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WHAREKAWA COAST 2120

MINUTES OF THE JOINT WORKING PARTY MEETING

MEETING,

Wednesday 09 June 2021

11:30 am – 02:00pm

Hauraki Room, HDC, William Street, Paeroa & via Zoom

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

(HDC), D Tegg (WRC), Frank Rawiri (Iwi Representative),

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

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

VIA ZOOM Kataraina Hodge (WRC), Charles Royal (Iwi Representative),

Tutahanga Douglas (WRC), Angus McKenzie (Place Group 

Ltd)

APOLOGIES J Sedgwick (WDC), Simon Bendall (Traverse Environmental 

Ltd), Michelle Wilson (Iwi Representative), Tipa Compain 

(Iwi Representative)

Welcome

The Co-chair Charles Royal opened with karakia and welcomed all to the meeting.

Apologies noted.

Agenda Items

1 Confirm minutes of previous meeting 17 Feb 2021

1.1 Minutes accepted. No changes required.

1.2 Action items discussed.

1.2.1 Appointment of Co-Chair – Charles Royal confirmed his appointment as

iwi Co-Chair.

1.2.2 Risk assessment thresholds (adding financial vs physical impact on

thresholds to the community panel meeting agenda) – Nina advised

that the community panel are doing a lot of work on the community risk

thresholds at the moment and financials will be looked at when they get

to the options stage.

2 Project Summary
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2.1 Nina provided an overview of the report, which provides a summary of where we

are with the project and has four parts.

2.2 With the technical reports obtained, the project team generally have a good

understanding of what is happening with natural hazards in the area. The

community panel want the project team to look at the other rivers too, rather

than solely the Hauarahi Stream. All the information available was fed into a risk

assessment. The community panel are currently working on risk thresholds.

2.3 Nina advised that when the options phase is reached, it will be important to test

them against the themes and goals as noted in part 2 of the summary to ensure

that the goals are achieved.

2.4 Currently the process is now dealing with part 3. There are four community

panel workshops coming up to create a long list of options, which will become a

short list on which the community panel will evaluate adaptive pathways.

2.5 Part 4 entails finalising the action plan. This step will be attended later, after the

other steps.

2.6 The summary contains links to all the reports in the document. Nina

summarised the technical reports. She might need to change the language from

technical to layman’s terms.

2.7 All the information will go onto the website as well.

2.8 Questions/comments to the summary:

2.8.1 Cr. Tegg commended the staff of both HDC and WRC as well as the

consultant, Simon Bendall for what they have done so far. He was of

the opinion that this process has got it right by providing information to 

the community panel up front.

2.8.2 Cr. Tegg further referred to paged 17 of the report and commented that

insurance may become an issue within the next 30 yrs. From his

reading from Belinda Storey it may be an issue even before 30 yrs. He

was wondering if the timing is accurate. Nina mentioned that this was

raised in Jonathan Chamber’s report when he was looking at current

river flooding and coastal inundation and when latter will overtake the

former.

2.8.3 The co-chair, Charles Royal advised that two things were important,

namely, 1) communication with the community & 2) risk mitigation 

versus planning for the future.

2.8.4 With regard to communication with the community, the co-chair,

Charles Royal advised that he is currently leading research on the 

Wairoa River in Northland. It is important to take care with how

information is taken and shared with communities. They will not read 

long research reports. He was wondering how it will be shared with the 
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community so that they can ingest it. Nina advised that the community

panel are planning to have a wider community workshop on 4 July

where they want to present the information to the community. They are

the stage of working out how to present it. They are thinking about 

using the coastal inundation tool, posters and to display pictures of

good days versus flooding. The community panel are working on how to

make that accessible to the wider community by turning scientific

reports into something more readable. They are also considering

showing a video.

2.8.5 Peter Thom noted that one of the challenges was for the

communications team to make it easier for the community to 

understand, while still getting it technically correct at the same time.

2.8.6 Cr. Buckthought advised that the community risk threshold booklets

that the community panel will take around would be done on a one-on-

one basis with those people. There will be a lot of integrity in the

conversation. The community panel will pass the information through to

the community and not council, which will create more traction.

2.8.7 Frank Rawiri noted that the community panel already distributed the 

survey document and already started with the interviews. Some/part of

the results/feedback of that will assist with determining how to present

the information in the community meeting scheduled for 4 July 2021. 

2.8.8 The co-chair, Charles Royal mentioned that the important thing is that

the technical documents be made available publically on the website. 

These reports should not be seen as the communication documents.

There needs to be some communication documents too. The technical

reports should be uploaded for those who want to go into depth.

2.8.9 The co-chair, Charles Royal asked if a communications strategy was

developed for this project. Nina advised that there is a communications

plan and that she can bring it to the next JWP meeting. The project was

broken into phases because it is so long. The communication plan

includes key messages. Peter Thom noted that the community panel

also have their communications plan, as they wanted to make sure that

some communications are from them and not council.

2.8.10 The co-chair, Charles Royal, referred to page ten of the agenda and

asked if this document will be shared publically. Nina confirmed that 

this is the document that would go out publically and that it has already

gone to the community panel to go through. There are some 

suggestions to amend it slightly and Nina has to do some work on it, 

but this will be the document going to the website.
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2.8.11 The co-chair, Charles Royal suggested that Nina add an additional text

box relating to how long the funding for the project is going through. 

Nina to clarify the current funded project from day x to y, so that

people have basic information. Page 10 does not say, “This is what the

project is”. He suggested that Nina add some background on this. Nina

confirmed that the website had some background information, and that

this summary was meant to be just an update, but she can add a box.

2.8.12 With regard to mitigating risk versus planning the future, the co-chair,

Charles Royal, noted that the documents are still much about risk

mitigation. The whole idea is to consider the risks within the context of

planning forward. Nina advised that it ties into what matters most to

the community as displayed on pages 12 to 13 of the agenda. The goals

are about the future and what the community wants to see. The project

team are trying to put the risks through the lens of those goals. If

required, they could come up with an overall vision.

2.8.13 The co-chair, Charles Royal, advised that it is important that people do

not see the project as risk mitigation only, but that it is made into a

broader discussion. Peter Thom advised that this project will feed into

the district plan and where future development will go. The RMA

reforms are currently a bit of a concern. The co-chair, Toby Adams

advised that Nina encapsulated that the risk assessment will be done

through the community goals lens as set up in pages 12-13.

3 Draft Natural Hazard Risk Assessment

3.1 Presentation by Rick Liefting

3.1.1 Rick Liefting advised that the risk assessment was a collaborative team

process and included work by Sophie March, Whitney Mills, Phil Mourot,

Nina Murphy, Alejandro Cifuentes and the WRC communications team.

3.1.2 The co-chair, Charles Royal asked about tolerability and vulnerability 

and whether, when the project team assess it in the community, it

would be measured against the status quo of the community, or 

whether it allows for changes in the circumstances of the community.

Rick advised that the assessment being done now is a snapshot in time

and the thresholds have to be considered carefully to establish from

what point the council would need to go from one option to another. To

do that, the project recommendations would need to be reviewed and

revisited again in the future to get another snapshot to see how the 

community values and even the hazards have changed. The process will

take the changing dynamic into account. It includes reducing the risks
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going forward, checking what are left and going back and conferring

with the community to ensure that the perceptions are still valid.

3.1.3 Cr Harris noted that the important part from his perspective is the 

project is very adaptive. It would be unwise to sit here and make a plan

for the next 50 yrs. when the community can change in the next 5-10

yrs.

3.1.4 Frank Rawiri advised that it would be interesting to see what effect the

works on the Hauarahi Stream have had on the tolerability in 2018

when the flood occurred versus the tolerability now that work has been

done. 

3.1.5 Cr. Tegg referred to the second part of the definition for vulnerability

and asked whether the lack of capacity to cope and adapt has been

looked at. Rick advised that that work will be done when we start

looking in detail at what mitigation options will be best.

3.1.6 Cr Tegg mentioned that there is a tool available from Massey University

that one can use to map vulnerabilities. The co-chair, Toby Adams

noted that this is something that one would need to buy. It is not a free

tool. The tool can break the information down into details to see where

the deprivation changes.

3.1.7 Nina advised that the risk assessment included a table looking 

vulnerability factors such as aging population and renters versus

homeowners etc. It also includes a map. Alejandro confirmed that the

table includes vulnerability and assets. The co-chair, Toby Adams was of

the opinion that the vulnerability will need to look at the worst-case

scenario. The tolerability is something that only the community can

come back with. On the other hand, future development is a figure for 

council to come up with.

3.1.8 Rick advised that it would be necessary to review and go back to the

community in periods to get a new snapshot at those times. The co-

chair, Toby Adams noted that it would be dependent on what hazards

are there. 

3.1.9 Cr. Tegg urged that the community should have a proper understanding

of the frequency of the events. That will influence their perception of

their tolerability. 

3.1.10 Frank Rawiri advised that the community panel have been upskilled and

is aware that they need to challenge the community’s level of tolerance

when filling in the survey. The community panel will ask the community

members what happens when an event happens at different frequencies

.
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3.1.11 Cr. Buckthought asked if the area just north of Hauraki District has

been taken into account for this assessment. Rick advised that it has

not but that it needs to be kept in mind.

3.1.12 A certain amount of vulnerability will also be picked up through the

community risk threshold assessment.

3.1.13 Cr. Harris asked if further work has to be done on the assessment of

the Hauarahi Stream now that the work has been completed. Rick

advised that, because there has been changes, they are looking to

update the model towards the end of this calendar year. Another survey

will be done soon and the river cross section work will be done towards

the end of the year. That will give a better understanding of the flood

hazard. 

3.1.14 Cr. Tegg asked what the difference is between a moderate and a major

event. A major event is equivalent to the event in 2018. A moderate

event refers to a 2.4m inundation level.

3.1.15 Cr. Buckthought mentioned that the community risk threshold process

has been critiqued a number of time, and this has improved it.

3.1.16 Frank Rawiri noted that one of the questions that was continually raised

by the community panel was about demographics. Questions around 

demographics is not in the community risk assessment booklet, but the

community panel will make notes of the age groups to give a better

view of the demographics of the specific areas. This is good to identify

because some of the older community members have said that they are

not worried because they will not be here in a few yrs. In response

thereto, the community panel askes them to think about the next 

generation.

3.1.17 Rick mentioned that the community panel is really engaged and taking

ownership.

4 Integrating Cultural Values in the Project

4.1 Nina provided an overview. Two proposals were received, one of which was

prepared by the co-chair, Charles Royal, and the other by WRC.

4.2 Nina hoped that the JWP would be looking at the scope of the two proposals

today, agree on a scope and on how we can progress it.

4.3 Peter Thom asked if the co-chair, Charles Royal had a timeline for his proposal. 

He advised that he does not. He was waiting on this discussion. He would think

that it would take approximately three to six months if the right person were

doing it. It could be done this year.
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4.4 As the one proposal comes from the co-chair, Charles Royal, the other co-chair

Toby Adams warned that others might perceive there to be a conflict of interest.

He asked if the proposal entails input from iwi and whether it will be more

appropriate to have this input. Normally members with a perceived conflict of

interest will not vote on matters.

4.5 The co-chair, Charles Royal, advised that he would not be doing the work

himself. It is a proposal of what would be a good thing that the project should

do. The two proposals can be combined into one.

4.6 Frank Rawiri noted that his understanding of the (previous) hui was that Council

review, join, identify or pick one of the two proposals and come back with some

clear guidelines and boundaries. From his perspective as the Ngāti Pāoa 

representative, nothing has changed. Once council have done the above, it will

be taken to Ngāti Pāoa to look at and endorse it and the people who will be 

doing the work. If Ngāti Pāoa does not endorse it, the work cannot proceed. He

was expecting to see that during this meeting. It seems that nothing has

happened from the hui to now, which concerns him. He can take both proposals

to Ngāti Pāoa to look at, but he was not aware that this would be the approach.

He wanted to know what the boundaries were from the council’s perspective. 

4.7 The co-chair, Toby Adams advised that Peter and Nina has to take a report to

council with a budget and what we hope to achieve from the study and then

come back to this committee to take it back to Ngāti Pāoa and take it from

there.  

4.8 Frank noted that both proposals are good, but that he wants to be clear and 

operate within Councils’ boundaries.

4.9 The co-chair, Toby Adams advised that this would be put on the next council

meeting’s agenda as late item. It will include budget and council will send out an

email to advise if council approved it and will arrange discussions before the

next JWP meeting.

4.10 The co-chair, Charles Royal suggested that the proposals be co-ordinated. Thus,

that council commission a preliminary study of the variety of impacts in the

Wharekawa area and engage a consultant and that, within that, the video

proposals from WRC could be included. Ngāti Pāoa to endorse the proposal and

council to get confirmation of the financials.

4.11 Nina advised that the proposals do cover what we require and that she is of the

opinion that they can be combined.

4.12 The co-chair, Toby Adams agreed with Frank Rawiri’s comment on boundaries.

4.13 The co-chair, Charles Royal, suggested that he set out the questions that we

want to address, interviews, focus workshops, documentary research. This can

be a preliminary study that could lead to a more elaborate project.
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4.14 Frank Rawiri advised that his issue not about budget, but about whakapapa –

they do not give this away lightly. Council need to understand that. That is why

he wanted to know what the boundaries were to what we are trying to achieve. 

There is a fear that someone will take the stories as theirs, unless Ngāti Pāoa

Iwi Trust signs it off to consent to it. If it is not consented to/endorsed then 

there will be a perception that council is stealing it, which will cause an issue.

This is what they will think if it is not done right. Thus, council have to confirm

the boundaries – what they want from Ngāti Pāoa. Council have to be clear so

that he can take it to Ngāti Pāoa to agree or not. He was hoping to get that

today.

4.15 The co-chair, Charles Royal confirmed that what Frank Rawiri is raising is 

important. There is a tension and concern regarding access to iwi knowledge

and ability to share. It is a life issue. What do Council want, how are Council 

going to take care of it, record it and share it, etc. Council will have to move 

transparently and to get as many people as possible to understand what is being

proposed.

4.16 Cr. Buckthought mentioned that Frank Rawiri’s comments gave him a better

insight into how that would work.

4.17 Tutahanga Douglas advised that he would be happy to work with Charles Royal

to put forward how both proposals could work. WRC has funding for the proposal

from WRC. He recognised that there is a great need to ensure that iwi

authorities provide a mandate for the work. He suggested that he and Charles

Royal work together on a proposal and that it then be taken to Ngāti Pāoa and

Ngāti Whanaunga for endorsement and thereafter to the JWP for endorsements

to go ahead. Has tried to have a conversation with Ngāti Pāoa, but that was not

possible. 

4.18 Next steps:

4.19 The co-chair, Toby Adams advised that, if the proposal to council is more around

what topics we need answers to and how in depth that answers would be, there

would be no need to go to council (if not budget).

4.20 Frank Rawiri advised that he will assist to open doors to the Ngāti Pāoa Iwi Trust

and to make an introduction of both Charles Royal and Tutahanga Douglas

within the next 24 hours.

4.21 Next steps:

4.21.1 Charles Royal and Tutahanga Douglas to do a proposal:

 Come up with boundaries – Frank Rawiri to be part of the working

group. 

 Define the level of details required.
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 To look at the resources and see what we can get for the available

resources.

4.21.2 To share proposal with Ngāti Pāoa, Ngāti Whanaunga for endorsement

and thereafter with the JWP to approve.

Action:

 Charles Royal and Tutahanga Douglas to look at a combined proposal, get it

endorsed by Ngāti Pāoa and Ngāti Whanaunga and approved by the JWP there 

after.

5 Community panel update

5.1 Nina provided an update.

5.2 The community panel have been working on the themes and goals.

5.3 During the community panel meeting in March, the community panel raised a 

concern that the workshops are covering too much for them to keep up. Nina

did a revised workshop schedule and added extra workshops in response to

allow the community panel to digest the information and do the work. The

workshops now run to the end of November 2021.

5.4 Lots of work has gone into the community risk thresholds by both the TAG team

and the community panel.

5.5 The community panel is currently at the stage where they need to look at 

options to respond to the natural hazards.

5.6 Next meeting community panel meeting is scheduled for the end of June and 

there will also be a wider community engagement in early July.

5.7 The community panel are doing well and they are very committed.

5.8 The community panel wanted the wider community to respond to the risk 

thresholds and they are taking it to them.

5.9 Cr. Tegg asked how many households do we project will complete the survey. 

Nina advised that the area is broken down into compartments. In smaller areas,

the community panel is trying to get all the community members to complete

the survey and in the bigger areas, as many as they can.

5.10 Frank Rawiri wanted to acknowledge Nina, Rick and the rest of the team for

what they have done. He noted that the community panel finally understood

what they are meant to be doing during the last meeting and meeting before 

that. They now fully understand that all the work that they have done to date

has been of benefit and they are excited about what is coming next. Even the

community as a whole is now starting to become more aware and receptive to

the project. 

5.11 Alejandro noted that process that we are doing has not been done elsewhere

and holds great value. The process does take a lot of work.
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5.12 The co-chair, Toy Adams noted that there is always going to be a period of

uncertainty and it takes a bit of a journey.

Frank Rawiri closed with karakia. Meeting closed at 13:35pm.
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ACTIONS LIST FROM JWP MEETING 09.06.2021

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, TD – Tutahanga Douglas

Project Update

Task Actions Resp. Due

Tangata whenua 

study

Combined proposal, get it endorsed by Ngāti Pāoa and Ngāti

Whanaunga and approved by the JWP there after.

CR & TD 30July

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


