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WHAREKAWA COAST 2120  

MINUTES OF THE JOINT WORKING PARTY MEETING 

 

 

MEETING, 

Wednesday 19August 2020 

12:30 pm – 02:30pm 

Hauraki Room, HDC, William Street, Paeroa 

Zoom link 

(https://haurakidc.zoom.us/skype/99935695693) 

Meeting ID: 999 3569 5693 

Password: 085550 

 

 

PRESENT D A Adams (HDC), R Harris (HDC), Phillip Buckthought 

(HDC), Frank Rawiri (Iwi Representative) 

 

IN ATTENDANCE  Nina Murphy (HDC), Linthea Visser (HDC), Simon Bendall 

(Traverse Environmental Ltd),  

 

ZOOM Peter Thom (HDC)(partly), Charles Royal (Iwi 

Representative), Tipa Compain (Iwi Representative) 

Deborah Kissick (Traverse Environmental Ltd), D Tegg 

(WRC), K Hodge (WRC), Sophie Marsh (WRC)(partly), Adam 

Munro (WRC)(partly), Jim Ebenhoh (WDC), Brett Otto (HDC) 

 

APOLOGIES Michelle Wilson (Iwi Representative), J Sedgwick (WDC) 

 

Welcome 

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

 

Agenda Items 

1 Confirm minutes of previous meeting 

1.1 It was agreed that the previous meeting minutes is accurate. No issues raised  

 

2 Project Update  

2.1 The project update report provides an update on how the project is going.  

2.2 Cr. Buckthought replaces Cr. Spicer on the JWP. The Chair welcomed Cr. 

Buckthought to the JWP.  

2.3 The project report has an appendix A attached thereto that reflect a list of all the 

reports obtained for the project. The various reports will all feed into the Risk 
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Assessment. The draft Risk Assessment went to project team, but has not been 

sent to the JWP yet. 

2.4 Some reports were prepared by WRC, some by HDC and some by external 

consultants. Technical reports will have summaries. 

2.5 Hauraki Gulf Marine Park: 

2.5.1 There could be implications for the Wharekawa project.  

2.5.2 The next meeting will be held at the Miranda Pūkorokoro Shorebird Centre 

on 30 November. Nina advised that Cr. Spicer suggested that someone 

from the JWP also attend. Cr. Tegg wondered whether Simon would like 

to do a presentation on the project. The Chair confirmed this a good 

suggestion and proposed that there should also be a representative from 

both councils standing beside Simon. Cr. Tegg and Cr. Buckthought  

confirmed that they would attend. 

2.6 Risk Assessment 

2.6.1 Cr. Tegg noted that the Risk Assessment still needs to be peer reviewed. 

He mentioned that things are moving rapidly in this space and that the 

Government has recently completed a national risk assessment. He would 

like to see some emphasis on the updated data and, if possible, that it 

also be applied to figures and the frequency of events. If he were the 

peer reviewer, he would have suggested some changes to bring in 

updated data. Nina will relay this suggestion to Sophie Marsh (WRC).  

 

Action:  

 Nina to relay Cr. Tegg’s comment re changes to risk assessment to bring in 

updated data to Sophie Marsh. 

 

3 Community Panel Update 

3.1 Simon Bendall provided an update to the JWP. 

3.2 Workshop 1 was held on 17 March 2020, just before implementation of the covid-

19 restriction levels. Workshop 2 was held via zoom on the 5th May 2020. Both 

workshops were well attended. A survey was sent to the community panel after 

workshop 2. Simon mentioned that he was pleased at the positive feedback of the 

zoom meeting. 

3.3 Workshop 3 was held on 26 July 2020 and included a site visit. Simon was of the 

opinion that it was an excellent day as it was well attended and there was a good 

exchange of information on the day. The feedback received via the survey was 

positive. 

3.4 At the time the report was being written for the JWP agenda, we had received two 

resignations from the community panel from Justin Johnstone and Eddie Johnson 

Page 3



Page 3 of 8                    Minutes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Joint Working Party – 19-08-20 
                                                                                                      Document number: 2816553 

respectively. Last week two further resignations from, Stephanie Brough and 

David Twiname were received. 

3.5 Things are unsettled at this stage. The team had a brief chat last week to discuss 

how we have arrived here. The consensus seems to be that some of the 

community panel are concerned that too much focus is being given to sea level 

rise, and not enough information/priority is being shared/given to freshwater 

flooding. WRC enforcement actions and the absence of face-to-face meetings also 

seem to have influenced their attitudes toward the project. 

3.6 In response to the resignations, the team deferred the wider community meeting 

scheduled for the 16th August and arranged a meeting with the community panel 

only. Unfortunately, the Covid–19 alert levels were changed and, as some of the 

community panel members are within the Auckland area, the meeting was 

postponed. 

3.7 The plan from here is to send out a letter to the community panel setting out the 

issues (as per Councils’ understanding thereof) and proposing a way forward. 

3.8 TAG decided this morning that it is worthwhile making personal phone calls to the 

panel members individually to touch base with them and to explain what is coming 

before we send out the letter. 

3.9 Cr. Hodge asked whether the river flooding is all in conjunction with the weather. 

The Chair advised that it is not necessarily due to the weather patterns. The 

weather exacerbates the flooding. These issues were raised from the first day the 

Franklin district became part of HDC. WRC had some meetings with the 

community and received pushback from them, as those present did not want to 

pay a targeted rate for flood protection works. It has always been an underlying 

issue. 

3.10 Simon suggested that fresh water flooding risks are the main hazard risk of 

community concern now. At some point in time, as climate change effects take 

hold, the primary issue will cross over to sea-level rise. There may have been a 

misjudgement in the way the project was presented, and the team perhaps should 

have started with what the top concern of the community is instead of following 

a holistic approach and attempting to deal with all hazards at the same time. 

Simon is of the opinion that the project should be repackaged to address the 

concerns raised. 

3.11 Cr. Hodge mentioned that, as far as flooding is concerned and the WRC, they are 

not sure whether the people of Kaiaua are willing to pay a targeted rate for flood 

protection works. Unless they do, WRC will be limited in what they can do about 

the flooding. 

3.12 The Chair advised that Justin Johnstone did not recall any meeting with WRC 

about targeted rates for flood protection works. He thinks they have come to the 
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realisation that they would have to pay and that it will cost more. Thus, they are 

more prepared to a meeting on rates now.  

3.13 Frank Rawiri mentioned that the flooding in the area is essentially fresh water 

flooding. Inundation from the sea only occurred during the 2018 event and during 

another event in the sixties. Sea-level rise is therefore not a priority for the 

community. Most of the flooding is from the back and it occurs approximately four 

times per year.  

3.14 With regards to the previous targeted rates proposal and the survey performed, 

Frank Rawiri’s understanding was that only the rural landowners to the Hauarahi 

stream were questioned. The village, who would need to pay the rates, were not 

questioned. That is why the response to survey was negative at the time. 

3.15 Cr Harris mentioned that emotions seem to be running high and there seems to 

be a lack of trust in Council. Given that and where are at the moment with Covid, 

the number of resignations by key players and that this is a 100 year plan, he 

was wondering whether the best option would be to take a pause on the project. 

He invited comments to this suggestion. 

3.16 Tipa Compain agreed that the community panel could be put on hold so to speak, 

but Mana whenua and Māori would like to see the project moving forward. He 

advised that he likes the suggestion of repackaging the project 

3.17 The Chair confirmed that there is no mention of shutting process down or slowing 

the project. We need the entire community going forward and there is a need to 

repackage the project.  

3.18 Frank Rawiri mentioned that he has been to all the community panel meetings. 

The perception is that the freshwater issues has been relegated to the back and 

they are now unclear about the scope of the process. There is confusion about 

who is now responsible for the river and the bay and the infrastructure. The 

perception was that WRC is responsible for the rivers, but there is also an 

understanding that HDC is responsible too, or that a unique arrangement exists. 

Due to the confusion, it was unclear whom they should speak to and about what. 

Thus, the result is that the community panel lost trust in all the players. They do 

not know who is in charge and responsible for what.  

3.19 Frank Rawiri further mentioned that the key players, who had done a lot of the 

work, are the ones who have the most concerns and feel that they have not been 

listened to. He believes that we should confirm to the community panel what the 

scope of the project is and move forward. 

3.20 The concerns and issues for Mana whenua can be looked at in parallel with the 

project. 

3.21 Cr Tegg agreed with what Simon said. It is difficult for people to judge future risks 

if they have issues now. He likes Simon’s approach to repackage the process. He 
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had a brief conversation with Rick Liefting (WRC) last week and there may be 

some immediate work that can be done to alleviate concerns.  

3.22 Charles Royal advised that addressing only risks might cause problems later on if 

we do not think of where the community is going to go overall. He has previously 

raised this concern and suggested that both should be considered. 

3.23 Simon agreed. He noted that the project has been designed as a parallel hazard 

focus and long-term community plan. That approach may not have worked 

however, as we were trying to do too much at the same time. That is why the 

project needs to be repackaged. We need to do both, but in what order would be 

the tricky part. 

3.24 The Chair advised that his concern was that that the project should not get too 

far-gone without bringing the community on board. We can continue with the 

work, but we cannot come up with definite solutions without the community being 

involved. Tact is required from everyone. 

3.25 The Chair suggested that we wait for Simon to come back with a redesign.  

3.26 Jim Ebenhoh (WDC) advised that at Port Waikato they have been working with 

community to assist with co-design. He suggested that it be explored in this 

project to assist with creating feelings of ownership of the project to the 

community panel.  

 

Action:  

 Simon Bendall to repackage the project approach. 

 

4 Cultural Values Assessment 

4.1 An initial draft scope for the CVA was presented during the last JWP meeting. It 

was suggested that discussions be taken offline to refine the scope and 

subsequently a CVA meeting was held early in June. The discussions included talk 

about a larger assessment than what the scope had planned to cover. Placing the 

CVA in a neat box is artificial and will not work. Nina and Simon discussed the 

matters/concerns raised with council. Larn is looking into it and is working with 

Charles and others on what a CVA could look like. Larn wanted to know if the 

members are willing to have a zoom meeting to discuss the CVA and whether just 

Iwi representatives or all Councillors want to be involved.  

4.2 Charles Royal confirmed that this is great to hear. The impacts are multiple and 

exploring how to address this in the context of this project is worthwhile. He spoke 

to Larn but they did not get very far on how to do it. Ngāti Paoa & Ngāti 

Whanaunga would be willing to work with Council on this. To talk about how to do 

this, the costs involved and what needs to be in place. 
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4.3 The Chair advised that he would like to take part in that meeting and it was agreed 

that he could. 

 

Action:  

 Nina to arrange meeting with Larn, Iwi representatives and the Chair to discuss 

the CVA further. 

 

5 Research Paper – Treaty of Waitangi considerations for climate change 

adaption 

5.1 The report reviews a recent paper that was prepared as part of the Deep South 

National Science Challenge. 

5.2 Nina discussed the report. Local Government has to make adaptation decisions. 

– Decisions made in terms of the Local Government Act (LGA) and the Resource 

Management Act (RMA) may still breach the Treaty.  

5.3 Cr Tegg commented around where the law is heading. Major reform is suggested 

to the RMA. This reform suggests that a separate law be created for managed 

retreat. It may be good to get a briefing on what the recommendations to 

government are.  

5.4 HDC will attend a webinar on Friday on the RMA reforms (Randerson report). 

5.5 Tipa Compain advised that he was one of the treaty negotiators and that the 

Wharekawa coast falls between two settlement areas. He emphasised the 

importance of the Treaty report.  

5.6 Frank Rawiri commented that the RMA seem to be the obstacle from councils’ 

perspective. As long as councils understand the report and the emphasis on the 

relationship, there is an opportunity for mana whenua because this is one of the 

firsts of the coastal projects. There is an opportunity to participate in the change 

of legislation (what can be done from a mana whenua perspective) and to 

participate more with Central Government to ensure that it is done correctly. 

5.7 Charles Royal mentioned that the approach of the report has to do with the 

obligations by Government to Māori. The other emerging area is the opportunities 

arising from the Treaty. He advised the Chair that Council need to come to some 

kind of view itself about the Treaty; what Council’s regard to the Treaty is to be 

and what its place is in Council overall. We have to look not only at obligations, 

but also at the opportunities that the Treaty presents. Co-creating benefits for all. 

This project gives us the opportunity to explore this. 

5.8 The Chair, advised, that from Council’s perspective, we are excited to what the 

Treaty will bring to our area and eager to work with our Iwi. Larn has guided him 

on how to start conversations with Iwi to be part of panels and committees.  
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5.9 Charles Royal advised that it is important to understand that not everyone in the 

Iwi community is at the same place to start a conversation.  

5.10 The Chair confirmed that Larn advised that some Iwi are willing and some are not 

ready to start conversations. 

5.11 Cr. Tegg was of the view that we could take some pride in having Iwi partners 

involved in this project. Government reform is going to mandate co-governance. 

It will become mandatory and he is proud that we got to a good start. 

5.12 In terms of those wider issues, one way for HDC is to look at whether they have 

mana whenua representatives on the council itself.  

5.13 Cr Hodge advised that WRC electoral Maori representatives do not represent mana 

whenua, as they do not talk for everyone. Many Māori roles belong to the 

mainstream constituency. They try to look at Māori as a whole. 

 

Action:  

 Nina to provide update on proposed RMA reforms to next JWP meeting. 

 

6 HDC Remit to Local Government New Zealand 

6.1 A remit involves a major issue that is brought by multiple councils to Local 

Government to discuss how it should be approached going forward. 

6.2 Nina discussed the report and the goal of the remit. 

6.3 The Chair advised that a number of councils supported the remit. We are hoping 

to get total support from the whole of Government. 

6.4 Charles Royal asked whether there is enough scope on the language of the remit  

to include the relationships between the local authority, the community and other 

groups within the community working together to get solutions to the issues of 

hazards and climate change.  

6.5 Nina advised that it was not specifically included in the remit. There is a lot of it 

in the MfE guidance, which talks about working with communities and involving 

mana whenua and iwi. 

6.6 The Chair requested Charles Royal to email his thoughts on this to him.  

6.7 The Chair advised that the remit process firstly involve consideration of approval 

of the remit; where after the national council prepares a policy document to action 

the remit. This is the first part of the process. Approval thereof will be considered 

on Friday 28 August.  

6.8 The remit was more about how to spread the costs/benefits between NZ as a 

whole (not just a specific community). 

6.9 Cr. Tegg advised that he would like to acknowledge the work that Cr. Spicer did 

on this. It was a good initiative arising out of this project.  

Meeting closed at 01:50pm.  
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ACTIONS LIST FROM JWP MEETING 19.08.2020 

 Future Action   Current Priority Task                      Overdue Action 

Task Allocation: TA – Toby Adams, RH – Ross Harris, PB – Phillip Buckthought, 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 

Appointment of 

Co-Chair 

Charles Royal to revert with a resolution regarding the 

appointment of an Iwi Co-Chair. 

CR  

Project approach Simon to repackage the project approach. SDB 30 Sept 

RMA reforms Nina to provide update on RMA reforms to next JWP meeting. NM 17 Nov 

 

Project Update 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Cultural Value 

Assessment 

Nina to arrange meeting to discuss CVA with Larn, Iwi 

representatives and the Chair. 

NM 30 Sept 

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 

 

 

Risks and Hazards 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Risk Assessment Nina to relay Cr. Tegg’s comment re changes to risk assessment to 

bring in updated data to Sophie Marsh. 

NM 31 August 
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WHAREKAWA COAST 2120  

MINUTES OF THE JOINT WORKING PARTY MEETING 

 

 

MEETING, 

Tuesday 17 November 2020 

12:30 pm – 02:30pm 

Hauraki Room, HDC, William Street, Paeroa 

Zoom link 

(https://haurakidc.zoom.us/skype/96295664425) 

Meeting ID: 962 9566 4425 

Password: 017721 

 

 

PRESENT D A Adams (HDC), R Harris (HDC), Frank Rawiri (Iwi 

Representative), Charles Royal (Iwi Representative) 

 

IN ATTENDANCE  Simon Bendall (Traverse Environmental Ltd), Peter Thom 

(HDC), Nina Murphy (HDC), Linthea Visser (HDC), Adam 

Munro (WRC), Jim Ebenhoh (WDC), Andrew Bubear (WRC) 

  

APOLOGIES Phillip Buckthought (HDC), D Tegg (WRC), K Hodge (WRC), 

J Sedgwick (WDC), Tipa Compain (Iwi Representative), 

Michelle Wilson (Iwi Representative) 

 

 

Note: The meeting was run as a workshop/informal meeting as there was no quorum. 

Thus, no recommendations were made/approved and the members attending received an 

update only. Approval will be sought from Cr. D Tegg and Cr. K Hodge that they read the 

reports and are happy with it. 

 

Welcome 

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

 

Agenda Items 

1 Confirm minutes of previous meeting 

1.1 Will be discussed/approved at next meeting.  

1.2 Action items: 

1.2.1 Project Management 

 Appointment of Co-chair: The Chair, T Adams advised that appointing a 

co-chair is about ensuring that Iwi have a voice at the decision making 

process. Charles Royal advised that they have not spoken about it. 
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Frank Rawiri advised that Iwi would have no objection to Charles taking 

on the role of co-chair and suggested that iwi confirm the appointment  

at their next hui and get back to the JWP. Charles appointed as interim 

Iwi co-chair until it is confirmed. 

 Project approach: the task to repackage the project approach is still in 

progress. The community panel is reconsidering the project. Previously  

there was a suggestion to lead with river flooding, but no one has 

confirmed that approach at this stage. There is a community panel 

meeting tonight and this item is on the agenda. 

1.2.2 Project update 

 Cultural Values Assessment: Meeting with Larn, Iwi representatives and 

the JPW chair held on 13 October 2020. 

 

2 Project Update  

2.1 Community panel 

2.1.1 Simon Bendall mentioned that the JWP is aware that four community 

panel members have resigned.  

2.1.2 The community panel have had a meeting since then and were asked for 

feedback on what parts of the project had worked well so far, which 

hadn’t worked well, and how to move forward following the resignations. 

Each panel member received the chance to speak.  

2.1.3 Cr. Ross Harris was appointed as interim chair. At the public meeting on 

7 November, six community members volunteered to be part of the 

community panel to replace the members who resigned. This also 

provided a better representation of gender and age.  

2.1.4 Simon is keen to get a sense of how to proceed with the project at 

tonight’s community panel meeting. He is seeking to get an agreement  

on what that is.  

2.1.5 Cr. R Harris advised that the previous community panel meeting was 

positive and everyone had the opportunity to have their say. Tonight’s 

community panel meeting is about engagement of the total group to get 

back on track. He thanked Frank for speaking at the public meeting to 

request volunteers to join the panel.  

2.1.6 Frank advised that all six volunteers were invited to attend tonight’s 

meeting where a final decision will be made on appointments. There is a 

lack of representation from farmers and he made an approach to the 

Eastern Drainage Committee and relayed to them that the farming 

community is missing from the panel. He asked that they approach their 

members to consider nominating members to join the community panel. 
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2.1.7 The chair, T Adams, advised that it should be clear that Cr. R Harris is an 

observer to the community panel and that he only an interim chair until 

a permanent chair is appointed.   

2.1.8 Cr. R Harris advised that either someone from the community or council, 

or someone totally independent should be appointed. He is of view that 

it should be someone independent. 

2.1.9 The chair, T Adams, advised that if an independent chair is appointed, 

he/she should have the understanding of what the outcomes should be. 

He is also happy with someone on council being the chair if that is what 

the community panel wants, but he thinks it would be good if someone 

from the community were appointed. 

2.1.10 Frank is of the opinion that a community member be appointed as chair 

as it was made clear at the start of the project that the project was going 

to be community driven. 

2.1.11 Simon noted that in his view, the burden carried by the former chair was 

too much to expect of a volunteer. TAG would need to make sure that 

they offer full support so that the balance of workload works and the 

burden is not too heavy for a new chair. 

2.1.12 The risk for Cr. R Harris to continue as chair was raised and noted.  

 

2.2 Cultural Values Assessment (CVA) 

2.2.1 Nina Murphy advised that we are still working on how to incorporate the 

cultural values into the project. 

2.2.2 Nina attended a zoom meeting with Iwi and they came up with three 

areas to cover; (i) a CVA specific to the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project, 

(ii) incorporation of Mātauranga Māori into the various project reports and 

(iii) developing an ongoing relationship and partnership with iwi. 

2.2.3 They agreed that another hui will be held. 

2.2.4 In the meantime, the HDC and WRC staff have met to talk about  

mātauranga Māori and how to incorporate their cultural values into the 

reports. WRC is developing a process on to achieve this and they are keen 

to work with HDC on this. 

2.2.5 Mana whenua held a hui on the Marae on 8 November 2020. Frank 

provided an update and apologised for handing out the notification to 

council, which created the misconception that council was invited. 

2.2.6 Charles advised that they need to clarify mātauranga Māori and the 

degree to which the other reports will speak to the impac ts on Māori. He 

asked whether the reports covered the Māori impacts and raised the 

matter of other cultural activities (not necessarily Iwi activities) and 
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whether those too are considered in the CVA. Everyone has cultural 

values and we have to get over the perception that culture values only 

relate to Māori. 

2.2.7 Nina advised that there has always been a struggle with putting cultural 

values into one box. Now we are trying to incorporate these values across 

other areas.  

2.2.8 Charles mentioned that there is also a significant economic impact on 

Māori land from flooding from the Hauarahi stream. We run the risk of 

missing other impacts if we focus on cultural impacts only. Hazards have 

all sorts of impacts on iwi, not just cultural impacts. For example, also 

consider social impacts. 

2.2.9 Peter Thom advised that we have to get an understanding on what this 

project will achieve and what will be ongoing. Particularly developing the 

ongoing relationship.  

2.2.10 The chair, T Adams, advised that this project would be a guide for other 

projects going forward. This procedure will set the principles. 

2.2.11 Peter confirmed that there is pressure on council for a plan change for 

that area to bring the area under the Hauraki District Plan. The issue is 

we want to do it once and do it right.  

2.2.12 Frank is of the opinion that we are on track. The hui was enlightening. 

There was a lot of understanding of the issues. There are many Iwi owned 

blocks and 10 are impacted by inundation or flooding. It is challenging as 

the blocks have multiple owners. They are trying to establish a foundation 

to communicate to people so that people can be informed. The biggest  

issue that people have is not being informed. It is important to provide 

them with the information so that they can have discussions. The aim is 

not to tell whanau what to do, but to share information with them so that 

they may talk about it, come back with questions and identify risks. The 

most immediate risk relates to the ūrupa. 

2.2.13 Charles advised that some people in room were already familiar with 

flooding events and risks.  

2.2.14 Frank mentioned that the whole coastline and what it represents has huge 

cultural significance. We need to be more aware of those sites of 

significance.  

2.2.15 Peter advised that Central Government is another party that would need 

to become involved. That will be an outcome as part of this project.  

2.2.16 Frank will organise a follow up meeting with iwi and council. He will get 

back to us.  

2.2.17 Ngāti Paoa is going through a transition, which is nearly completed.  
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2.3 Meeting notes 

2.3.1 The chair, T Adams, asked if the community panel had questions relating 

to the minutes and attachments. 

 

Action:  

 Frank and Charles to advise when follow up meeting with Iwi and council about 

the project is scheduled. 

 

3 Review of RMA and National Risk Assessment 

3.1 Nina advised that Cr. D Tegg asked that a report be done on these matters.  

3.2 Nina referred the attendees to page 22 (summary of recommendation for 

Randerson report). The report offers a recommendation that the RMA be repealed 

and replaced by two other acts and a third act relating to managed retreat and 

adaptation – including an adaptation fund. 

3.3 This will not happen overnight. Nina is of the opinion that it will take approximately 

10 years to get all the plans in place.  

3.4 Peter Thom advised that the work they are doing towards plan changes could be 

affected by proposed RMA changes.  

 

Meeting closed at 01:50pm. 
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ACTIONS LIST FROM JWP MEETING 17.11.2020 

 Future Action   Current Priority Task                      Overdue Action 

Task Allocation: TA – Toby Adams, RH – Ross Harris, PB – Phillip Buckthought, 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 

Appointment of 

Co-Chair 

Charles Royal to revert with confirmation of his appointment as Iwi 

Co-Chair.  

CR  

Project approach Simon Bendall to repackage the project approach (co-design with 

community panel).  

SDB 17 Feb 

 

Project Update 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Cultural Value 

Assessment 

Frank Rawiri and Charles Royal to advise council when follow up 

meeting with Iwi and Council about the project is scheduled. 

NM 17 Feb 

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

reports to councils (HDC, WRC, and WDC) after each JWP meeting.  

NM; AC Ongoing 

 

 

Page 15



 

Whaarangi 1 | 2  M 2884263 

FOR INFORMATION | 

NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 

TO WHAREKAWA COAST 2120 JOINT WORKING PARTY  

AUTHOR Nina Murphy 

Strategic Planner  

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2884263 

Appendix A: 2857711 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 

 

MEETING DATE 17 February 2021 

SUBJECT Project update – February 2021 

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) and project team.  

 

2 BACKGROUND | TE KŌRERO Ā MUA 

The last meeting of the JWP considered a project update on: 

 community panel, 

 cultural values assessment and 

 risk assessment. 

There was also a separate paper reviewing RMA reforms and the newly released National Risk 

Assessment.  

 

3 PROJECT UPDATE 

Following successful meetings at the end of last year, it is considered that the community 

panel is back on track – though delays have meant that we are not as far through the 

workshop schedule as originally expected. Further details on the reset of the project and the 

updated workshop schedule is covered by a separate agenda item (Community panel update).  

There is also a separate agenda item on the budget implications from these delays (Project 

process and budget update). 
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The project team are awaiting invitation to the Wharekawa Marae to discuss cultural values 

matters. It is noted that if these discussions do not happen there is a risk that cultural values 

may not be able to be integrated into the project as it progresses. 

The draft risk assessment has been circulated to the community panel to read over the 

summer break. Workshops on this are scheduled for March and April. Once these have 

occurred the risk assessment will be provided to the JWP. 

As part of Council’s LTP consultation (which begins on 19 March), the attached information on 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 will be provided as supporting information, refer Appendix A. This 

information is provided to the JWP in case there are any queries from members of the public. 

 

4 NEXT STEPS | TE ARA KI MUA 

 

Timeframe Action Comments 

19 May 2021 Next JWP meeting  

   

 

Approval  

Prepared by Nina Murphy 

Strategic Planner 

Approved by Peter Thom 

Group Manager Community Development 
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Wharekawa Coast 2120

Doc ref 2857711

Wharekawa Coast 2120

 What’s the project about?

 What have we done so far?

 What’s coming up next?

What is the project about?

VISION

 For the community, mana whenua, and councils to 
come together to consider a range of issues and 
opportunities for the Wharekawa area, and to plan 
for a resilient and prosperous future for all.

 Ko te pae tata, whakamaua kia tīnā, Ko te pae 
tawhiti, whaia kia tata.

 Secure the horizons that are close to hand and 
pursue the most distant horizons so that they may 
become close.

Wharekawa 
Coast 2120 

looking ahead

What is the project about?

OBJECTIVES

1. To prepare a community plan that addresses  
a range of issues 

2. To prioritise the development of 
partnerships and dialogue with Ngāti
Whanaunga and Ngāti Pāoa

3. To make a plan for “the present” as well as 
10, 20 and 100 years ahead, which recognises 
that the future is uncertain

A jointly 
developed and 
community-led 

plan

What is the project about?

OBJECTIVES

4. To focus on the following key drivers:

 Natural hazards and climate change

 Land use and development

 Economic opportunities

 Community facilities

5. To focus on the following hazards, and the 
impacts of climate change:

 River flooding

 Sea inundation

 Coastal erosion

 Sea level rise

Planning for a 
resilient and 
prosperous 

future

River flooding
Sea inundation
Coastal erosion

Sea level rise

Photo source: stuff.co.nz

Nina.Murphy�
FreeText
Appendix A�
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What have we done so far?

 Councils, Ngāti Whanaunga and Ngāti Pāoa are partners on a Joint 
Working Party that oversee the project

 Council staff are working together on the project 

 Consultants with expertise in adaptive planning are helping us

 Your community panel has been finding out more about natural 
hazards in this area - both from our experts and from talking to locals

Community panel site visit – 26 July 2020

What is the focus this year?

 Updating and preparing new hazard info

 Hauarahi Stream flood assessment report (draft)

 Coastal process and hazards report (draft)

 Social impact assessment report (final)

 Wider flood assessment report – being drafted

 Land stability report - being drafted

 Ecological values assessment report – being drafted

 Preparing background reports

 Draft economic profile report

 Draft community overview report

 Working with mana whenua to incorporate mātaranga Māori in this project

 Using all this info to prepare a draft natural hazards risk and vulnerability assessment (being drafted)

Finding out 
what’s 

happening and 
what’s 

important?

What’s coming up next?

2021
Draft 

COMMUNITY 
PLAN

And what we 
can do about it ?

Finding out 
what matters 

most ?

Something to think about…

 Get involved:

 Sign up to our e-newsletter to 
stay informed

 Attend community workshops 
and open days

 Talk to your community panel 
members

What’s most 
important 

to you ?
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FOR INFORMATION | 
NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 
TO WHAREKAWA COAST 2120 JOINT WORKING PARTY 

AUTHOR Nina Murphy 
Strategic Planner  

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2884111 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 
 

MEETING DATE 17 January 2021 

SUBJECT Project progress and budget update 

SUMMARY | TE WHAKARĀPOPOTANGA 
The purpose of this report is to update the Joint Working Party (JWP) on the project budget 
and how it has been impacted by delays to the project. 

The report notes that the budget for meeting expenses is on track – as some of the delays are 
due to Covid-19 and therefore meetings expenses were not incurred. 

The report notes that the external contractor budget has been affected by delays and there is 
a risk that it will run out without milestones being met.  

The report proposes that external contractor input to the project be managed to ensure that 
the budget spend results in achieving the project outcomes. 

 

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 
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1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 
The purpose of this report is to provide the JWP with an update on the project budget, project 
delays, and to consider options for managing the budget to ensure work is completed within 
budget. 

 

2 BACKGROUND | TE KŌRERO Ā MUA 
The total budget for the project is approximately $300,000. Over the last two financial years 
we have spent approximately $200,000. 

The project budget for the current financial year (2020/21) consists of $95,000 for the 
external contactors (Simon Bendall and Deborah Kissick, Traverse Environmental Ltd) and 
$30,000 for meeting fees and associated expenses. 

The following table shows the original project plan and timeline for the project. Overall, the 
project was expected to be completed within this financial year (2020/2021). And then 
implementation would begin in 2021/22. 

Delays due to Covid-19 restrictions on face-to-face meetings, and community panel dynamics, 
mean that the project will no longer be finished in this financial year. Referring to the table 
below again, steps completed are shown in green those outstanding are shown in pink. 

 

 2019 2020 2021 
STEPS O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A 

PREPARATION WORK 

Where we are and what’s 

ahead information stocktake 
                   

Assessing natural hazard risk                    
Local government elections                    
First joint working party 

meeting 
                   

Set up the community advisory 

panel 
                   

DO THE PLANNING  

What matters? 

Community briefing and check in 
             

 
     

What is happening? What 

matters most? What can we do 

about it? What are we going to 

do? 

                   

Wider community check in 

points 
                   

Draft the plan                    
The partners consider the draft 

plan 
                   

CHECKING WE’VE GOT IT 
RIGHT 

 

Public consultation                   

the community panel process 
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3 PROJECT PROGRESS 
The spend to date for this financial year (as at 30 December 2020) is approximately $50,000 
on the external contractors and $7,000 on meeting expenses. 

On the face of it this appears fine as we are half way through the financial year and half way 
through the remaining budget. However, we are no longer due to complete the project within 
this financial year. 

We have had delays with the community panel and this has resulted in us rescheduling the 
workshops and holding additional meetings. Which means that we are only a quarter of the 
way through these and the end date for the workshops is now planned for August 2021. Refer 
to the workshop schedule for details (in Appendix D of the Community panel update report 
also on this agenda).  

Essentially, due to the impacts of COVID and complex community and panel dynamics, the 
project has evolved very differently from the process the budget was designed to deliver, 
noting that we are still operating under a project budget that was designed and confirmed 
early in 2019.  

There is sufficient remaining budget for meeting expenses (to cover 10 panel workshops, 10 
TAG meetings and 4 JWP meetings). However, we are aware that if we continue to resource 
the project externally at the current rate of spend, the budget will run out prior to the 
workshops and the recommendations report being finished. 

 

4 OPTIONS FOR MANAGING BUDGET 
Options for managing this are: 

1. Continue with the existing resourcing model and rate of spend until external contractor 
budget is used up. 

2. Reduce external contractor input to focus on community panel facilitation to ensure all 
workshops can be completed and the recommendations report finalised, with remaining 
budget.  

3. Seek additional budget from Council to continue with the external consultant fulfilling a 
comprehensive project advisor role as is now. 

It is considered that option 2 is the best option. It will require more work by council staff on 
the project, particularly on Technical Advisory Group and Joint Working Party matters.  

However, it is considered that this can be accommodated by existing staff and the project has 
a well established foundation and goodwill among participants – thanks to ongoing work by the 
external contractors, HDC and Waikato Regional Council staff. 

It is also considered that Option 1 will not result in the project objectives being reached, and 
that Option 3 is not necessary at this time due to the overall budget already allocated to this 
project over three years (approx. $300,000) and the ability to manage consultant input with 
additional staff time. 

 

5 NEXT STEPS | TE ARA KI MUA 
Once the community panel’s recommendations report is finalised, it will be presented to the 
partner councils for their consideration. The community plan will then be prepared based on 
the council’s decisions (as per the project process diagram, refer Figure 1 in the Community 
panel update report). 

At this time there is uncertainty over whether the recommendations report is accepted by the 
partner councils and subsequently determines the contents of the community plan, or whether 
it is not accepted, or accepted in part and further work is required – with further community 
panel input. 
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This uncertainty affects whether additional external contractor input for the community plan 
will be required, and decisions on this are best left until that time. Considerations of further 
spend can be applied to 2021/22 budgets if necessary.  

 

Timeframe Action Comments 

24 Feb 2021 Present project update and budget 
report to Council for its information 

Ensure “no surprises” on issues 
regarding budget and delays for 
the project 

   

Approval 
Prepared by Nina Murphy 

Strategic Planner 

Approved by Peter Thom 
Group Manager Community Development 
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FOR INFORMATION | 

NGĀ MŌHIOTANGA 

 

 

TO WHAREKAWA COAST 2120 JOINT WORKING PARTY  

AUTHOR Nina Murphy 

Strategic Planner  

FILE REFERENCE Document: 2884275 

Appendix A: 2865780 Minutes 17 Nov 2020 

Appendix B: 2871134 Minutes 3 Dec 2020  

Appendix C: 2839841 Finalised Project vision and objectives 

Appendix D: 2865354 Revised workshop schedule 

Appendix E: 2887156 Notes Hikoi 17 January 2021 

 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER/S Mayor 

 

MEETING DATE 17 February 2021 

SUBJECT Community panel update 

RECOMMENDATION | TE WHAIKUPU 

THAT the report be received. 

 

1 PURPOSE | TE ARONGA 

This report will update the JWP on the community panel meetings of 17 November and 3 

December 2020, and the hikoi on 17 January 2021. A verbal update on the meeting held on 11 

February will also be provided at the meeting. 

 

2 NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 2020 MEETINGS 

The minutes from the meetings of 17 November and 3 December 2020 are attached (Appendix 

A and B). 

The meeting of 17 November 2020 resulted in a new Chair and 7 new members being 

appointed to the panel. It was also an opportunity for the panel to identify the project vision 

and objectives, these were finalised at the 3 December 2020 meeting and are attached 

(Appendix C). 

The panel considered co-designing the project and developed the following diagram to 

illustrate how the community panel process fits into the preparation of the community plan. 

This is helpful so all the parties know their roles and where they fit in the wider project , refer 

below. 
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Figure 1: Wharekawa Coast 2120 Process 

 

The panel also considered the existing workshop schedule and made changes including the 

addition of another hikoi/site visit primarily for the new members. The revised workshop 

schedule is attached in Appendix D.  

The revised schedule allows for nine more workshops, and two wider community catch-ups. 

The schedule ends in August 2021 with the finalisation of the recommendation report that will 

be presented to the councils. 

 

3 HIKOI/SITE VISIT 2021 

A hikoi was held on the 17 January 2021, the notes from this are attached, refer Appendix E.  

Overall, it was a successful day with lots of information exchanged and plenty of questions.  

In addition to Terry Hume (who wrote the Coastal Processes and Hazards Report), Jonathan 

Chambers also presented his recently completed report on Climate-driven impacts on fluvial 

inundation hazards in coastal Kaiaua. This report looks at flooding in the Hauarahi Stream and 

the interaction with coastal inundation and sea level rise.  
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4 NEXT STEPS | TE ARA KI MUA 

 

Timeframe Action Comments 

9 March 2021 Next community panel workshop  

   

 

Approval  

Prepared by Nina Murphy 

Strategic Planner 

Approved by Peter Thom 

Group Manager Community Development 
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Page 1 of 7                                                                     Document number:  2865780 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING NOTES 

(FINAL) 
 

 

MEETING, 

Tuesday 17 November 2020 

05:30 pm – 08:00pm 

Kaiaua Fire Station 

 

 

COMMUNTY PANEL:  Gay Rawiri, Jonathan Clark, Kristelle Wi, Lorna Ratahi, Matilda 

Thompson, Roger Barlow, Stephen Cooper, Tania Donovan, 

Tracy Heslop 

 

JWP OBSERVERS: Cr. Ross Harris (JWP Observer), Cr. Phillip Buckthought (JWP 

Observer)(partly), Frank Rawiri (JWP Observer) 

 

TAG MEMBERS: Simon Bendall (Traverse Environmental Ltd), Nina Murphy 

(HDC), Rick Liefting (WRC), Linthea Visser (HDC) 

 

APOLOGIES Allan Yee, Bev Sanford (Rural Support Trust), Brett Otto 

(CDEM), David Greig (NZTA), Hera Clark, John Waata, Ria 

Brejaart, Tene Tangatatai (DOC), Tessa Watts, Toni 

Waetford, Adam Munro (WRC), Alejandro Cifuentes (WRC), 

Peter Thom (HDC) 

 

 

1. Opening / Preliminaries 

1.1.  Welcome and introductions 

1.1.1.  Jonathan Clark opened the meeting with karakia. 

1.1.2.  Everyone attending the meeting was welcomed and took turns introducing 

themselves.  

1.1.3.  Previous meeting minutes for 15 Oct 2020 accepted. No issues raised. 

1.1.4.  Action items discussed as follows: 
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i.  Council team to write up notes from tonight and circulate to panel for review: 

o notes were circulated. 

ii.  Panel members to confirm 4 – 5 names as new panel members by email 

with Council team, confirm appointments at 7 November community 

meeting: 

o No appointments were made at the 7 November meeting, but six people 

volunteered to become part of the community panel. The interim chair, 

Cr. Harris thanked Frank Rawiri for his request to the wider community 

to become involved. The interim chair acknowledged that we were 

looking at replacing four community panel members, but he suggested 

that all six volunteers be appointed to the panel.  

o Stephen Cooper agreed and mentioned that it is a good idea, as it will 

allow the panel to still have community involvement in every meeting if 

one/two do not attend.  

o Jono advised that Sue Harris was also interested to become part of the 

panel. She is available for the community panel, but could not stay at 

the end of the community meeting on 7 November.  

o Nina warned that is a risk if the number of community panel members 

are too high, but she is happy for the panel to decide. 

o After the discussion, it was agreed that all those who put their hands up 

join the panel as members. Thus, the new community panel members 

are  (i) Hera Clark (ii) Kristelle Wi, (iii) Roger Barlow, (iv) Sue Harris, 

(v) Tania Donovan, (vi) Tracy Heslop, , and (vii) Toni Waetford. 

iii.  Council team to write up reframed vision and objectives, share with panel, 

and then present agreed outcome to 7 November community meeting  

o The interim chair advised that this was attended and that a discussion 

of the vision and objectives form part of tonight’s agenda.  

 

2. Confirmation of new panel members 

2.1.  This item was addressed under 1.4 (second action item) above. 

 

3. Appointment of chair and/or co-chair of the panel 

3.1.  The Appointment of replacement of the chair/co-chair report and the options 

mentioned therein were discussed.  

3.2.  Upon questioning from Stephen, both Frank and Simon advised that they could not 

be (independent) chairs as Frank is a member of the Joint Working Party and Simon 

is paid by council which could lead to a perception that he is not independent.  

Page 28



 

Notes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel Meeting – 17-11-2020 
Page 3 of 7                                                                     Document number:  2865780 

3.3.  Jono advised that he prefers that a community member be appointed as chair as the 

community panel should have a community voice and not that of Council. The 

community panel is trying to look after collective interest.  

3.4.  Gay Rawiri put her hand up as chairperson but advised the community panel 

members to think about it, as there could be a conflict of interest with Frank being 

on the JWP. She advised that she has a background in marketing and administrat ion 

and that they have been living in Kaiaua for 5 years. She also understands Council 

and agendas.  

3.5.  Tania Donovan agreed with Jono about the community panel being led by a 

community panel member, as an independent chair may not be as passionate as 

someone in the community may. 

3.6.  Cr. Philip Buckthought advised that it is important to have a chair that knows how to 

chair and to keep things moving. In his experience, the most successful panels are 

led by the community. 

3.7.  In response to a question, Simon clarified the roles of a chair, co-chair and the 

facilitator and gave information regarding the thinking at the time, when the terms 

of reference was drafted, of the appointment of both a chair and co-chair. Simon is 

the facilitator and he, Deb, Nina and Linthea are there to support the chair, as much 

or as little as the chair would want or need. 

3.8.  The interim chair, Cr. Ross Harris noted that it seemed that everyone in the room 

supported appointing a community member as chair and he welcomed a resolution 

appointing Gay Rawiri to the position of chair on the community panel.  

3.9.  Roger Barlow moved that Gay be appointed as chair of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 

Community Panel. Jono seconded the motion.   

Actions 

 Gay Rawiri be formally appointed as chair of the community panel. 

 

4. Project vision and objectives 

4.1.  The attendees was divided into two groups to discuss the project vision and 

objectives as contained in the report and to discuss whether any changes or addition 

should be made thereto. Each group had to appoint a spokesperson to provide 

feedback afterwards.  

4.2.  Feedback – group 1 (Simon): 

4.2.1.  Hazards were mentioned by a few of the community members. 

4.2.2.  Where we want the community to be in the future requires further 

discussion. 

4.2.3.  The group thought that the council-community relationship and the roles of 

the councils are missing from the objectives.  

4.2.4.  The community panel to assist an informed and knowledgeable community. 
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4.2.5.  The vision should be to bring the heart back to the Wharekawa Coast Area.  

4.3.  Feedback – group 2 (Stephen): 

4.3.1.  Communication to the wider community, what, why and how the community 

panel do it, is the most important objective of this project. 

4.3.2.  Communication to and from the community and providing the community 

with continuous updates should be the number one objective of the 

community panel. 

4.3.3.  The remainder of the objectives in the document are valid, but the order 

thereof should be arranged according to when they would develop. 

4.3.4.  The order should be changed to the following: 

i.  Communication 

ii.  Natural hazards 

iii.  Key drivers 

iv. Plan for present and future 

v. Community plan 

vi. Relationship with Ngati Paoa and Ngati Whanaunga  

4.3.5.  It was suggested that the four different areas (as previously divided), should 

be led by community members in that specific area. A communicat ion 

process is needed to allow people to feel that the issues in their specific 

areas are being heard. 

4.3.6.  Jono advised that Frank made the point of (i) how do you bring people on 

board and (ii) bringing information that they understand.  

4.3.7.  The discussion was not hazard-focussed. It was rather focussed on how to 

bring people into the discussion. 

4.4.  Gay asked whether the main objective is to generate a community plan or to mitigate 

the risk of climate change. Simon advised that it is both; how to respond on hazards, 

but also how to create a community plan for the future.  

Note: Cr. Philip Buckthought excused from the meeting to attend another meeting. 

4.5.  Nina and Simon to compile the feedback and to come up with a version 2 of the 

Project Vision and Objectives document by the end of next week.    

4.6.  Frank repeated the importance of communication. He advised that The Compass, 

and webpage should be used more often. Communication should be driven by the 

community panel and not by Council. Communication to be based at the community 

panel and go to Council to “stamp” and then to be returned to and released by the 

community panel. 

4.7.  Simon advised that council team could come up with a communications plan for the 

community panel to look at.  

4.8.  Kristelle would like more emphasis on wild life conservation in paragraph 3d of the 

document. 
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Actions: 

 Nina & Simon to compile version 2 of the Project Vision and Objectives document by 

end next week. 

 Council team to draft a Communication plan for consideration by the community panel 

at its next meeting. 

 

5. Co-design of project plan 

5.1.  Simon advised that the intent of this item was to look at the project plan and come 

up with a co-design. 

5.2.  His thinking was to revisit it as a group to get to a plan where the whole panel is 

clear on what the plan is and how thing will be ticked off.   

5.3.  Figure 1 on page 1 of the Co-design document sets out the overall intent. The intent 

is for the community panel to do a recommendation report and to give it to Council 

to do a community plan and to implement.  

5.4.  Gay asked if a community plan by Council could come back to the community panel 

before implementation. Thus, the draft plan to come back to the community panel 

before it is finalised.  

5.5.  Simon advised that it would be good for Council to own the community plan as it can 

then feed directly into council processes.  

5.6.  Rick advised that when there is a community plan, usually the next “link” for it is in 

the district plan, and then there is the avenue for feedback through submissions. He 

asked whether the panel would put in a submission into the district plan as its own 

entity.  

5.7.  The interim chair, Cr. Ross Harris, was of the opinion that that would be possible. 

5.8.  Nina asked what would happen if the JWP does not agree with the community panel’s 

recommendation report.  

5.9.  Jono mentioned that it is important to understand the community panel scope. It 

could be that the JWP say no to the recommendations and provide reasons therefore. 

Then, the community panel could make a submission on that. 

5.10.  Simon will expand the flow chart. He advised that the strength of the process is that 

JWP observers attend the community panel meetings. He is hoping that it is 

integrated as we go through it.  

5.11.  Rick was of the opinion that the key is for the JWP and staff to have regular feedback 

regarding key milestones.  

5.12.  Simon advised that ultimately, Council is elected to make decisions and you would 

want council owning this.  

5.13.  The workshop schedule was designed based on the initial discussions with the 

community panel. Simon asked whether the panel would like to continue with 

weeknight meetings or whether they would like less but full day meetings. The 
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feedback was that weekends are not good for many of the members. It was agreed 

that weekday meetings are preferred.  

5.14.  Comments regarding the workshop schedule: 

5.14.1. Simon asked if the group wants to address one hazard first or whether they 

are comfortable with the original plan to do everything in a coordinated way. 

5.14.2. Rick thought that a good basis for both coastal information and river 

information is required and that they be brought together, but more 

community input on river flooding is needed. WRC are still going through 

the river information process.  

5.14.3. Simon suggested that the community panel start with the different 

compartments of the coast. To take them each, in turn, to identify the key 

risks in each area.  

5.14.4. Rick advised that the coastal process looks at everything as a whole first 

and then would compartmentalise. The same could be done with river 

flooding. They will probably find some similarities in the different 

compartments that can be tweaked as the process progresses. The key bit 

is getting down to the details of a particular area and how to deal with it.  

5.14.5. Frank suggested that a checklist be put out to the four different areas. They 

would need the map to include critical place names on it for them to know 

exactly where each area is.  

5.14.6. Simon suggested that this decision be deferred to the next meeting. Simon, 

Nina and Rick to present at the next meeting on natural hazards approach.  

Action: 

 Simon to expand flowchart. 

 Council team to provide compartment map with place names. 

 Simon, Nina and Rick to give a presentation on the natural hazards and community 

planning approaches and panel will confirm what the approach will look like. 

 

6. Closing and Next Steps 

6.1.  Figure out workshop plan in next meeting and determine if it will take 6 / 12 months 

6.2.  Launch into it in the next year, reset button pushed. 

6.3.  Q – Tania re communication to wider community. Frank suggested that they discuss 

this in their in-between meeting.   

6.4.  Ross suggested that Nina talk to Paula (HDC Comms) to get something of the new 

panel members on the website. 

 

MEETING CLOSED 

Frank closed the meeting with karakia. Meeting adjourned at 07:35pm. 
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ACTIONS LIST FROM COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING 17.11.2020 

 Future Action   Current Priority Task                      Overdue Action 

 

Action Register 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Project Vision and 

Objectives 

Nina & Simon to compile version 2 of the Project Vision and Objectives 

document by end next week. 

SDB/NM 27 Nov 

 Counci l team to draft a Communication plan for consideration by the 

community panel at its next meeting. 

Council team 3 Dec 

Co-design of  

project plan 

Simon to expand flowchart. SDB 3 Dec 

 Counci l team to provide compartment map with place names. Council team 3 Dec 

 Simon, Nina and Rick to give a presentation on the natural hazards and 

community planning approaches as part of discussion on co-design. 

SDB/NM/RL 3 Dec 
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Wharekawa Coast 2120 
COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING NOTES 

(DRAFT) 
 

 

MEETING 

Thursday 3 December 2020 

05:30 pm – 08:00pm 

Kaiaua Fire Station 

 

 

COMMUNTY PANEL:  David Greig (NZTA), Gay Rawiri, Hera Clark, Kristelle Wi, 

Lorna Ratahi, Matilda Thompson, Ria Brejaart, Roger Barlow, 

Stephen Cooper, Sue Harris, Toni Kereama  

 

JWP OBSERVERS: Cr. Ross Harris (JWP Observer), Frank Rawiri (JWP Observer) 

 

TAG MEMBERS: Simon Bendall (Traverse Environmental Ltd), Nina Murphy 

(HDC), Alejandro Cifuentes (WRC), Rick Liefting (WRC)  

 

APOLOGIES Allan Yee, Bev Sanford (Rural Support Trust), Brett Otto 

(CDEM), John Waata, Jonathan Clark, Tania Donovan, Tene 

Tangatatai (DOC), Tessa Watts, Tracy Heslop, Cr Jan 

Sedgwick, Cr. Phillip Buckthought (JWP Observer), Peter 

Thom (HDC), Linthea Visser (HDC), Adam Munro (WRC) 

 

 

1. Opening / Preliminaries 

1.1.  Toni Kereama opened the meeting with a karakia. 

1.2.  Everyone attending the meeting was welcomed and took turns introducing 

themselves.  

1.3.  Previous meeting minutes for 17 Nov 2020 were accepted. No issues raised. Action 

items all completed/included in the agenda for 3 Dec 2020 meeting. 
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2. Updated project vision and objectives 

2.1.  Gay Rawiri highlighted the changes made to the project vision and objectives by the 

project team, in response to feedback at the last meeting. She invited 

comments/discussion from the panel on this. 

2.2.  Ria Brejaart questioned the wording around preparing a “community plan” vs “the 

recommendations report” that the panel are preparing. 

2.3.  Simon Bendall clarified this by highlighting the process diagram (page 18 of the 

agenda) that shows the steps involved in preparing the community plan. 

2.4.  Stephen Cooper moved that the vision and objectives, as outlined in the agenda on 

page 9, be accepted. Seconded by Rodger Barlow and passed by all present. 

Action: 

 The project vision and objectives (M2839841) be accepted. 

 

3. Draft communications plan 

3.1.  Gay introduced the draft communication plan that was prepared by council staff, in 

response to a request at the last meeting. She highlighted that as per the plan, 

information firstly will be sent to the panel for their comment  with a date to respond 

by. Then it will go to the council. This will ensure that everyone knows what is going 

on. 

3.2.  Stephen suggested that the plan include a matrix showing what type of 

communication could be used for each of the stakeholders, and whether it is fast or 

slow etc. He provided a draft for Nina to include in the plan. 

3.3.  Rodger moved that the draft communication plan be accepted. Seconded by 

Stephen, passed by all. 

Actions: 

 The draft communication plan (M2864663) be accepted. 

 Nina to update the communication plan with the stakeholder matrix and bring back to 

the next workshop. 

 

4. Compartments 

4.1.  Gay introduced the item and asked Rick Liefting to provide further explanation. Ric k 

outlined the background to how they divided the project area into compartments and 

that the compartments were made up of coastal and river catchments. 

4.2.  Cr Ross Harris queried the action from the previous meeting notes around naming 

the compartments. 

4.3.  Gay advised that the Joint Working Party iwi representatives have been asked to 

provide names for the five compartments. Frank Rawiri confirmed on behalf of the 

JWP that they had received the request and discussions had taken place. 
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4.4.  Nina added that a compartment map had been provided to the panel with existing 

place names (agenda page 16) to help identify where the compartments are. 

4.5.  Stephen pointed out that a) and b) on the map reflected coastal and river catchments 

within the compartments. Rick confirmed this. 

4.6.  Frank queried the extent of the coastal area inland. Rick explained it was determined 

by 5m sea level and represented what could happen in 100 years. He offered to 

make the data layer available electronically. Frank said that he had that layer and 

would provide it to the panel. 

4.7.  Rick offered to display the coastal inundation tool, either at t his meeting if time 

allowed, or at a subsequent meeting. 

4.8.  Gay cautioned that it was a tool and not to let it concern people too much. 

Actions: 

 Nina to include item on the coastal inundation tool in next workshop agenda. 

 Frank to provide electronic compartments data layer to the panel. 

 

5. Co-design of project 

5.1.  Simon, Nina and Rick gave a presentation (M2870458) on the approach to coastal 

hazards taken in the Hawkes Bay, what’s been done on this project so far (including 

the reports that have been prepared), and what the suggested approach is. 

5.2.  Stephen noted that it was important to add immediate actions, rather than only 

including short term, medium and long term, as in the Hawkes Bay project. Simon 

replied that we will do so and we don’t have to follow Hawkes Bay entirely; it is just 

one of the first examples of adaptive planning using the Ministry for the 

Environment’s guidance. 

5.3.  There was discussion round cultural values and how they be included in the project. 

Frank noted that the JWP are working on this. He talked about some of those cultural 

matters including Māori land, coastal urupā, and the historical importance of this 

place to Māori, as it’s one of the original waka landing places. 

5.4.  There was discussion over what impacts the uncertainty over legislation (Resource 

Management Act) and consenting (consent could be declined) could have on the 

project. With some saying, there is a risk that actions in the plan may not be 

achievable, and others saying that it is an opportunity to influence upcoming 

legislation. 

5.5.  Simon noted that it was probably both and that as long as the plan is adaptive then 

it can respond to uncertainty. 

5.6.  Nina said that the draft risk assessment is ready to go to the panel and asked 

whether they wanted it as holiday reading or to wait until the New Year. Members 

said they did want it for holiday reading. Rick noted that there will be a specific 

workshop on the risk assessment coming up, so it will be explained further, along 
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with considerations over when such impacts become intolerable for the community. 

He suggested that the panel could submit questions and we will answer them at the 

workshop next year. Gay asked that members pass questions on to her and she will 

collate them and pass on to the project team. 

5.7.  There was discussion over the workshop schedule and agreement to the suggested 

dates. Lorna proposed that another hikoi be held for the new members. This was 

agreed to be held on 17 January 2021, as this coincided with the spring tide. 

5.8.  Stephen suggested that the wider community catch-ups take place after workshop 

6a – to talk with the community about the hazards and what’s important to them, 

and after workshop 6b – to tell the community about the options the panel had come 

up with and to ask for suggestions of other options. Lorna suggested that photos and 

posters could be displayed at the catch-ups. There was also discussion over whether 

the catch-ups should be drop ins or public meetings. It was agreed that this could 

be finalised closer to the time. 

5.9.  Frank suggested that the community panel could also have another meeting with the 

community without the councils. This is to be arranged by the panel themselves. 

5.10.  Gay requested that the panel be provided with readings 1 week before the meetings 

to allow them enough time. Simon confirmed that the team will do their best to 

ensure that the agendas and readings are sent out 1 week prior. 

Actions: 

 Nina to provide the risk assessment summary and link to full document prior to 

Christmas. 

 Panel members to email questions about the risk assessment to Gay to collate and 

pass on to project team. 

 Nina/Linthea to update the workshop schedule to include another hikoi in January 2021 

and change the order of the community catch-ups. 

 Project team to organise hikoi for January 2021, primarily for new members, but others 

welcome to attend. 

 Nina/Linthea to arrange invites to community panel for the workshops. 

 Community panel to hold separate meeting (not in the workshop schedule) with the 

wider community. 

 Project team to ensure all agendas and readings are sent to the panel at least 1 week 

prior to workshops. 

 

6. Risk assessment 

6.1.  This item is covered under section 5 above. 
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7. Meeting closing and next steps 

7.1.  Gay thanked everyone for their time and helping their community. She asked panel 

members to think about whether they were happy with her being Chair and she 

noted a possible conflict of interest with Frank her husband being on the JWP. No-

one raised any issue with this. 

 

MEETING CLOSED 

Toni Kereama closed the meeting with karakia. Meeting adjourned at 07:40pm. 
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ACTIONS LIST FROM COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING 03.12.2020 

 Future Action   Current Priority Task                      Overdue Action 

 

Action Register 

Task Actions Resp. Due 

Comms plan Nina to update the communication plan with the 

stakeholder matrix and bring back to the next workshop 

NM 11 Feb 

Coastal 

inundation 

tool 

Nina to include item on the coastal inundation tool in next 

workshop agenda 

NM 11 Feb 

Compartments Frank to provide electronic compartments data layer to the 

panel 

FR 11 Feb 

Risk 

assessment 

Nina to provide the risk assessment summary and link to 

full document, to the panel prior to Christmas 

NM 24 Dec 

 Panel members to email questions about the risk 

assessment to Gay to collate and pass on to project team 

Panel  11 Feb 

Workshop 

schedule 

Nina/Linthea to update the workshop schedule to include 

another hikoi in January 2021 and change the order of the 

community catch-ups 

NM 11 Feb 

 Nina/Linthea to send out invites to community panel for 

the workshops 

NM/LV 24 Dec 

 Community panel to hold a separate meeting with the 

wider community 

Panel TBC 

Workshop 3a Project team to organise hikoi for January 2021 Project 

team 

24 Dec 

Project admin Project team to ensure all agendas and readings are sent 

to the panel at least 1 week prior to workshops 

Project 

team 

Ongoing  
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M2839841 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 

PROJECT VISION & OBJECTIVES 
 

Vision 
Wharekawa Coast 2120 – looking ahead 

 

For the community, mana whenua, and councils to come together to consider a range of 

issues and opportunities for the Wharekawa area, and to plan for a resilient and 

prosperous future for all. 
 

Ko te pae tata, whakamaua kia tīnā, Ko te pae tawhiti, whaia kia tata.  

Secure the horizons that are close to hand and pursue the most distant horizons so that 

they may become close. 
 

Objectives 
1. To effectively communicate about the “how, why and what” of the project to the 

wider community and in the process assist to improve the relationship between the 

councils and the communities of the Wharekawa Coast. 

 

2. To plan for current and future risks from natural hazards, and the impacts of climate 

change, by focusing on the following hazards: 

a. river flooding 

b. coastal inundation 

c. coastal erosion 

d. sea level rise.  

 

3. To prepare a community plan for the Wharekawa area, including the communities of 

Waharau, Whakatiwai, Kaiaua and Pūkorokoro Miranda, that addresses a range of 

issues in a coordinated way, by focusing on the following key drivers: 

a. the effects of natural hazards and climate change  

b. future development and land use  

c. economic opportunities 

d. community infrastructure (including Wharekawa (Kaiaua) Marae, Kaiaua 

school, roads, utilities, reserves, businesses, ecologically significant areas, 

wildlife, and tourist attractions). 

 

4. To ensure that the community is informed about the risks from natural hazards in the 

places where they live and to develop a plan for “the present” as well as 10, 20 and 

100 years ahead, which recognises that the future is uncertain and that what we 

know now may change 

 

5. To prioritise the development of productive partnerships and dialogue with Ngāti 

Whanaunga, Ngāti Paoa and the councils. 
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Phase 
Workshop 

sequence 

Proposed 

workshop date 
Workshop topic Objective 

Orientation 1 
17 March 2020 

5.30-8pm 
Panel Orientation 

Workshop Objective: 

Panel meet each other, panel are familiar with the planned process and have 

confirmed Terms of Reference and preferences regarding workshop logistics. 

What is 

happening? 

2 

 

5 May 2020 

2pm – 4pm (held 

via Zoom) 

Understanding Natural Hazards 
Workshop Objective: 

Panel are introduced to the hazard risks for the project area. 

3 

 

26 July (Sunday) 

FULL DAY 

10am – 3pm 

Site Visit/Hikoi 
Workshop Objective: 

Panel familiar with the project area and nature of hazards risks in the area. 

3a 
17 January 2021 

10am-3pm 
Site Visit/Hikoi #2 

Workshop Objective: 

Repeat of hikoi held in July, so new members are familiar with the project area 

and nature of hazards risks in the area. 

What matters 

most? 

4 
11 February 2021 

5.30-8pm 
What matters? 

Workshop Objective: 

Project vision/purpose and objectives are established and key community values 

understood and summarised. 

5 
9 March 2021 

5.30 - 8pm 
Goal setting and stakeholders/partners 

Workshop Objective: 

Values topic groups have clear project goals/outcomes and key 

stakeholders/partners are identified 

6a 
30 March 2021 

5.30 - 8pm 
Natural Hazard Risk Assessment 

Workshop Objective: 

Natural hazard risks are identified, evaluated and understood by the Panel. 

KEY COMMUNITY INPUT 

11 or 18 April 

2021 

Drop in session 

with community 

Natural hazards and what’s important?  

Objective: 

Information about natural hazards that the community panel has learnt is shared 

with the wider community. What’s important to the communities of the 

Wharekawa Coast area is captured and understood. 

What can we do 

about it? 
6b 

20 April 2021 

5.30 - 8pm 

Natural Hazard Risk – options for 

response and Introduction to Adaptive 

Pathways 

Workshop Objective: 

Panel identifies options for responding to Natural Hazards and is introduced to 

the concept of adaptive pathways. 

KEY COMMUNITY INPUT 

2 or 9 May 2021 

Drop in session 

with community 

What can we do 

about it? 

Objective: 

Feedback is received from the communities of the Wharekawa Coast on the 

options identified for responding to the risk of natural hazards. 

What can we do 

about it? 

7 
11 May 2021 

5.30 - 8pm 

Option assessment criteria and Mock 

MCDA exercise 

Workshop Objective: 

Panel are experienced in applying decision making methodology and prepared 

for actual assessment process 

8 
1 June 2021 

5.30 - 8pm 

Finalise options for assessment, confirm 

option assessment criteria and weightings 

Workshop Objective: 

Options for assessment are finalised, assessment criteria and associated 

weightings are determined ready for options evaluation to be completed  
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9 

27 June 2021 

(Sunday) 

FULL DAY 

9am – 4pm 

Options evaluation 
Workshop Objective: 

Options are evaluated according to the agreed process and parameters 

What are we 

going to do? 

 

10 
15 July 2021 

5.30 - 8pm 

Selecting pathways and Thresholds/ 

Signals/ Triggers/implementation 

Workshop Objective: 

Preferred adaptive pathways and thresholds/signals/triggers identified  

11 
5 August 2021 

5.30 – 8pm 
What are we going to do? 

Workshop Objective: 

Community plan actions and priorities are identified by the Panel 

12 
26 August 2021 

5.30 – 8pm 

Final Wharekawa Coast 2120 

recommendations 

Workshop Objective: 

Panel recommendations on Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Plan are 

finalised for submission to the Joint Working Party and Council for 

consideration and approval. 

Page 42



         #2865354 
 

Page 43



 

Notes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel Meeting and Site visit / Hikoi – 17-01-2021 
Page 1 of 23                                                                     Document number:  2887156 

Wharekawa Coast 2120 
COMMUNITY PANEL MEETING NOTES 

(DRAFT) 
 

 

MEETING, 

Sunday 17 January 2021 

09:30 am – 03:00pm 

Kaiaua Fire Station and Site Visit/Hikoi 

 

 

 

COMMUNTY PANEL:  Allan Yee, Brett Otto (CDEM), Gay Rawiri, Hera Clark, 

Jonathan Clark (partly), Lorna Ratahi, Matilda Thompson, Ria 

Brejaart, Roger Barlow, Sue Harris, Tania Donovan, Tessa 

Watts, Toni Kereama, Tracy Heslop 

 

JWP OBSERVERS: Cr. Ross Harris (JWP Observer), Charles Royal (JWP 

Observer), Frank Rawiri (JWP Observer) 

 

TAG MEMBERS: Adrian De Laborde (HDC), Rick Liefting (WRC), Whitney Mills 

(WRC) 

 

Visitors/Experts: Dr Terry Hume; Jonathan Chambers, Justin Johnstone 

 

APOLOGIES Bev Sanford (Rural Support Trust), David Greig (NZTA), John 

Waata, Kristelle Wi, Stephen Cooper, Cr. Phillip Buckthought  

(JWP Observer), Cr. Denis Tegg (JWP Observer); Cr. 

Kataraina Hodge (JWP Observer), Cr. Jan Sedgwick (JWP 

Observer), Simon Bendall (Traverse Environmental Ltd), 

Deborah Kissick (Traverse Environmental Ltd), Peter Thom 

(HDC), Nina Murphy (HDC), Linthea Visser (HDC), Adam 

Munro (WRC), Alejandro Cifuentes (WRC) 
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1. Opening / Preliminaries 

1.1.  Welcome and introductions 

1.2.  Health and Safety 

1.3.  Brief overview on hikoi 

 

2. Site visit notes 

 

2.1. Objective of this Hikoi ............................................................................ 3 

2.2. Jonathan Chambers (Harrison and Grierson) research.................................. 3 

2.2.1. What it is:............................................................................................ 3 

2.2.2. What it is not: ...................................................................................... 3 

2.2.3. Methodology to Jonathan Chambers research: ............................................ 4 

2.2.4. Sea Level Rise (SLR).............................................................................. 5 

2.2.5. Results ................................................................................................ 6 

2.2.6. Flood depths above finished f loors ............................................................ 6 

2.2.7. General comments and discussion points:.................................................. 7 

2.3. Dr Terry Hume – Presentation regarding coastal geomorphology and hazards  .. 8 

2.3.1. Coastal geomorphology .......................................................................... 8 

2.3.2. North - Waharau ................................................................................... 9 

2.3.3. South- Rays rest: .................................................................................. 9 

2.3.4. Deltas ................................................................................................. 9 

2.3.5. Coastal plain ....................................................................................... 10 

2.3.6. Coastal process drivers ......................................................................... 10 

2.3.7. Coastal inundation................................................................................ 11 

2.3.8. Coastal erosion .................................................................................... 12 

2.3.9. Tsunami ............................................................................................. 12 

2.4. Hauarahi Stream site visit ...................................................................... 12 

2.4.1. Harrison and Grierson 1997 flood risk mitigation options:  ............................ 13 

2.4.2. Identif ication of high-risk river flooding zones: .......................................... 15 

2.5. Coastal processes site visit..................................................................... 15 

2.5.1. Waharau Beach coastal environment. ...................................................... 15 

2.6. Beach front opposite campsite at roughly 1649 East Coast Road coastal 

environment. .................................................................................................. 17 

2.6.1. Whakatiwai Beach coastal environment. ................................................... 18 

2.6.2. Boat Ramp – Kaiaua coastal environment. ................................................ 19 

2.6.3. Rays rest coastal environment. ............................................................... 20 

2.6.4. Hauraki Civil Defence Discussion. ............................................................ 22 
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2.1.  Objective of this Hikoi 

Purpose: New members to get awareness of coastal and river hazard issues along the 

coast of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project area. 

Want the community’s input surrounding issues that they see and want to address in 

Wharekawa 2120 project. Issues may include now and the future (short, medium, and 

long term) 

2.2.  Jonathan Chambers (Harrison and Grierson) research 

Overview on his research = what it’s on, what it is not on 

Goal is to produce research that can be applied and outcomes that can be used in a 

meaningful way – Hoping that some results from his thesis may be able to be applied to 

the Wharekawa Coast 2120 project  

2.2.1.  What it is: 

 Numerical models 

 Based on best available information from WRC – fill in some gaps and analyse.  

 Use assumptions about climate change (CC) and how it might influence the 

rain and tides. 

 No mitigations options presented in this research. 

 Focuses on how hazards are likely to change throughout the future at a 

community scale. 

2.2.2.  What it is not: 

 Not based on local knowledge  

 Has not been peer reviewed. 

 Is not drawing specific conclusions regarding specific properties or streets.  

 Simulating different storm surge events 

 Proposing a means of mitigating inundation risk 

 

Justin Johnstone comments: 

 Problem is the ungauged catchment – may be using data that is not relevant to 

the actual catchment.  

 What is the effect of the county bridge? What is the flow capacity of the 

bridge? Is estimated to be around 850mm from bottom of the bridge at high 

tide – with sea level rise projections this will be increased.  

Page 46



 

Notes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel Meeting and Site visit / Hikoi – 17-01-2021 
Page 4 of 23                                                                     Document number:  2887156 

 

When WRC completed the first Hauarahi river flood modelling, estimated to be around 

80% accurate, this being good considering the information that WRC had. Where the 

modelling is not as accurate is where the outflow meets the ocean – the modelling ocean 

level as being Mean High Water Spring (MHWS). Tide gauge data used is from the 

Thames tide gauge at Tararu – which reflects a different coastal environment. Therefore, 

it is important to get the historical event information correct. 

2.2.3.  Methodology to Jonathan Chambers’ research: 

 Taken a normalised stream flows down the river (taken from records of historic 

storm events over the Wharekawa Coast and normalised this into one 

hydrograph) 

 Using Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (ICPP) Representative 

Concentration Pathways (RCP) representing a greenhouse gas concentration 

trajectory. 

o There are four RCP pathways 

 RCP 2.6 

 RCP 4.5 

 RCP 6.0 

 RCP 8.5 

o As the atmosphere heats up it has greater capacity to hold rain-water and 

theoretical linkage to increase rainfall intensity – etc. ice sheet melting/ 

sea level rise 

 

How will this influence the projected stream flow (peaks) of the Hauarahi Stream? 

Scenarios used within this research (AEP – Annual Exceedance probability) (ARI – Annual 

recurrence interval) 

 50% AEP (2 yr. ARI) 

 20% AEP (5 yr. ARI) 

 10% AEP (10 yr. ARI) 

 5% AEP (20 yr. ARI) 

 2% AEP (50 yr. ARI) 

 1% AEP (100 yr. ARI) 

The projected stream flows for storms occurring in different future climate pathways 

indicates the variation in flow events from annual to 1% AEP (big difference). E.g. RCP 

6.0 % AEP peaks at 30.00 m3/S to 1% AEP at 110 m3/S. 

Then reproduction of this scenario for 2020, 2050, 2080 and 2100 future projections. 
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It is important to note that this report is mainly looking at flooding from the river and 

not from the coast. 

2.2.4.  Sea Level Rise (SLR) 

 Records of historic sea level rise has been recorded at NZ ports since the early 

1900’s and with projected RCP levels we see an increase in sea level rise  

 Auckland and Tararu tide gauge have historically matched in terms of sea level 

rise therefore it is reasonable to use the Auckland Tide gauge.  

 Nationally, there is no Sea Level Rise RCP 6.0 projections, therefore this is a 

disconnection between rainfall and sea level rise RCP’s. Indicates that national 

research is continually researching and updating guidance and that not 

everything always matches.  

 Based on current projections, by 2050 we may see a 200mm increase in SLR. 

 Projections out to 2120 still have many uncertainties, however, there is a lot 

more time for local and central governmental to introduce plans/policies. 

 

Projections from RCP 6.0 and 8.5 (a more conservative approach) – understands the 

worst case scenario and possibly more likely scenario if current emissions don’t stabilise  

 Able to determine new MHWS levels at Kaiaua for different RCP scenarios. E.g. 

RCP 6.0 2020 MHWS level is 1.652m however in 2120 it is 2.257m and for 

RCP8.5 2020 MHWS level is 1.652m and 2120 is 2.622m 

 Further out towards 2120 we see larger differences in the MHWS levels = 

however this is where there are increases in uncertainty which correlate with 

further out projections 

 However, we are wanting to think about the sensitivity of the system to those 

projections and what that mean for the flood risk in Kaiaua in the current, near 

and distal future. 

o Trying to understand what we can do now to ensure we will get bang for 

our $$ 

 Understanding where we need to change from mitigation options that deal with 

now and when we need to change to longer term mitigation options based on 

projections knowing the assumptions and limitations of the data. 

 

Gap – not knowing what will happen with river flooding and river characteristics in the 

future with projections. 
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2.2.5.  Results  

A typical property profile from both the north and south side of the Hauarahi Stream was 

used to compare the water levels from difference scenarios with to RCP 6.0 and 8.5 RCP 

projections.  

Shows how one scenario (e.g. 2% AEP) will change in flood depth across time (2020 – 

2120) with different climate change projections. 

What this tells us is that the outcomes are dependent on climate change (not so much 

on rainfall, but mainly on the SLR component). The tidal boundary does have a large 

influence on the outcomes as it creates a bit of a blocking function for river discharge, 

especially if the peak of the flood event was to occur at high tide. 

Property specific information is available however is not within this report. Can look at 

the elevation profile of the property and then be able to determine water levels from 

difference scenarios with either RCP 6.0 and 8.5 RCP projections. 

Comment: Observations from Justin Johnstone matches what he is presenting for the 

south Kaiaua property with where the water overtops at Lipscombe Road and then flows 

down the road, as the property profile indicates it is downhill from there.  

2.2.6.  Flood depths above finished floors 

It should be noted that Jonathan Chambers eyeballed a generalised finished floor levels 

for the properties in Kaiaua, therefore, these results have many limitations and 

assumptions associated with it. However, it shows that this methodology does work and 

provides a good basis, however, will be a lot more accurate if we could get a surveyor 

out to survey the actual finished floor levels.  

 Properties that have 200mm of flooding above finished ground level in each 

scenario is recorded on the chart. 

 Intended to give a hazard profile for the community as a whole for in the 

future 

 With RCP 8.5 and with sea level from now to 2120, we see an exponential 

increase in properties being flooded to their floor level. It is not a linear 

relationship for different RCP and AEP scenarios 

 However, we need to be aware of different decadal influences (e.g. it may not 

be a steady increase over the next 100 years, we may see certain decades 

experience more flooding above finished floor levels as a result of both lunar, 

oceanic and atmospheric larger scale processes. 
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All the results represent river flooding that will occur at high tide, as the modelling using 

MHWS as a coastal boundary conditions, representing the worst -case scenario. If we 

were to complete the same modelling at low tide, we will not see any impacts due to the 

river being able to discharge its flow. There may be some localised impacts and erosion 

to due flow energy, but the flood risk would be reduced to very little if  any. 

What is our goal here – resilience going forward, what is the best resilience options for 

both now, medium and longer term. 

2.2.7.  General comments and discussion points: 

 A lot of the 1997 Harrison and Grierson mitigations options put forwards are 

now not viable due to climate change. 

o However, there still are some good options available but need to consider 

climate change now. 

 Central guidance, we still need to be cognisant of the longer-term options as 

we need to consider how the shorter-term options will influence the longer-

term options.  

 Do it once, do it right. 

 Justin Johnstone – a major influence on the options decided will be influence 

on the access of the road/what will happen with the access route. 

o Holiday weekends. Doubles/triples on the long weekend  

 

 Surveying options – any way in which this group can benefit JC.  

o Best option is just to hear the stories.  

o How we can use this information in the future. 

o Get a surveyor out and get the actual data for the assessment. This will 

also benefit the results in the Natural Hazard Risk assessment completed 

by WRC. 

 Need the communities trust and input on the input data and outputs shown. 

 

General information around national guidance: 

 The use if HIRDS (national data source) takes the RCP scenarios and turns 

them into rainfall outputs. NIWA has done this for all large catchments across 

the country based on historical data. 

 The ICPP provides guidance (global), which is then turned into RCP scenarios 

(national) and then down to HIRDS (local). The last RCP scenarios were 

revised in 2018.  

o This looks at the uncertainty of climate change – we do this by continually 

reviewing the numbers/temperatures/rainfall intensities. 
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Comments from Maori perspective – rates of flows have dropped since the reservoir was 

developed – Whakatiwai and Hauarahi have dropped since the dam was built - built in 

late 70’s. 

Now we need to refine the models to get the best outcomes/results  

Collaborating this information between JC and myself to identify priority areas along the 

coast, understanding what is happening now, and in the medium and longer term and 

identifying what is the best options we can put forward now. 

 

2.3.  Dr Terry Hume – Presentation regarding coastal geomorphology and 

hazards 

Report has been reviewed – have come back from review well- Terry just making it more 

readable.  

Coastal hazards 

 Inundation 

 Erosion 

 Tsunami (lesser threat)  

 

Threats come with different timescales and occur at varying spatial timescales.  

Understanding coastal processes is important as it gives you a basis on how/why and 

how these might happen in the future. 

Helps to build greater resilience. 

Key consideration – RCP projections. 

2.3.1.  Coastal geomorphology  

 Diverse shoreline – is always changing. 

 22 km long 

 Types of beaches and how they change spatially – important for coastal 

erosion  

o Rocky in the north down to shell/sand in the south  

 Streams supply varying sized material into the system.  

 Coastal plain in the south Kaiaua area indicate shoreline retreat (regression).  
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2.3.2.  North - Waharau 

 Beach system narrow and steep – large sediment (coarse) therefore steeper 

beach profile  

o This results in a narrow intertidal range (range from high tide to low tide). 

 Large sed. Supply from cliffs nearby transported out to the coast through the 

river system. 

o Close to Orere river therefore large sediment supply  

 Beach ridges are built up from storm events (form a little bit of a stopbank/ 

barrier) – waves build up the gravel ridges.  

 

Comment: the difference in impacts from 2.4 (typical king tide) to 2.9 (over >1% AEP) 

is extreme – indicates that we don’t need to put in large (m’s) of protections against the 

tide to generate resilience in the community  

2.3.3.  South- Rays rest:  

 Wetland/plain backshore 

 Low beach ridge – 1-1.5 above MSL  

 Mixed sand and gravel and shell (MSG) 

 Sediment source is distal  

 Wide intertidal muddy sands – this is a result of the distal sediment source as 

the material is being inputted into the system from a distal locat ion and is 

broken down into smaller pebbles/sand/mud size when it reaches the south.  

 Results in a less steep beach profile and a wider intertidal range. 

 Offshore the muddier it gets due to less energy in the offshore margin to be 

able to transport material (drop in energy). 

2.3.4.  Deltas 

 Built by rivers and waves. 

 Is a sediment storage area. 

 Longevity depends on balance of sediment supply and waves. 

 The delta at Whakatiwai now has been influenced by man due to the 

development of the bridge, altering the discharge rates/flow of the stream. 

 Q: Was it a positive man intervention? – because it has not made a lot of 

change to the morphology of the coast it has not had a bad influence  

o It might have helped build up the foreshore of the Whakatiwai sediment 

supply because the shoreline is not dependent on sediment from the north  
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2.3.5.  Coastal plain 

 Plain 1.8 km wide 

 Beach ridges, MSG (mostly shell) 

 Very low lying – just above MHWS 

 Built up of Chenier ridges – by storm events made up of a lot of shells creating 

shell storage features. 

 Sea level stabilised about 6-7 thousand years ago, but then raised 2m, and 

then fell 2m about 1000 years ago building up the ridges.  

 Plain was built while the sea level was falling over a very quick time period 

(4.5m a year) 

o 2m of sea level fall over 6000 years – however with worse-case RCP 

scenarios, it is projected that there will be 1m of sea level rise over 100 

years.  

 As sea level rises, the coast will erode (will erode back rapidly). 

 

Man-made protection 

 Perpendicular beach structures are helpful for beach sediment rates as it 

indicates the built up of sediment supply – important to understand these rates 

for beach nourishment options if they are needed.  

 

2.3.6.  Coastal process drivers 

 Water levels  

 Currents 

 Wind 

 Waves 

 River floods 

 Sediment supply  

 Vertical Land movement (Kerepehi Fault) – is less of a driver. 

 Climate change and sea level rise 
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram showing coastal profile and sea levels during low 

atmospheric pressure. 

 

Barometric pressure comparison – 1ha results in 1cm of sea level rise – and then add on 

the wind and wave run up component on the scenarios and you will have an increased 

sea level during low atmospheric pressure. 

 When this doesn’t happen at high/king tide, the impacts are minimal to almost 

none.  

2.3.7.   Coastal inundation 

 Widespread consequence 

 High risk level  

 Is tide dependent, and scale depends on marine weather and tide state.  

 Proceeds rapidly.  

 

NIWA has done some modelling looking at how the frequency of events will change 

overtime.  
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 Thinking about the January 2018 event, if it was to occur in 2050, SLR would 

be around +0.3m higher than today and that size event may occur every 30 

years. In 2120, this size event may occur weekly.  

2.3.8.   Coastal erosion 

 Decadal scale.  

 Low risk. 

 Local consequence. 

 Depends on initial condition.  

 Effects localised. 

 Proceeds slowly. 

 Will be affected by CC. 

2.3.9.  Tsunami  

 Very low consequence. 

 Wide spread. 

 Century time scale – 11 small tsunami events since 1840’s. 

 Very low risk.  

 Proceeds rapidly. 

 Scale depends on source and tide state at time.  

 Cannot be mitigated at the time of event.  

 Not directly affected by climate change. 

2.4.  Hauarahi Stream site visit 

Justin Johnstone took us onto his property behind the fire station to look at the Hauarahi 

Stream and current mitigation earthworks he has been completing in conjunction with 

Hauraki DC. 

 This section of the river system is still highly influenced by the tide.  

o During the 2018 Jan flood event, it was 100% just coastal inundation, as 

there was no rain input. 

 The bowling club has never been inundated during a historic coastal or river 

flooding event.  

 The Hauarahi streams floods the paddocks behind the fire station. There has 

been a lot of remediation/mitigation works completed on Justin Johnstone 

paddocks behind the fire station to reduce the risk of flooding the houses in 

south Kaiaua.  

 2/3 of all the properties in Kaiaua are located in the southern end of Kaiaua. 

Out of stream flooding in which flood these paddocks also flood properties in 

south Kaiaua. 
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 To complete this mitigation works, a lot of dredging has been completed in the 

Hauarahi stream - Remediation works have included taking 600 cubic m of 

material out of the river from this section of the river to allow for a more 

storage/flow capacity as indicated in Figure 2. 

o The rock armouring identified in Figure 2 below are the final part of the 

mitigation works currently underway. The outside bends of river systems 

are high energy environments where the incoming energy of the flow hits 

the outside bend before bending and following the remaining direction of 

the river. This results in these outside bends becoming weak and eroding. 

By rock armouring these bends, this will reduce the erosion risk in these 

particular locations. 

o This recent work, now results in the Hauarahi stream modelling, developed 

by WRC to now be out of date and needs to be remodelled. This will 

require up to date LiDAR/DEM data to reflect the ground mediation works. 

 Currently we can identify mitigation options (such as this one identified above 

and completed) to reduce the risk of flooding in the short term. However as 

mentioned above also, we need to think about how these mitigation options 

implemented now will impact mitigation options for the medium to longer 

term, with the consideration of climate change.  

o One way we can do this is by identifying and designate land that may be 

used for future town/growth areas and also where further mitigation works 

may be required.  

 

2.4.1.  Harrison and Grierson 1997 flood risk mitigation options:  

 Due to climate change, a large proportion of mitigation options recommended 

for the lower Hauarahi stream section are now not viable. E.g., it is believed 

that stopbanking the stream by the fire station will cause am increased 

flooding risk to the northern properties.  

 Mitigation options for works in the upper catchment are still viable – e.g. 

detention storage basin. 
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Figure 2: Photographs of flood risk mitigation works on the Hauarahi Stream behind the 

fire station. A) looking east towards the coast. B) looking NW upstream. C) Looking 

south towards the bowling club. D) Looking west towards the upper catchment. Source 

by Whitney Mills 17/01/2021.  

The blue arrow indicates the 

historic (approximate) outer 

bend edge of the Hauarahi 

Stream before dredging and 

flood risk mitigation works 

were completed. 

Man-made structures of 

raised areas to reduce the 

flooding risk and manually 

alter the flow of overland flow 

flooding to ensure flood 

waters are directed away 

Current active outer bend 

stream erosion and slumping. 

The material seen underneath 

is coastal shell/sand material 

in which is loosely compacted 

and easily erodible. 
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2.4.2.  Identification of high-risk river flooding zones:  

Through completing river and coastal flood modelling, we are able to identify areas of 

potential high-risk flood zones. However, we can also do this by observing our 

surrounding while out in the field.  

Properties located along East Coast Road with the Hauarahi Stream directly behind them 

are located within a high-risk flooding area. The properties are at a low elevation to the 

Hauarahi stream and located within a bowl structure as indicated by the coastal 

inundation tool. Therefore, when flooding is to occur, the properties have a greater risk 

of being inundated. 

 

Figure 3: Potential high risk flooding area due to low elevation compared to the river (a) 

and within a bowl (b) for coastal inundation. Source by Whitney Mills 17/01/2021. 

 

2.5.  Coastal processes site visit. 

2.5.1.  Waharau Beach coastal environment. 

 The coastal plain in this section of the study area is very narrow. This is 

because of a number of things:  
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o The shape of the coastline. This restricts the movement of sediment  

o The energy in the coastal environment transports sediment away from this 

area due to the beach profile 

 The beach is made up of pebble/cobble size material and results in a steep 

beach profile.  

 Beach ridges are being built up by storm events. These beach ridges are 

generally small (a few cm high) and are made of coarser material, however, 

provide some protection against the incoming tide.  

 On the side visit, it was visible that the incoming wave direction was on 

roughly a 45o angle coming into the shoreline heading south. This process is 

called longshore drift and is the process in which transports sediment that 

enters the coastal system from the north, down to the south. 

o This process is energy and current driven.  

o Another process that was noticeable on the day was wind driven waves. 

The energy associated with these waves is only in the upper water column 

(surface) and not depicted right through the water column to the sea floor. 

The energy generated by these waves will dissipate quickly. 

o Storm generated waves typically develop up in the Hauraki gulf, and by 

the time they reach Waharau they can be quite large. The energy in these 

waves are typically right throughout the water column. 

 These waves tend to come in surges like a tsunami. 

 

The impact of climate change on sediment supply: 

 More intense rainfall will result in 

o More erosion 

o More sediment generation 

 This predicted impact is very hard to model/understand how these future 

climate change projections will impact the shorelines.  

 However, if more sediment is being put into the coastal environment, due to 

increased erosion from rainfall intensities, then there may be a change for 

extra beach nourishment sediment to be available.  

 Further discussion around the impact of the muscle farms to the north of the 

study area and their impact on wave energy. 

o The current muscles farms will not do much in terms of energy dissipation. 

However, with the approval of the expansion of the farms, it’s good to 

start thinking about how this might affect the community and the shoreline 

they value.  
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2.6.  Beach front opposite campsite at roughly 1649 East Coast Road coastal 

environment. 

 Active erosion is taking place at this section of the coastline. This is occurring 

due to the refraction (bending) of the wave energy around the headlands due 

to the pipes sticking out into the ocean causing a barrier. 

 The vegetation line/shoreline at this location is a lot closer to the road. 

o Question asked: Can we put in hard coastal structures to protect the road? 

Answer: If we were to do this it may cause the coastal erosion to reduce in 

the immediate future. However, the shoreline will erode up to the location 

of the structure and the beachfront that is currently there, may be gone. 

This may also have longer impacts on erosion in other locations and also in 

the future. 

 Ridges build up is actively occurring, as indicated in Figure 4 A. As mentioned 

above, this build up occurs during storm events. There is also a mini gravel 

ridge located at the high tide line (Figure 4 B). 

 The material size here is still pebbles, however smaller than Waharau Beach. 

This is due to the sediment having to be transported further from its source to 

reach this location, which causes a reduction in sediment size. 

 

Figure 4: Narrow pebble beachfront in an active erosion zone. A) Mini beach ridges 

identified. B) High tide line. Source by Whitney Mills 17/01/2021. 
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2.6.1.  Whakatiwai Beach coastal environment. 

Beach profile is less steep along this section of the coastline. 

 Main sediment type is now shells, with small rock types intermitted. 

 This is result of a lot of energy on the transportation system resulting in the 

breakdown of the pebbles/cobbles from the northern beaches into smaller 

sediments.  

 Sediment source from hills is a lot further inland compared to the northern 

reaches. The Whakatiwai stream then must travel further overland to reach the 

sea. This results in a greater catchment area for sediment source on the plains 

in which is made up of a lot of shell material. 

o Results in a large influx of shell material into the system – result is a 

shellier beach. 

 Man-made diversion to the delta has occurred at this location where the river 

has been straightened to allow for more development and control of the 

stream.  

 The Whakatiwai stream used to be a lot larger than what it is currently – this 

stream used to be a key trading point for Maori.  

 This location is the flooding sandwich – where there is a flooding risk from both 

the Whakatiwai River and from the coast. However, there is currently no 

erosion issues due to the large sediment supply from the plains.  

 Questions regarding the muddy sediment supply form the Waihou and Piako 

rivers and if they will impact the coastal environment at this point. The answer 

is no, the mud is circulated around the Firth of Thames due to the currents.  

o Mud sediment is very light and therefore does not require a lot of energy 

in the water column for it be transported – thus is very dynamic 

o WRC has been monitoring and measuring the mud in certain places around 

the Firth of Thames and the results always vary.  
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Figure 5: Shell, sand and pebble material at Whakatiwai Beach. Source by Whitney Mills 

17/01/2021.  

 

2.6.2.  Boat Ramp – Kaiaua coastal environment. 

 Coarser pebbles along this section of beach front due to sediment supply from 

the Hauarahi Stream. 

 Build-up of ridges during storm events as seen in Figure 6. 

o The shell material originates from the north in the Hauraki Gulf and are 

transported south in the same process as the rock sediment supply. 

 There are shoreline protection structures identified in Figure 6 towards the 

southern end of the Kaiaua boat ramp.  

o This result in this section of the beach profile becoming steeper compared 

to the rest of the beach front.  

o This is due to the wave energy being refracted around the headland and 

directing the energy to the location of the protection structures. This 

causes on ongoing role of erosion in this location, however due to the 

protection structures being located at this point, erosion of the remaining 

beachfront, causing it to steepen.   
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 Shell sand bars can be seen developing south of the Hauarahi Stream outlet – 

this is the result of shell accumulation in locations where energy is reduced to 

a point where the water column cannot hold the shells anymore. 

o  As the shell bar continues to develop, the energy over the top of the bar 

will reduce to a point where mud accumulation will occur.   

o Bar development is common along coastal environments where different 

currents join, e.g. where the river outflow meets the ocean, as there is a 

change in current dynamics, thus altering the energy within the water 

column. 

 The river mouth of the Hauarahi stream is dredged regularly to ensure it is 

always open for boats. It is important to ensure that the sediment being taken 

out of the river mouth is put back into the coastal system for sediment supply 

to the southern reaches of the study area 

 

Figure 6: Boat ramp coastal environment. A) indicates the shoreline protection structure. 

B) Identification of ridge build up. Source by Whitney Mills 17/01/2021. 

2.6.3.  Rays rest coastal environment.  

 80/90% shell material beach. The source of shell material comes from up by 

Kaiaua township and transported down. 

 Sediment supply from the Wiahou and Piako rivers can be seen at this location 

(mud), however, there is not a large mud settlement along this section of the 
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beach because there is still too much energy in the water column to allow mud 

to settle.   

 With warming oceans, it is projected that the oceans may become more acidic 

(as they absorb CO2 out of the atmosphere). Calcium carbonate (CaCO2) 

organisms including shells do not respond well to increased acidity and this 

may result in less shells supply to nourish this coastal environment. 

 The coastal plain behind Rays rest is a good example of historic sea level rise 

and fall over time.  

o Sea level stabilised about 6-7 thousand years ago, but then raised 2m (the 

shoreline reached towards the foothills inland), and then fell 2m about 

1000 years ago building up the Chenier ridges.  

o The large coastal plain at Rays Rest was built while the sea level was 

falling over a very quick time period (4.5m a year) 

 2m of sea level fall over 6000 years – however with worse-case RCP 

scenarios, it is projected that there will be 1m of sea level rise over 

100 years.  

o As sea level rises, the coast will erode (will erode back rapidly). 
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Figure 7: Shelly beach profile at Rays rest. Development of shell ridges can be seen 

along the shoreline, particularly at the high tide line. Source by Whitney Mills 

17/01/2021. 

2.6.4.  Hauraki Civil Defence Discussion. 

 Hauraki Civil Defence are starting to develop their community Plan for the Kaiaua 

and surrounding areas.  

 This is a plan in which the community develops the help them to better be able to 

respond to any type of emergency when need be.  

Page 65



 

Notes of the Wharekawa Coast 2120 Community Panel Meeting and Site visit / Hikoi – 17-01-2021 
Page 23 of 23                                                                     Document number:  2887156 

o E.g. by identifying key locations where evacuation centres may need to be 

opened.  

o Identifying key properties and people who may have equipment to help 

with emergencies – e.g. farmers with tractors/diggers to clear roads or 

key health professionals to help in a health emergency.  

 If people are wanting to be a part of this, they are advised to talk to Tessa Watts.  

 

MEETING CLOSED 

 Meeting adjourned at 03:00pm. 
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