Panel email of wharekawacoast2120@yahoo.com  
• 3/. I would like to be able, when possible, to actually speak to individuals separately about issues 

they have and any solutions they have. (without Council members being there so that honest 
opinions are given)  

• 4/. I would like to know what the costs were to Council when we had the flooding in 2018. I would also 
like like to know what budget we have to work to in providing these solutions. Do we have access to a 
financial consultant?  

• 5/. Any questions placed in the dropbox by the panel should be answered and provided in written 
form to panel members before the workshops as the answers may generate new questions 
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Minutes of the Kaiaua/Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel Meeting – 26-07-2020 
Page 1 of 6                                                                     Document number: 2792865   

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING MINUTES 

WORKSHOP 3 

 

 

MEETING, 

Sunday 26 July 2020 

10.00am – 4:00pm 

Kaiaua Fire Station and site visit to the coast 

 

 

COMMUNTY PANEL:  Justin Johnstone, John Waata, Stephen Cooper, Stephanie 

Brough, David Twiname, Bev Stanford (Rural Support 

Trust), Eddie Johnson, David Greig (NZTA), Lorna Ratahi, 

Matilda (Missy) Thompson  

 

JWP OBSERVERS: Frank Rawiri (Iwi representative), Cr Kataraina Hodge (WRC 

Councillor), Cr Denis Tegg (WRC Councillor) 

 

TAG MEMBERS: Simon Bendall (Traverse Environmental Ltd), Deborah 

Kissick (Traverse Environmental Ltd), Nina Murphy (HDC), 

Rick Liefting (WRC), Alejandro Cifuentes (WRC) 

 

OTHER: Dr Terry Hume (Hume Consulting Ltd.) 

 

APOLOGIES Allan Yee, Tessa Watts, Ria Bejaart, Jonathan Clark, Brett 

Otto (CDEM), Leanne Irvine (DOC), Peter Thom (HDC), Cr 

Ross Harris (HDC), Cr Jan Sedgwick (WDC), Michelle Wilson, 

Tipa Compain 

 

 

1. Opening/Preliminaries 

The meeting was opened by Frank Rawiri and everyone introduced themselves. The 

minutes for Workshop 2 (5 May 2020) were accepted. 
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The draft workshop schedule was considered and dates for community panel workshops 

were agreed to. However, the wider community drop-in date was changed on request of 

the community panel from 9 Aug to 16 Aug. Discussion around the format of this session 

was confirmed as an informal session where the public can come and learn more about 

the project from community panel members and council staff. 

 

Actions 

1. Linthea: update workshop schedule, send meeting invites to panel members. 

2. TAG: book Hall, arrange advert for Kaiaua Compass and include link to coastal 

inundation tool (Nina), prepare posters for display, investigate having the coastal 

inundation tool running on the day, arrange cup of tea, rural delivery pamphlet 

drop, update project website with community drop-in session information. 

3. Community Panel, Staff and Councillors: to attend the event. 

 

The document provided to panel members identifying the background reports for the 

project completed or currently underway was discussed. Simon explained the diagram 

showing the linkages between the documents and how they informed the Risk 

Assessment and ultimately recommendations from the Panel. 

 

The memo and associated map which identified the methodology and delineation of the 

Coastal Compartments was discussed. It was agreed that the compartments be 

numbered and the compartment delineation was endorsed by the panel for use in the 

Risk Assessment.  

 

2. General issues raised by panel 

1. Hazards reports 

 Info missing around historic flooding events.  

 Concern that drainage and flooding problems are due to lack of a targeted 

rate for the management of these issues. 

 Concern if the hazard reports are peer reviewed and finalised then they can’t 

be added to or changed in the future. 

 

2. Stream clearance/drainage  

 Material builds up in the rivers/stream/drains, then water can’t escape and 

causes floods up stream 

 Flood gate operation – do these work properly? 

 Kerbing/drainage in Kaiaua. 

 

 

Page 34



Minutes of the Kaiaua/Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel Meeting – 26-07-2020 
Page 3 of 6                                                                     Document number: 2792865   

3. Aquaculture 

 Refer to Tai Timu Tai Pari (Hauraki Gulf Marine Spatial Plan) report in addition 

to those being prepared for the project. This report outlines large areas 

proposed for aquaculture in the Firth of Thames with the potential to 

influence the Wharekawa Coast 

 What will the effects be from increased aquaculture? Will it make 

flooding/coastal inundation/coastal erosion worse? 

 

4. Enforcement action by WRC / Information Management  

 Concern was raised that information shared as part of this process could be 

passed onto WRC’s enforcement team. It was confirmed that information 

shared in these meetings may not be used for any other purpose including for 

enforcement action, refer to adopted Panel Terms of Reference Clauses 

5.3(b) and (c). 

 

5. Feedback loop / monitoring  

 Panel noted the need for anything they come up with and the science that is 

being relied on needs to be tested into the future with monitoring / feedback 

loops to validate etc. It was confirmed that this is inherent in the adaptive 

planning process and the actual process for this to occur and the roles and 

responsibilities need to be confirmed.  

 

Action: TAG to investigate these general issues and report back to next community 

panel meeting. 

 

Other comments from workshop attendees around process 

- Panel are keen to see the results of the Risk Assessment first to ensure they are 

comfortable with the content before it is circulated more widely. 

- Keen for community panel questions to be answered and responses sent to the 

panel ASAP where they are simple and possible rather than waiting for next panel 

meeting. 

- Review the use of Dropbox including whether there are alternative options for 

sharing information, looking at the filing structure. Consider whether direct email 

to the panel is a better option. 

- Existing hazard information has been presented at the Wharekawa Marae already. 

10 major Māori land blocks in the project area and each whanau have group have 

been asked to consider the potential issues. 
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Actions: 

1. TAG to investigate Dropbox functionality 

2. Risk Assessment to be circulated to community panel before wider distribution 

3. Questions to be responded to and circulated to the panel ASAP. 

 

3. Site visit 

The proposed site visit plan prepared by TAG in conjunction with Terry Hume was 

considered. Extra sites were requested to be added by the community panel to the north 

(to show erosion issues and aquaculture areas), other areas of erosion/flooding 

(Kaumatua flats/Kaiaua school, Pukekereru Lane), areas around river/streams 

(Hauarahi, Waharau, Waihihi, Whakatiwai), and proposed papakāinga housing area. 

 

Terry Hume outlined the planned site visit purpose with regards to his report. 

 

The workshop attendees walked to the Hauarahi Stream to the rear of the Fire Station to 

observe where historical flooding has occurred and see the recently completed stream 

works, which aim to lessen the potential impacts of this flooding.  

 

The attendees then visited the sites (via carpooling) summarised below, where members 

of the panel identified their concerns and spoke of historic events and Terry Hume and 

Rick Liefting explained coastal processes and characteristics at each site: 

 

 Matingarahi Point (drive-by) – erosion issues, current and future aquaculture 

 Waharau Stream - changed in course, culvert under the road - floods, bridge 

being undermined (some armouring been done), coastal ūrupa  

 Waihihi Stream - bridge being undermined (some armouring been done and sheet 

piling), river mouth blocks up causes upstream flooding 

 Waharau Regional Park (site 1 from site visit map) – characterised by large 

boulders/rocks/pebbles, coastal ridges formed on beaches, material moving 

southwards 

 Pukekereru Lane – erosion issues, informal boat ramp compacting land  

 Whakatiwai (site 2/3 from site visit map) - smaller rocks, oyster shells, used to 

be mussels but these were dredged, straightening of this river changed its 

course, sediment supply from river so delta should not be affected by erosion too 

much, coastal ūrupa  

 Kaiaua School and Kaumatua Flats – coastal inundation issues, culverts get 

blocked by sand/rocks cause flooding upstream 
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 Papakāinga housing - to be built above flood area, access may be on flood plain, 

alternatives to be looked at 

 Kaiaua Boat Ramp (site 4 from site visit map) – modified area, channel dredged, 

erosion protection structures - gabions, pipes. Following this location, some 

participants headed home while others carried on to the final site. 

 Ray's Rest (site 5 from site visit) – shell, sand and gravel – chenier ridges going 

inland, large flat area before inland cliffs (where sea level was historically). 

 

A map and summary of the issues discussed for each area visited, will be prepared and 

provided at the community drop-in. 

 

The field trip ended at Ray’s Rest at around 4pm. 
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ACTIONS LIST FROM COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING 26.07.2020 

 Future Action   Current Priority Task                      Overdue Action 

Task Allocation: JJ – Justin Johnstone, AJ – Allan Yee, SC – Stephen Cooper, SB – Stephanie Brough, DT – David 

Twiname, RB – Ria Bejaart, JC – Jonathan Clark, EJ – Eddie Johnson, TW – Tessa Watts, JW – John Waata, BO – Brett 

Otto, TT – Tene Tangatatai, LI – Leanne Irvine, WL – Wanda Leadbeater, DG – David Greig, LV - Linthea Visser, NM - 

Nina Murphy, PT - Peter Thom, LW – Larn Wilkinson, SDB - Simon Bendall, DK - Deborah Kissick, RL - Rick Liefting CR 

– Charles Royal, FR – Frank Rawiri, RH – Ross Harris, 

 

 

Project Management 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Vision Statement Community panel to come up with a vision statement Panel Ongoing 

Workshop 

Schedule 

Change workshop schedule to reflect change in Drop-in date and 

invite panel members 

LV 28 Jul 

Drop-in with 

wider community 

Book Hall, arrange advert for Kaiaua Compass and include link 

to coastal inundation tool, prepare posters for display, 

investigate having the coastal inundation tool running on the 

day, arrange cup of tea, rural delivery pamphlet drop, update 

project website 

TAG Prior to 

16 Aug 

 Attend drop-in day TAG, 

Community 

Panel, JWP 

16 Aug 

General issues 

raised by panel 

TAG to investigate general issues raised at Workshop 3 and 

report on these at next community panel meeting 

TAG 18 Aug 

Drop Box TAG to investigate Dropbox functionality 

 

TAG 18 Aug 

Risk Assessment Risk Assessment to be circulated to community panel before 

wider distribution 

 

TAG 30 Aug 

Panel questions Questions to be responded to and circulated to the panel ASAP 

 

TAG Ongoing 
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Wharekawa Coast 2120 
Workshop #3 Site Visit 

Held: 26 July 2020 

 

At the time of data analysis (10 August 2020), four attendees of Workshop #3 had responded to the survey. 
Their responses are detailed below. 

 

 

 

3. All attended workshop so no question responses received. 
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6. Is there something you think went well / was successful about the workshop? 

• The local knowledge/history of the various sites was extremely interesting as was Terry Humes 
explanations of how and why the different beaches formed in the way they have. 

• Covering all the sites that were of interest was particularly well done. Car pooling was also a great 
opportunity to connect and delve into discussions of interest. 

• Input and participation by ALL members of the group was pleasing. Opportunity for locals to share the 
knowledge of the area, and their input which put the scientific and practical capabilities of the respective 
experts into perspective. 
 

7. What could be improved for future workshops? 

• In advance each panel member could be asked for a site to be viewed that is interest them them with a 
reason after a draft site visit map was provided. 

• More specific site visits, focusing on one aspect of the project eg: Roading. This will allow the community 
group to relay those findings to the community for their informationWhen we use Zoom, the person 
facilitating the meeting could maybe keep an eye on the chat-box, and check from time to time that we 
are all on the same page. 
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Any other questions, comments, feedback is welcome 

• As a trusted member of the community, it is vital that this project provides positive outcomes along 
the way to deal with some very confronting decisions. Many members of the community will look to us 
for our advice for how this consultation is viewed. If we are not absolutely satisfied by evidence and 
information that the current and future community concerns will be addressed then community will not 
buy into this consultation. Whilst this is community-led, the councils should anticipate what questions 
would be asked early on in the process and perhaps have some relaxed open discussions. This is 
particularly important when a community has historical issues with local and regional government. 
Many discussions in private within the community panel have been about the fear that us as trusted 
community representatives could be used in this process to support hard decisions that would not be 
accepted if local government were to impose them. We are prepared to advocate and support this 
process if we have complete confidence in it. 

• This is the chance for council to show that they CAN work WITH the community. Over the years 
distrust of the council has been generated. This has meant many members of the community have 
disconnected themselves from being involved in providing solutions. Some of the solutions needed 
for the project require buy in from the community. Often there are processes which don't come at a 
cost to council but through the application of common sense. 

• I believe both the Farming Community and Dept of Conservation need to be included in the process 
as both have a large input within the project scope. 

 

Page 44



 

 
Whaarangi 1 | 2  M  2810057 

FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

AUTHOR Simon Bendall       Nina Murphy 
Project Advisor      Strategic Planner 

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2810057 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
Policy portfolio 

MEETING DATE 19 August 2020 

SUBJECT Cultural Values Assessment Update 

SUMMARY | TE WHAKARĀPOPOTANGA 
A proposed Cultural Values Assessment (CVA) for the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project is 
currently being re-scoped in consultation with Ngāti Paoa / Ngāti Whanaunga representatives. 
A further update is proposed to occur through a dedicated hui called later in August.  

 

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
This report provides an update on progress with the development of a Cultural Values 
Assessment to inform the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project. 

 

2 BACKGROUND | TE KŌRERO Ā MUA 
The Wharekawa Coast 2120 project is being informed by a range of supporting reports that will 
assist with a determination of the risks presented by natural hazards and what can be done in 
response to those risks.  

These reports include social, environmental and cultural assessments. 

At the Joint Working Party meeting on 20 May 2020 a draft scope of works for a Cultural 
Values Assessment (CVA) to inform the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project was tabled.  

It was agreed that further discussion was required to refine the scope and the approach of 
identifying and engaging an appropriately qualified person(s) to undertake the work.  

A hui was subsequently held on 9 June 2020 with Joint Working Party Members Frank Rawiri, 
Charles Royal and Tipa Compain, and project team members Nina Murphy, Linthea Visser and 
Simon Bendall. 
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The concept discussed at this hui was that the values, interests and aspirations of Ngāti Paoa / 
Ngāti Whanaunga cannot be reduced and compartmentalised to a single box of “cultural 
impacts” in relation to coastal hazards. These values, interests and aspirations apply in a much 
broader context, and in relation to all matters that consider the long-term future of the 
Wharekawa coast.  

It was proposed that Councils work with Ngāti Paoa / Ngāti Whanaunga on a broader project 
that captures and communicates important historical attributes and values and articulates a 
long-term vision, while ensuring that sensitive information is protected. 

Acknowledging that this is a much bigger study than originally envisioned under Wharekawa 
Coast 2120, it was proposed that the work could be staged to inform different Council planning 
processes, beginning with Wharekawa Coast 2120. It could also inform subsequent community 
plan develop and district plan / regional coastal plan review processes.  

Hauraki District Council staff have since been working through the scoping and resourcing of 
this work, and have had further discussions with Ngāti Paoa / Ngāti Whanaunga 
representatives.  

At the time of writing, an approach to commencing this work has not yet been confirmed.  

Council staff, led by Larn Wilkinson, would like the opportunity to give a more detailed 
presentation to Joint Working Party members on the current status of this work. Unfortunately, 
due to availability challenges, this presentation is not able to take place at the 19 August Joint 
Working Party meeting. It is proposed that a dedicated meeting is called for this purpose. 

 

3 NEXT STEPS | TE ARA KI MUA 
 

Timeframe Action Comments 

August 2020 Dedicated presentation to Joint 
Working Party members on current 
status and next steps with Ngāti Paoa / 
Ngāti Whanaunga Values study / work 
programme. 

With direction from the Joint 
Working Party, this hui could be 
held with Ngāti Paoa / Ngāti 
Whanaunga Joint Working Party 
members only, with further 
discussion at the next Joint 
Working meeting in November.   

   

 
 
 

Approval 
Prepared by Simon Bendall       Nina Murphy 

Project Advisor   Strategic Planner 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Group Manager Planning and Environmental 
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FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

AUTHOR Nina Murphy             Simon Bendall 
Strategic Planner       Project Advisor 

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2808236 
Appendix A: Report on Treaty of Waitangi duties relevant to 
adaptation to coast hazards from sea level rise (Report saved to 
Airwatch) 2809709 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
Policy portfolio 

MEETING DATE 19 August 2020 

SUBJECT Research Paper Review – Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
for climate change adaptation 

 

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
This report provides a review of the research paper: Treaty of Waitangi duties relevant to 
adaptation to coastal hazards from sea-level rise (Iorns Magallanes, CJ), prepared as part of 
the Deep South National Science Challenge. 

 

2 BACKGROUND | TE KŌRERO Ā MUA 
This is a standing agenda item devoted to reviewing relevant reports and case studies in the 
evolving area of climate change adaptation.  

At the last Joint Working Party (JWP) meeting in May 2020, members considered a report on 
the liability issues for local government arising from sea-level rise. 

The paper currently under review in this report is the second of three proposed for 
consideration by the JWP in February 2020. These included: liability issues for local 
government arising from sea level rise, Treaty of Waitangi climate change considerations, and 
the UK’s Climate Commission report on managing the coast.  
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3 TREATY OF WAITANGI DUTIES RELEVANT TO THE 
ADAPTATION TO COASTAL HAZARDS FROM SEA-LEVEL RISE 

 

3.1  Climate change effects on Māori 

This report states that Māori are predicted to be disproportionally affected by climate change.  

There are a significant number of Māori communities in low lying areas of NZ and their 
identity, health and well-being, economies and their marae could be adversely affected by sea 
level rise, storms and high tides.1 

 
Māori have strong ties to the land and other natural features from which their ancestors 
came. This makes replacement of that land or other features very difficult: it cannot and 
should not be assumed that it can simply be replaced by other land of comparable 
economic value, for example; cultural value is more important.2  

 

These are important considerations that apply locally to our Wharekawa Coast 2120 project, 
with Māori land, whare, marae, wāhi tapu and urupā within the project area. 
 

3.2  Local government responsibil it ies 

The report notes that adaptation measures in response to sea-level rise will generally be 
undertaken by local government (councils), rather than central government. Councils operate 
under legislation such as the Resource Management Act 1991 and Local Government Act 2002. 

It is possible for councils to follow the relevant legislation when making decisions on climate 
adaptation, yet still be in breach of Treaty of Waitangi (Treaty) Principles.3 

The report highlights that it is hard for councils to comply with the Treaty when some of the 
RMA has already been held to breach the Treaty.4 It recommends that councils go beyond 
complying with legislation to thinking of best practice in line with the Treaty principles. 

 
Treaty duties require that Māori be involved in all or most adaptation decision making, 
including beyond the processes provided in the RMA. These duties are placed on the Crown 
but, if local government are making the decisions, the duties need to be upheld in order to 
help avoid the creation of future Treaty breaches on the part of the Crown. This will 
require consultation, but also more active facilitation/resourcing to allow genuine Māori 
input into whatever strategies are decided upon.5 

 

It states that for councils it is likely that the most important measure to be adopted in order to 
uphold the Treaty principles will be the establishment of procedures and structures for good 
faith cooperation in decision-making between Māori and relevant councils.6  

  

                                           
1 Ibid. Pg 37 
2 Ibid. Pg 40 
3 Ibid. Pg 86 
4 Ibid. Pg 65 
5 Ibid. Pg 63 
6 Ibid. Pg 73 
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3.3  Conclusions 

The report acknowledges that there are unresolved issues around how the Crown carries out 
its responsibilities to Māori in climate adaptation and suggests more detailed guidance is 
required. It also proposes that there needs to be more guidance from central to local 
government in this area.7 

Overall, the report suggests that councils need to go beyond the minimum required by 
legislation such as the RMA and make sure that they have a good process for taking into 
account Mātauranga Māori in decision-making.8 

 
All decision making, even including any retreat from coastal land, must be undertaken in a 
manner that genuinely attempts to ensure that Maori do not lose ties to ancestral lands 
and can maintain their relationships with the costal environment.9 

 

3.4  Lessons for our project 

The report also reviewed the Hawkes Bay Coastal Hazards Strategy as a case study10 to look at 
issues of climate adaptation and protection of Māori interests. They concluded that there was 
significant protection of mana whenua interests in the process, which went beyond that 
required by the RMA.  

They highlighted the inclusion of Iwi groups with the councils for decision-making which 
respected the Treaty partnership, as well as having mana whenua representatives on the 
community assessment panels. Further, they mentioned that a cultural values report was 
prepared that identified Māori interests to be protected. 

The drawbacks were identified as: 

• Protections of mana whenua interests could be outvoted through the community panel 
process 

• Councils still retained the final decision making. 

Our project follows the Hawkes Bay one in terms of having Iwi representation on our JWP and 
mana whenua representation on the community panel. We need to be mindful of the 
drawbacks identified and any implications for our project. 

This review also highlights that the cultural values assessment is a key part of our project in 
terms of ensuring Mātauranga Māori is included in decision making. 

 

 

 

 

Approval 
Prepared by Nina Murphy               Simon Bendall 

Strategic Planner     Project Advisor 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Group Manager Planning and Environmental 

 

                                           
7 Ibid. Pg 161 
8 Ibid. Pg 87 
9 Ibid. Pg 161 
10 Ibid. Pg 141-147 
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FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party 

AUTHOR Nina Murphy             Simon Bendall 
Strategic Planner      Project Advisor 

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2809091 
Appendix A: HDC Agenda Extract June 2020 - 2774264 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
Policy portfolio 

MEETING DATE 19 August 2020 

SUBJECT HDC Remit to Local Government New Zealand  

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
This provides for the Joint Working Party’s consideration; the report to Hauraki District Council 
on the Remit on coastal adaptation, that was submitted to the Local Government New Zealand 
Annual General Meeting on 21 August 2020. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approval 
Prepared by Nina Murphy                Simon Bendall 

Strategic Planner      Project Advisor 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Planning and Environmental 
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FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO Mayor and Councillors 

AUTHOR Nina Murphy 
Strategic Planner 

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2774264 
Appendix A: HDC Remit 2768086 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
Policy portfolio 

MEETING DATE 24 June 2020 

SUBJECT HDC Remit to Local Government New Zealand 

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
To provide, for elected members information, the HDC Remit that has been submitted for 
consideration at the Local Government New Zealand Annual General Meeting in August 2020. 

 

2 BACKGROUND | TE KŌRERO Ā MUA 

2.1  What is a Remit? 

As part of the Local Government NZ (LGNZ) AGM conference, all Councils are invited to submit 
proposed remits, in accordance with LGNZ’s remit policy. Of note, a remit is required to 
address major strategic ‘issues of the moment’ and have a national focus articulating a ‘major 
interest or concern at the national political level’. Further, remits must have formal support 
from at least one sector group meeting, or five councils, prior to being submitted for 
consideration by LGNZ.  

2.2  How did the HDC Remit come about? 

At the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working party meeting in May 2020, members considered 
a report on project implementation. This report covered matters to begin early thinking in 
preparation for future decision making, such as: how actions identified by this project can be 
implemented, and who pays for what (e.g. territorial authorities, regional councils, and central 
government).  

Discussions on these matters generated a suggestion by Cr Spicer to prepare a Remit to Local 
Government NZ, seeking the development of a coastal strategy for the whole of New Zealand 
to address implementation of adaptive planning approaches in coastal areas. 
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The draft HDC Remit was prepared and circulated to Councils (in Waikato, Northland and 
Hawke’s Bay regions), who are involved in similar coastal adaptation work to our Council, for 
their consideration and support. 

 

3 HDC REMIT 
The finalised Remit is attached (Appendix A). In summary, the HDC Remit seeks: 

That central government undertakes, in collaboration with all of local government, a 
comprehensive review of the current law relating to natural hazards and climate change 
adaptation along New Zealand's coastlines, and coordinates the development of a coastline 
strategy for the whole of New Zealand which would cover: the roles and responsibilities of 
territorial authorities, regional councils and central government; greater direction on an 
integrated approach; and development of principles for “who pays”. 

In particular, the issues covered by the HDC Remit include:  

Central government has provided guidance to local government on how to apply a risk-
based adaptive approach to planning for climate change in coastal communities. Many 
councils are now following this guidance and working with their communities using 
adaptive planning approaches. As these councils look ahead to how adaptive approaches 
can be implemented, they are encountering limitations in existing legislation and a lack of 
guidance from central government on the legalities and practicalities of doing so.  

Councils report difficulty in determining their respective roles (territorial and regional) and 
who should do what in the area of managing the risks of natural hazards arising from 
climate change. Furthermore, they note that there is a lack of direction over who pays for 
what and who owns/maintains/is liable for any assets that may be required. 

Councils also have many unanswered questions around how a managed retreat option 
should be implemented. For example, where managed retreat is identified as a preferred 
adaptation option, how should this be undertaken, by who, where should costs fall, 
whether compensation is payable and if so by whom?  

Furthermore, councils see difficulties in how adaptive approaches can be implemented 
through statutory documents such as District and Long Term Plans, especially as Councils 
are being asked to plan at least 100 years into the future1 using adaptive approaches 
which may require rapid implementation (e.g. in response to a ‘trigger’ event). This 
combination of long timeframes, deep uncertainty, and potentially rapid action is not well 
provided for by these documents. 

This remit has been supported by Thames-Coromandel, Hastings, and Napier District Councils, 
and Hawke’s Bay and Northland Regional Councils. 

 

4 NEXT STEPS | TE ARA KI MUA 
 

Timeframe Action Comments 

Aug 2020 HDC and supporting Councils present 
the HDC Remit to the LGNZ AGM 

 

   

 

                                           
1 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 

Page 52



 

 
Whaarangi 3 | 3  M  2774264 

Approval 
Prepared by Nina Murphy 

Strategic Planner 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Group Manager Planning & Environmental Services 
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1 

HDC ref 2768086                                           Date: 16 June 2020 

LGNZ Annual General Meeting 2020 

Remit application 

Council Proposing Remit: 
 

Hauraki District Council 

Contact Name: 
 

Langley Cavers 

Phone: 
 

021 437 245 

Email: 
 

langley.cavers@hauraki-dc.govt.nz 

Fax: 
 

- 

Remit passed by: 
(Zone/sector meeting 
and/or list five councils as 
per policy) 

Hawke’s Bay RC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Napier CC, Hastings DC, 
Northland RC 

Remit: 

That central government undertakes, in collaboration with all of local government, a 
comprehensive review of the current law relating to natural hazards and climate change 
adaptation along New Zealand's coastlines, and coordinates the development of a coastline 
strategy for the whole of New Zealand which would cover: the roles and responsibilities of 
territorial authorities, regional councils and central government; greater direction on an 
integrated approach; and development of principles for “who pays”. 

 

Background information and research  

1. Nature of the issue;  

Central government has provided guidance to local government on how to apply a risk-based 

adaptive approach to planning for climate change in coastal communities1. Many councils are now 

following this guidance and working with their communities using adaptive planning approaches. As 

these councils look ahead to how adaptive approaches can be implemented, they are encountering 

limitations in existing legislation and a lack of guidance from central government on the legalities 

and practicalities of doing so.  

Councils report difficulty in determining their respective roles (territorial and regional) and who 

should do what in the area of managing the risks of natural hazards arising from climate change. 

Furthermore, they note that there is a lack of direction over who pays for what and who 

owns/maintains/is liable for any assets that may be required. 

Councils also have many unanswered questions around how a managed retreat option should be 

implemented. For example, where managed retreat is identified as a preferred adaptation option, 

how should this be undertaken, by who, where should costs fall, whether compensation is payable 

and if so by whom?  

 

                                                           
1 Ministry for the Environment 2017, Preparing for coastal change A SUMMARY OF HAZARDS AND CLIMATE 
CHANGE GUIDANCE FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
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Furthermore, councils see difficulties in how adaptive approaches can be implemented through 

statutory documents such as District and Long Term Plans, especially as Councils are being asked to 

plan at least 100 years into the future2 using adaptive approaches which may require rapid 

implementation (e.g. in response to a ‘trigger’ event). This combination of long timeframes, deep 

uncertainty, and potentially rapid action is not well provided for by these documents. 

2. Background to it being raised;  

Beginning in 2014, Hawke’s Bay councils (Napier City Council, Hastings District Council and Hawke’s 

Bay Regional Council) and tangata whenua partnered to develop a Coastal Hazards Strategy3 that 

was ultimately the first project of its type to follow the approaches set out in the Ministry for the 

Environment’s coastal hazards guidance (the Guidance). The councils and tangata whenua are now 

working on the implementation phase of the strategy.   

Hauraki DC are working with Waikato RC, Waikato DC and Iwi to prepare a community plan 

(Wharekawa Coast 2120) for the western Firth of Thames area, using a similar approach to the 

Hawke’s Bay Coastal Strategy, and following the Guidance. Hauraki DC is aware of other work of this 

nature being undertaken in the Waikato region by Thames-Coromandel and Waikato DCs, in the 

Wellington region, and scoping is underway for work in the Northland region.  

All of these projects recognise the importance of regional and territorial authorities working 

collaboratively with their communities to respond to increasing natural hazard risks in coastal areas, 

due to climate change. These projects are at different stages of development, but eventually will all 

be facing the same implementation issues.  

3. New or confirming existing policy;  

This remit is a new policy. 

4. How the issue relates to objectives in the current Work Programme;  

This remit raises issues around how local government can practically implement approaches and 

responses to natural hazards risks in coastal areas developed under the Guidance. These issues are 

related to LGNZ’s policy priorities: Climate Change and Environment (Natural Hazards). In particular, 

the topics of community resilience and climate future fit, as well as LGNZ’s climate change project. 

5. What work or action on the issue has been done, and the outcome;  

The Ministry for the Environment recently published a case study on challenges with implementing 

the Hawke’s Bay Coastal Strategy4. This case study highlights many of the issues identified by this 

remit and provides more detailed analysis. 

The Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party (comprising elected members and iwi 

representatives) recently considered a paper on project implementation funding issues5. Discussions 

regarding this information, and other papers reviewing Deep South Science Challenge research6, 

prompted the preparation of this remit.  

                                                           
2 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 
3 Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazard Strategy 2120  https://www.hbcoast.co.nz/  
4 Ministry for the Environment and Hawke’s Bay Regional Council partnership project. 2020. Case study: 
Challenges with implementing the Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120. Wellington: Ministry for 
the Environment 
5 https://wharekawacoast2120.hauraki-dc.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Agenda-Wharekawa-
Coast2120-200520.pdf  
6 https://www.deepsouthchallenge.co.nz/projects/sea-level-rise-housing-and-insurance-liability-and-
compensation  
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Also of relevance to the issues raised by this remit is the Productivity Commission’s recent local 

government funding and financing inquiry7. 

6. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice;  

The following legislation is considered relevant to the remit: Resource Management Act 1991 and 

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010, Local Government Act 2002, Public Works Act 1981, 

and Building Act 2004. 

7. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting;  

This has not been discussed at zone or sector meetings to date. 

8. Evidence of support from a Zone/sector meeting, or five councils;  

See attached emails confirming support from the following councils: Hawke’s Bay RC, Thames-

Coromandel DC, Napier CC, Hastings DC, Northland RC. 

9. Suggested course of action envisaged;  

LGNZ works with central government to prepare a nationwide coastal strategy that provides further 

direction on an integrated approach to climate change adaptation issues including: 

a. the roles and responsibilities of territorial and regional councils, 

b. how managed retreat should be implemented including funding arrangements and whether 

compensation is payable and if so by whom, 

c. a protocol for considering how costs for adaptation actions should be allocated both 

between local government itself (territorial and regional councils), between local and central 

government, and between public and private beneficiaries, 

d. how adaptive planning approaches should be implemented, for example by providing better 

linkages between LGA and RMA processes or by potentially new natural hazard risk 

management and climate change adaptation-specific legislation, and 

e. how councils could be supported to implement appropriate restrictive zoning behind 

defensive measures to respond to ‘moral hazard’ issues.  

 

                                                           
7 https://www.productivity.govt.nz/inquiries/local-government-funding-and-financing/  
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