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Date 
Subject 

11 August 2017 
Deliberations on the draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy 

Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Policy Committee 

Open Session 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Erosion Response 
Policy 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with the feedback received from consultation 
on the draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy, and to seek the Committee's decisions on 
amendments required to adopt a final policy. 

Recommendation 

1. THAT the Group Manager Policy, Planning & Regulatory Services report 
dated 11 August 2017 and titled 'Deliberations on the draft Coastal Erosion 
Response Policy' be received. 

2. THAT the report relates to an issue that is considered to be of medium 
significance in terms of Council's Significance and Engagement Policy. 

3. THAT the Policy Committee receive the written feedback received during 
the consultation period (undertaken pursuant to section 83 of the Local 
Government Act 2002) as attached in Appendix 2 to this report. 

4. THAT in regard to the key issues and options for deliberations on a final 
policy, as attached in Appendix 1 to this report, the Committee resolves the 
following: 

Issue 1: Collaborative planning and funding- Option [A or B); 
AND 
Issue 2: Assessment criteria- Option [A, B, Cor D); 
AND 
Issue 3: Incentives- Option [A orB]; 
AND 
Issue 4: 'Do nothing' not appropriate for existing coastal properties -
Option [A or B); 
AND 
Issue 5: Scope of the Policy- Option [A, B or C).' 

5. THAT the Policy Committee approves for adoption, the Coastal Erosion 
Response Policy as notified for consultation and attached as Appendix 3 to 
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Date 
Subject 

31 July 2017 Open Session 
Deliberations on the draft Inner Harbour and Coastal Erosion Policy 

this report, to come into effect on 28 August 2017, [but subject to 
modification by resolution 4 and including the following amendments: 

• Change title of policy from ''Inner Harbour and Coastal Erosion 
Management Policy" to "Coastal Erosion Response Policy" 

• Delete original objectives 2.1 and 2.3 and replace with new 
objectives 2.1 and 2.2 

• Amend and expand section 3.2 'Council obligations' on 
recommendation of Council/ega/ advisors 

• Delete original section 5 ''Assessment procedure for coastal 
protection structures on Council/and" 

• Insert new section 5 "Criteria for assessing coastal erosion 
responses'; including new sections 5.1, 5.2 and amendments to 
section 5.3 "assessment criteria" 

• Insert new definitions in section 10 to define 'coastal erosion; 
'Council owned coastal/and' and 'coastal protection structure: 

6. THAT the Policy Committee accepts the late submissions of those 
Omokoroa residents affected by recent slip events following the passage 
of Cyclone's Debbie and Cook. 

Rachael Davie \. 
Group Manager Policy, Planning 
& Regulatory Services 
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Date 
Subject 

11 August 2017 
Deliberations on the draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy 

Open Session 

1. Background 

The impact of harbour and coastal erosion on Council owned coastal land, Council 
strategic assets and private property located adjacent to this land has prompted 
Council to develop a policy that provides a framework for making consistent 
decisions about how to respond in these situations. 

The Policy has had a long gestation since it was first proposed in 2012. This was 
due mostly to a lack of specific localised research on harbour erosion rates, but was 
also due to the overall complexity of the issue and a need to provoke a community 
conversation on the issue of coastal erosion. 

Significant research has been undertaken particularly to understand the extent and 
nature of the District's inner harbour erosion issues. Similarly, through the 'Living 
with Changing Tides' community conversation, feedback both from the general 
public, coastal property owners and other key stakeholders (including tangata 
whenua) has been obtained . A number of Council workshops have enabled Council 
to consider the research and preliminary community feedback and have provided a 
solid evidence base from which to scope and subsequently adopt the draft policy. 

Within this policy coastal erosion is defined to include: 
• Erosion to Council owned coastal land resulting from the interaction of coastal 

and harbour processes; and 
• Subsidence of Council owned coastal land . 

2. Consultation on the draft policy 

Council adopted its draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy (previously called the 
Inner Harbour and Coastal Erosion Management Policy) on 11 August 2016 but 
directed staff that the consultation process occur after the 2016 local body 
elections. Accordingly, the policy was consulted on between 20 February and 20 
March 2017. This process included a mail out to 1363 harbour margin and coastal 
landowners as well as print media and a 'Have you Say' site for online feedback. 
Written feedback on the draft policy was received from 46 people. 

It should be noted that the day after the consultation period ended the first of two 
severe cyclonic rainfall events occurred, which resulted in a number of slips on 
scarp slopes in both inland and coastal locations at Omokoroa (as well as other 
areas across the District). As a result, a number of Omokoroa residents lobbied 
Council to extend the consultation period and accept late submissions. The Chair of 
the Policy Committee agreed to their requests and these submitters were offered 
the opportunity to share their views with the Committee on 10 May 2017. 

Generally, submitters supported the need for the draft Policy. Similarly, there was 
majority support for Council adopting a precautionary approach particularly in 
relation to future subdivision and intensification of the inner harbour margins. 
However, there were mixed views in terms of applying a precautionary approach in 
relation to areas of the District where houses already exist in proximity to the 
coast/inner harbour. In this regard, there was a clear delineation between coastal 
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Date 
Subject 

31 July 2017 Open Session 
Deliberations on the draft Inner Harbour and Coastal Erosion Policy 

property owners who felt the Council should not, for a variety of reasons, adopt a 
'do nothing' approach in relation to Council coastal land (particularly coastal 
walkways/esplanade reserves and strips) where, in so doing, it would put thei r 
private property at risk. 

Conversely, some submitters (particularly from Waihi Beach) felt that a 'do nothing' 
approach was entirely appropriate and that t his was a risk that coastal property 
owners needed to live with. These submitters felt that other ratepayers, especially 
those unaffected by coastal erosion, should not have to pay for what is largely a 
private benefit to specific properties. 

More particularly, the themes that emerged from feedback included : 
• The need for collaborative approaches both in planning and funding. 
• The ability for land swap, lease or purchase of adjacent Council owned 

esplanade reserve/strip where Council resolves to 'do nothing' in relation to 
erosion, as an incentive for private property owners to undertake the 
mitigation work themselves. 

• That the precautionary approach (or more particularly the 'do nothing' 
approach) should not apply in relation to existing coastal settlements because 
it creates an unfair burden on coastal property owners affected by a 'do 
nothing' decision. 

• That the assessment criteria should be expanded to reflect the New Zealand 
Coastal Policy Statement criteria. 

• That the assessment criteria should be weighted and that the local 
community should be consulted in relation to any assessment regarding the 
amenity or recreational value of a particular asset, especially walkways. 

• Greater clarity in the Policy as to whether land owners can undertake and 
fund mitigation works themselves on Council land, where Council resolves to 
'do nothing'. 

In terms of issues and potential options for the draft policy that require 
consideration through the deliberations process, the above themes have been 
summarised into the following categories: 

Issue 1: Collaborative planning and funding 
Issue 2: Assessment criteria 
Issue 3: 
Issue 4: 

Issue 5: 

Incentives 
Precautionary approach ('do nothing') should not apply to existing 
coastal properties affected or potentially affected by erosion 
Scope of the Policy 

3. Significance and Engagement 

The Local Government Act 2002 requires a formal assessment of the significance of 
matters and decisions in this report against Council's Significance and Engagement 
Policy. In making this formal assessment there is no intention to assess the 
importance of this item to individuals, groups, or agencies within the community 
and it is acknowledged that all reports have a high degree of importance to those 
affected by Council decisions. 

A2959225 Page 4 
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Date 
Subject 

11 August 2017 Open Session 
Deliberations on the draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy 

The Policy requires Council and its communities to identify the degree of 
significance attached to particular issues, proposals, assets, decisions, and 
activities. 

In terms of the Significance and Engagement Policy this decision to adopt the 
Coastal Erosion Response Policy is considered to be of medium significance because 
although it is a policy of high public interest, particularly for coastal property 
owners, the objective of the Policy is primarily to provide a consistent framework 
for decision making in relation to coastal erosion. 

4. Engagement, Consultation and Communication 

1 :::!~;rl~restedz~n=ected 
: 

Compl~t~d/Pianned 
Parties Engagement/ ConsUltation/ Communication 

:::: 

Harbour margin and A letter was sent to 1363 harbour margin and coastal property 
coastal property owners. Prior to this engagement process, these property owners 
owners were invited to participate in the 'Living with Changing Tides' 

community conversation. 

Tangata Whenua Through the Partnership Forums, face to face meetings were 
organised with tangata whenua representatives as part of the 
'Living with Changing Tides' community conversation to 
understand the impact of coastal erosion on cultural heritage 
sites, marae and urupa. 

General Public "Living with Changing Tides" online community conversation. 
"Have your Say" online feedback opportunities. Print media to 
alert the general public to the opportunity to share views on the 
topic of coastal erosion. 

5. Issues and Options Assessment 

Option A 

Adopt a final Coastal Erosion Response Policy [as amended] 

Assessment of option 
for advantages and 
disadvantages taking a 
sustainable approach 

Advantages 

• Improved consistency in Council's decision making 
approach to coastal erosion 

• Policy will ensure effect is given to the NZCPS and 
Regional Policy Statement 

• Will provide a basis for defensible decision making 
particularly where private property is affected or likely 
to be affected by the erosion of Council owned coastal 
land. 

Disadvantages 

• May mean that decisions to maintain replace or 
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Date 
Subject 

31 July 2017 Open Session 
Deliberations on the draft Inner Harbour and Coastal Erosion Policy 

Costs (including 
present and future 
costs, direct, indirect 
and contingent costs) 
and cost effectiveness 
for households and 
businesses 

abandon existing coastal protect ion structures take 
longer. 

• May mean that decisions to invest in new coastal 
protection structures take longer and are more closely 
scrutinised. 

There may be some increased staff time in applying the criteria 
of the Policy. 

Option B 

Status quo 

Do not adopt a final Cqqstal Erosion Response policy 

Assessment of option 
for advantages and 
disadvantages taking a 
sustainable approach 

Costs (including 
present and future 
costs, direct, indirect 
and contingent costs) 
and cost effectiveness 
for households and 
businesses 

Advantages 

• Decisions to respond to coastal erosion may be 
quicker. 

Disadvantages 

• May incur capital cost that perhaps would not have 
otherwise been incurred had the criteria included 
within the policy been applied. 

• May make decisions that do not give effect to the 
NZCPS and RPS or take into account the provisions of 
the Regional Coastal Environment Plan . 

• Perhaps some staff time saved by not applying the 
criteria within the Policy 

• There may be some capital cost incurred that would 
not otherwise have been incurred if the policy criteria 
been assessed to guide decision making. 

6. Statutory Compliance 

The draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy has been prepared after Council received 
legal advice both in terms of the draft policy itself, but also in terms of the common 
law position relating to coastal erosion on Council owned coastal land. 

The draft policy was released for consultation in accordance with the requirements 
of section 83 of the Local Government Act. 

A2959225 Page 6 



9
11 August 2017 Date 

Subject Deliberations on the draft Coastal Erosion Response Policy 

7. Funding/ Budget Implications 

Budget Funding Relevant Detail 
Information 

i' r> 

Open Session 

Reserves and Facilities Implementation of policy will be undertaken within existing 
operations resource allocations. 
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ATTACH;\4EN'1 

1. Issue 1: Collaborative planning and funding 
A key theme that emerged from the feedback was a desire for Council to explore collaborative approaches to mitigating coastal 
erosion in terms of both planning and funding. Although not within the scope of this policy, submitters also commented on the 
need for more investment in existing dune restoration and planting programmes. 

Option A: 
THA T the policy remains as drafted 
Advantages Disadvantages 

• The policy as currently drafted does not preclude 1 • 

Council taking a collaborative approach with the 
affected community, affected property owners and 
other stakeholders, particularly in terms of funding 
mitigation works. 

The current policy is not clear that collaboration opportunities will or 
may be explored. 

• By leaving the policy as drafted it enables Council to 
determine (by reference to the assessment criteria 
in section 6 and the Significance and Engagement 
Policy) when and to what extent the wider 
community needs to be involved in exploring coastal 
erosion mitigation responses. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Work programme implications of this policy will require asset managers to 
apply the assessment framework in relation to decisions around new 
coastal protection structures or the renewal/maintenance of existing 
coastal protection structures. 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT [jJ 

Option B: 
THAT the policy include as assessment criteria opportunities for collaborative approaches (which could include planning and funding) 
Advantages Disadvantages 

• Reassures the community (and in particular affected • The draft policy does not preclude Council taking a collaborative 
coastal properties) that Council will explore planning and funding approach. 
opportunities for collaboration in terms of erosion 

1 
• 

mitigation responses. 

• Could convey the message that those who benefit 
1 

• 

the most (whether directly or indirectly) will be 

• 

required to pay more for erosion mitigation 1 • 

measures. 

Could provide reassurance to the community that 
their views matter in terms of assessing the value of 
recreational and reserve assets (in particular). 

• Co-designing mitigation responses could strengthen 
Council/community relationships. 

• Collaboration could potentially leverage greater 
'sweat equity' amongst community members. 

Planning responses to coastal erosion often requires the services of 
technical specialists, rather than lay people. 

Risk that 'everyone' becomes a coastal processes expert. 

Council needs to take a measured approach if it is inclined to include 
wording about collaborative approaches within the Policy because the 
NZCPS requires Council to look at the social costs too and also 
whether there is any significant public or environmental benefit in the 
erosion response. 

Implications for Work Programme/ Budgets Potentially more staff t ime/costs associated with seeking community views 
on mitigation responses to coastal erosion. 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACH~AENT 

2. Issue 2: Assessment criteria 

Some submitters suggested that the assessment criteria within the policy should be more closely aligned to the criteria 
contained in the New Zealand Coastal Policy statement, while other submitters felt the criteria needed to be weighted in order 
to provide more certainty to the community as to how the criteria might be applied. 

Option A: 
THAT the policy criteria for assessing options (section 5) remains as drafted 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• The assessment criteria within the policy are not inconsistent • Without a specific link to the NZCPS the assessment process 
with the objectives and policies of the NZCPS. may overlook a particular objective or policy of the NZCPS. 

• Not all of the objectives and policies of the NZCPS have 
relevance to the policy. The policy is narrow in terms of 
scope (being a framework to guide decision making in 
relation to how Council responds to coastal processes 
affecting its land or strategic assets) whereas the NZCPS 
applies to the entire coastal environment. 

• The assessment criteria need to be workable and practical. 
Enlarging the criteria to require an assessment against the 
objectives and policies of the NZCPS may make the 
assessment process unwieldy. 

Implications for Work Programme/ Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

No change from existing policy implications in terms of work 
programme/budget 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT 

Option B: 
THAT the policy criteria for assessing options be more closely aligned to the NZCPS objectives and policies. 
Advantages 
• Would make explicit the relationship of the NZCPS to this 

policy. 

• May bring different perspectives to the assessment process . 

• Would give effect to legal advice that closer alignment to 
NZCPS objectives and policies is a sensible approach. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Option C: 
THAT the policy criteria for assessing options are weighted 

Advantages 
• Would potentially create more clarity for the community by 

revealing what respective weight Council places on certain 
assessment criteria. 

• Would give effect to legal advice that closer alignment to 
NZCPS objectives and policies is a sensible approach. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Disadvantages 

• Could make the assessment process unwieldy and impractical. 

• The proposed assessment criteria are not inconsistent with 
the objectives and policies of the NZCPS. 

• Not all objectives/policies within the NZCPS are relevant to an 
assessment of mitigation responses to coastal erosion noting 
that the scope of the NZCPS is broad, covering the entire 
coastal environment. 

Would create a longer and more involved assessment process for 
asset managers when considering proposals to invest in new 
coastal protection structures or the renewal/maintenance of 
existing structures. 

Disadvantages 

• Weighting criteria will potentially be a source of ongoing 
debate with affected property owners/communities. 

• Describing the assessment criteria creates more clarity and 
transparency than exists presently, because it overtly states 
the matters that Council will take into account when making 
decisions about investment in coastal erosion responses. 
There will always be some subjectivity to this process. 
Weighting may be counterproductive or result in unintended 
consequences. 

Would likely result in debate amongst affected property 
owners/communities. 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT lJ I 

Option D: 
THAT the policy criteria for assessing options are both weighted and expanded to more closely align to NZCPS objectives and policies. 
Advantages Disadvantages 
• Wo_uld make explicit the relationship of the NZCPS to this • Could make the assessment process unwieldy and impractical. 

policy. 

• May bring different perspectives to the assessment process . 
• The proposed assessment criteria are not inconsistent with 

the objectives and policies of the NZCPS. 
• Would potentially create more certainty for the community 

1 
• Not all objectives/policies within the NZCPS are relevant to an 

assessment of mitigation responses to coastal erosion noting 
that the scope of the NZCPS is broad, covering the entire 
coastal environment. • 

by revealing what respective weight Council places on 
certain assessment criteria . 

Would give effect to legal advice that closer alignment to 
NZCPS objectives and policies is a sensible approach. 

Implications for Work Programme/ Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

• Weighting criteria will potentially be a source of ongoing 
debate with affected property owners/communities. 

• Describing the assessment criteria creates more certainty and 
transparency than exists presently, because it overtly states 
the matters that Council will take into account when making 
decisions about investment in coastal erosion mitigation. 
There will always be some subjectivity to this process. 
Weighting may be counterproductive or result in unintended 
consequences. 

Would create a longer, more involved and potentially more 
contentious assessment process for asset managers when 
considering proposals to invest in new coastal protection 
structures or the renewal/maintenance of existing structures. 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT [D 

3. Issue 3: Incentives 
Some submitters suggested that the policy ought to incentivise private property owners to undertake mitigation work 
themselves on Council land and at their own cost, where Council has otherwise determined that it will 'do nothing'. 
Suggestions in terms of appropriate incentives ranged from Council selling part of the esplanade reserve to the adjacent 
property owner and the property owner offering an easement back to Council to ensure ongoing public access. Another 
suggestion was Council agreeing to lease part of the adjacent esplanade reserve to the private land owner undertaking the 
work. 

Option A: 
THAT the policy remains as drafted. 
Advantages Disadvantages 
• Legal advice cautions against providing expressly within the 

1 
• 

Policy for incentives or bespoke arrangements to be entered 
into particularly because it may create conflict with the 
objectives/policies of the NZCPS. 

• The draft policy doesn't preclude a case by case assessment 
of situations where an adjacent land owner wishes to 
undertake mitigation work on Council land and the 
circumstances in which that may be appropriate. 

• The criteria in Section 6 makes it clear you can think 
about an individual or communities willingness/ability to pay 
for the work. 

• In accordance with the NZCPS hard protection structures 
shouldn't be allowed on Council land unless there is 
significant public or environmental benefit. 

• 

Does not provide the community with certainty that where 
Council resolves to 'do nothing' they may then fund 
themselves erosion mitigation work on Council land. 

Staying silent and relying on case by case negotiations is not 
a robust policy approach, and would likely mean those who 
have the means to pay the initial capital cost of protecting 
their property (by a structure on council land) are advantaged 
going forward if the asset is vested and thereafter Council 
bears the ongoing costs of maintenance/renewal. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets No change from existing policy implications in terms of work 
programme/budget. 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 
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ATTACHMENT 

~---·· 
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Option 8: 
THAT the policy is redrafted to set out what private land owners can do on Council land where Council resolves a 'do nothing' 
approach and what incentives might be offered in return 

Advantages Disadvantages 
• Offers more certainty particularly for coastal property owners 

1 
• 

whose land is or is likely to be affected by the erosion of the 
esplanade reserve/strip. 

Offering carte blanche incentives to undertake this type of 
hard engineering work on Council land could potentially be in 
conflict with the provisions of the NZCPS. 

• May create the impetus for adjacent coastal property owners 
1 

• 
Council's legal advisors urge caution in relation to this option, 
noting the strong policy intent of the NZCPS against hard 
engineering structures. 

to accept that it is largely their problem as it is a 
consequential risk of living in close proximity to the coast. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

• Presuming Council chooses to accept these coastal protection 
structures as vested assets it potentially creates an 
inequitable situation where those who have the means to pay 
the capital cost of the structure are advantaged in perpetuity 
because Council thereafter assumes the maintenance/renewal 
costs. 

Potentially increased costs associated with maintaining/renewing 
assets vested in Council. Potentially increased costs associated 
with incentivising adjacent land owner investment. 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT r1 

4. Issue 4: 'Do nothing' not appropriate for existing coastal properties 
A key theme of the feedback received was that while it made good sense to apply a precautionary approach to new 
subdivisions a 'do nothing' approach for existing coastal settlements was not appropriate and indeed, in the eyes of some 
submitters, placed an unfair burden on affected coastal property owners. 

Option A: 
THAT policy remains as drafted 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• There may well be occasions where it makes absolute sense 1 • 

for Council to 'do nothing' notwithstanding that an existing 
property might be affected by that decision (for example, 
where only one property is affected by erosion and the 
esplanade reserve isn't frequently accessed by the public). 

• Maintains the fundamental integrity of the policy. Council 
direction was that the policy was ultimately about creating a 
framework to guide decisions about options for mitigating 
coastal erosion in relation to Council land and its strategic 
assets, not private property. 

Does not offer the certainty or clarity that is sought by 
existing properties affected or likely to be affected by erosion 
of the esplanade reserve/strip that Council will always do 
something to protect its asset, and therefore their property. 

Implications for Work Programme/ Budgets No change from existing policy implications in terms of work 
programme/budget. 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT 

Option B: 
THAT the policy is redrafted to exclude the 'do nothing' approach for existing coastal properties affeded or potentially affeded by 
coastal erosion. 

Advantages 

• Would offer greater clarity I certainty to existing properties 
affected or likely to be affected by erosion of the esplanade 
reserve/strip that Council will always do something to protect 
the reserve (and indirectly private property) even if that 
reserve is not considered strategic enough to protect. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Disadvantages 

• Would undermine the fundamental intent and purpose of the 
policy. 

• If Council was to exclude the 'do nothing' approach for 
existing coastal properties affected or potentially affected by 
coastal erosion then it would require Council to consider its 
stance in relation to other non-Council assets (community 
assets- halls, marae, urupa) also affected by coastal erosion. 

Would potentially affect budgets and work programmes in a 
significant way. 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACH~AENT 

5. Issue 5: Change the scope of the policy to include situations where 
ouncil owned coastal land is affected by slips/subsidence 

Feedback from Omokoroa residents affected by the recent slips highlights that their concerns are beyond the scope of this 
policy, noting that the slips are not attributable to the effects of coastal erosion (as defined in the draft policy that was 
approved for consultation). Rather they have resulted from a combination of intense rainfall, ground water capacity and the 
unique geology of the Pahoia Tephra. 

Option A: 
THA T the policy remains as drafted 

Advantages 

• We can advise Omokoroa submitters that their concerns are 
beyond the scope of this policy. 

• Does not preclude a response to Omokoroa submitters being 
contemplated separately to this policy process (i.e. through 
the LTP). 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Disadvantages 

• The assessment criteria for guiding decisions in relation to 
erosion or land subsidence caused by intense rainfall I ground 
water capacity I the unique geology of parts of our District 
would be fundamentally the same as those included in the 
draft policy. 

• Will do little to alleviate the concerns of affected Omokoroa 
property owners and will likely cause reputational damage or 
a perception that they are being 'brushed off'. 

No change from existing policy implications in terms of work 
programme/budget 

Doc No: A2968851 
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ATTACHMENT 

Option B: 

r-·- --
1 I 
'-· 

THAT the policy scope is changed to include within the definition of coastal erosion, the slipping or subsidence of Council owned 
coastal/and 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• There is a policy void in terms of the Omokoroa slip and • Could delay adoption of the policy while it is redrafted . 
Kauri Point slip situations. The assessment criteria that exist 
within the draft policy could equally apply to these situations. 

• Avoids the need to develop a new and separate policy . 

• Recognises that, at least in terms of the Omokoroa situation, 
the Peninsula is not only affected by coastal processes but 
by intense rainfall, ground water and its geology. It makes 
sense to look at the situation holistically. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets Staff time in redrafting policy. 

Option C: 
THAT a new policy is developed to provide a framework for decision making about Council intervention in the event of slips or 
subsidence of Council owned coastal/and 

Advantages 
• A new policy would close the policy void . 

• Omokoroa slips and community views on whether the cliff 
top esplanade walkway is an asset worth 'holding the line' 
for could be explored with the wider community through the 
LTP. 

Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Deliberations on the draft Coastal Response Policy 
August 2017 

Disadvantages 

• Not factored into the Policy and Planning work programme . 

• Potential for reputational damage to Council while it takes the 
time to develop the policy as Omokoroa residents would be 
no closer to knowing what, if anything, Council is going to do 
about the slips. 

• Potential for duplication in any new policy with this policy . 

A potential new policy of this nature does not feature in the Policy 
& Planning work programme for 2017. Potential for costs in terms 
of further specialist geotechnical and/or legal advice to inform 
policy development 

--------- -
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Summary of Original Submissions to the Coastal Erosion Response Policy 2017 ATTACHMENT 8] 
No Submitter Area of interest Policy View Issues I Comments 
22 Chris Rutherford Clarification Will Council put in protection works to protect the proposed sewer pipeline located in 

the esplanade reserve off Wallace road? 

What will Council do if it adopts a "do nothing" approach and residents put in their 
own seawalls? 

35 Jay Weeks Matakana Clarification Question the legality of advocating for a regional rule that extinguishes existing use 
riqhts. Recommends this is legally reviewed. 

28 Andrea Watts Waihi Beach Neutral Believe the precautionary approach is already in place with set backs at Pios Beach . 
(Bowentown) 

Holding the line for existing properties is the best approach. 
29 Kerry Bird Maketu Neutral Adaptive approach is best. Need to develop a policy for where Council land adjoins 

private property. 
30 Jackie Wenham Waihi Beach Neutral Support a precautionary approach. 

Totally opposed to any additional rock revetments for the protection of private 
property at Waihi Beach 

34 Mervyn Tait Waihi Beach Neutral Agree with a precautionary approach and the assessment criteria. 

The management option should vary to take into account existing use of the adjoining 
property (inland) of the Council land. 

3 Nick du Fresne All coastal Support lm sea level rise in 100 years is considered too conservative. 
margins 

Council should be considering relocation of low lying roads servicing new subdivisions. 

Council should promote adaptive erosion and managed retreat. Policy should make 
mention of reinstating currently drained wetlands as sea level rises to provide habitat 
for wading birds. 

11 Linda Thompson Waihi Beach Support Agree with a precautionary approach with adaptive management. 

Policy takes a sensible stance to sea level rise that will happen whether we want it or 
not. 
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Do not attempt rock walls that don't work and ruin our coastline. 
15 Toni Stringfield Te Puke Support Agree with policy approach that makes it clear that Council is not responsible for the 

loss of private land through erosion. Council should not be spending wider rate-payer 
funds on erosion control but roads access to properties should be maintained whilst 
properties are habitable. 

19 Lisa Passmore Waihi Beach Support Support a precautionary approach. Rock walls are ugly and completely against nature. 

There should be no more rock walls built. A "do nothing" approach is best. The 
protection of private land should not have any funding from Council and ratepayers. It 
is a risk to live by the sea and all those who bought beach front properties have been 
aware that risk for decades. 

39 Peter Babbage Waihi Beach Support In general the idea that we should let natural dune defence systems deal with the 
problem as nature intended is by far the most sensible policy. 

The rock walls built at Waihi beach are an expensive eyesore. If residents had been 
prevented from removing dune systems to create gardens the expense could have 
been saved. 

At the Bowentown end of the beach the cheap and simple replanting of dune plants 
plus roping off areas to discourage access by people has been a tremendous success. 
Not only has it stabilised the dunes and built strong foredunes but it has also provided 
excellent habitat for nesting shore birds. However where the excellent replanting work 
stopped there is some very serious dune erosion taking place. At the end furthest from , 
Bowentown Head the dune erosion has already reached the zone of fully grown 

1 

shrubs. So the excellent work started there does need to be continued further along 
the beach before the damage becomes more severe. Could you please include this 
replanting area as a priority for future. It is not a bad idea to leave in the ropes even 
after the natural dune system has reformed because it is people that destroy the 
foredunes. Permanent roped off areas as at the North end of Waihi beach and at the 
Mount allow natural dune systems to survive and of course then save the council both 
money and work in the future. 

2 
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I have looked at the list of problem areas put forward by those who replied to the 
survey. There is one further area that I think that is worth some quick action . At 
Tuapiro Point reserve the zone at the very far end where all the pine trees have been 
blown over is getting seriously eroded. On the western side of the Point a favourite 
spot for swimming, tree roots have been lost by erosion and the sedge bank has been 
worn away in places by people and horses. The result of this is that sea water has 
been able to flow in behind the sedge and some of the shrub zone in behind is dying 
off. If left the end of the Point could be seriously eroded and a wonderful swimming 
spot lost. All that is needed is replanting of the sedge bank plus a few posts and rope 
with perhaps a sign to ask people to keep off the sedge zone? The many trees lost 
over the last couple of years need replacing with native trees which can flourish in this 
habitat. A small investment here would give excellent long lasting results and preserve 
one of our most beautiful reserves for the enjoyment of all. 

32 Brian Hepenstall Waihi Beach Support Agree with a precautionary approach. Hard engineering options should not be 
considered due to cost and environmental damage. Protecting reserves should only be 
done after public consultation. 

37 Colin Adams Ohinepanea Support Agree with a sensible precautionary approach. Rogers Road dunes have been helped 
with regular annual planting. 4WD and dirt bike activity is stopping regeneration of the 
dunes to the east and is disturbing seabirds including penguin and terns. 

38 Helen Waihi Beach Support A precautionary approach is vital. I do not want to see anymore hard structures at 
Meiklejohn Waihi Beach. 

For undeveloped reserves and strips "do nothing" should be the approach but it should 
be reviewed often as the effects of such a decision become apparent. The adaptive 
approach should be used for assets not vital to the community and where the cost to 
abandon or relocate is weighed up regarding the communities' needs and ability to 
pay. Holding the line should only be used for vital assets hard engineering solutions 
used onlv in exceptional circumstances. 

46 Richard Pope Pukehina Support Commend this overdue initiative. 

Historically Pukehina estuary property owners accepted caveat emptor and paid for a 
rock wall stabilisation, without compensation, whilst ocean property owners and 
Councillors did not. This should be ~ddressed for eguity reasons. 
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42 Kathy Mason & Waihi Beach Support in part The policy fails to provide certainty to the Waihi Beach community as to when Council 
Peter Keall as a landowner will assume responsibility for undertaking erosion mitigation works on 

the open coast at Waihi Beach, and, fails to give effect to the New Zealand Coastal 
Policy Statement at Waihi Beach . 

Section 3.1 Physical Environment 
Largely supported 

Section 3.2 Council Obligations 
The first sentence in this section states: 
''It should be noted Council has no legal obligation to protect its own land or private 
property from erosion. // 

We would like to discuss this statement further when we present our comments in 
person. 

In 2008, as part of its Annual Plan and L TCCP process the Council made a decision to 
charge the whole of the Waihi Beach ward 25% of the cost of the revetment, with 
75% of the cost being funded by beachfront property owners who are deemed to have 
direct benefit from the revetment. Council justified its decision to charge all 
ratepayers by stating the following: 

''If coastal erosion were not controlled, and damage to property occurred, the image 
of Waihi Beach could be adversely affected. 

If protection works were not constructed, other costs may be imposed on 
the community, for example, litigation in the event of property loss, or the 
need for other solutions to the erosion problem. " (emphasis added). 

This statement contradicted a statement made by Council's own legal counsel 
regarding council's liability at the joint hearing on the then proposed Waihi Beach 
coastal protection works. The wording of the policy now indicates that the council has 
reverted to its previous position on this matter. 

4 
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When we present our comments we will be seeking a clear statement from Council 
that it will not change its mind on this issue again. We would also like Council to 
confirm whether this applies in all cases, e.g. does it apply where stormwater 
discharges via creeks exacerbate coastal erosion, and does it apply if there are end 
effects from existing hard structures? 

Now that Council is stating in the policy that it has no legal obligation to protect 
private property from erosion, then what is the justification for charging the wider 
community a portion of the cost of the revetment? 

Also, if there is no legal obligation for Council to protect private property, then does 
this mean that council will no longer be applying for consents for revetments to 
protect private property at Waihi Beach? We assume that is the case, and note that 
Policy 27 ( 4) of the NZCPS states the following: 

''Hard protection structure~ where considered necessary to protect private assets/ 
should not be located on public land if there is no significant public or environmental 
benefit in doing so. " 

Our view is that it is important that the community has clarity on these matters. 
We support much of the remaining wording in this section of the policy. 

Section 3.3 Community Values 
Largely support this wording. 

Section 4 General Approach to Erosion Mitigation 
Support the "do nothing" approach for currently undeveloped inner harbour and 
coastal margins to allow dynamic natural processes (including sea level rise) to take 
place. However this section of the policy is unclear as to how council intends to 
manage coastal erosion where there are existing issues with coastal erosion with 
private property, as is the case at Waihi Beach. 
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Section 4.2 
There is a policy vacuum regarding Council's general approach to erosion where there 
are existing coastal erosion issues with private property. The policy provides no 
indication of whether council: 

• intends to hold the line with a revetment in the future, 
• intends to support extension of the revetment, 
• would consider applying for consents for both of the above, and, 
• whether the council intends to consider other alternatives e.g. creek tra ining or 

diversion, managed retreat etc. 
In this respect the policy fails one of its primary objectives which is to provide 
certainty to the community as to when Council will assume responsibility for 
undertaking erosion mitigation works on the open coast at Waihi Beach. 

The Policy does not adequately address Policy 27 of the NZCPS 

Section 4.3 District Plan Provisions 
The objectives and policies within sections 8.2.1 and 8.2.2 of the District Plan clearly 
do not give effect to the NZCPS, and in this respect the policy, by referring to the 
District Plan, fails to meet the objective of giving effect to the NZCPS. 
For example, policy 14 of the NZCPS relates to the restoration of natural character. 

We note that the District Plan does not provide policies, rules and other methods 
directed at restoration or rehabilitation as required by the NZCPS, and in this respect 
the District Plan is deficient. 

The objectives and policies within the District Plan do not give effect to the NZCPS. 

We also note that Rule 8.3.4 of the District Plan provides discretionary activity status 
for coastal and river protection works including groynes and sea walls. When 
considering the objectives, policies and rules together, the District Plan as it stands is 
deficient and less than helpful in terms of providing policy direction to the Waihi Beach 
community. 
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In contrast, we note that within the Thames Coromandel District Plan, hard coastal 
defences are a non complying activity. In our view, the objectives and policies within 
the Western Bay of Plenty District Plan require strengthening, and the activity status 
for hard coastal structures should be non complying to give effect to the NZCPS. 

We note that the council will assess the merits of restricting development 
intensification and the introduction of setback rules, similar to those in the Coastal 
Erosion Areas and Coastal Inundation Areas of Waihi Beach 000 through future plan 
changes to the District Plan. Our view is that the existing setback rules at Waihi 
Beach are ineffective, and that they should also be reviewed. Private properties 
remain too close to the coast. 

Section 4.4 Council Advocacy and Investigations 

This section of the policy offers nothing for Waihi Beach, which is disappointing given 
the Environment Court decision on the Waihi Beach protection works (paragraph 84) : 

· ~ .. timely investigation and planning will be essential to ensure that a more 
permanent solution is practicable for adoption without repetition of the circumstances 
that presently allow for a short to medium term approach only. Doubtless the concept 
of a "true" backstop wall, and a revisiting of the possibility of diverting Two and Three
Mile Creeks/ will feature among the options that will need to undergo serious 
consideration. " 

The Minister of Conservation imposed additional conditions of consent over and above 
those conditions imposed by the Environment Court. One of those conditions states: 

"The rock seawall is not the long term solution to coastal hazards at Waihi 
Beach so by 2020 the Council must undertake comprehensive investigations 
into the best ways to manage the long term effects of erosion. In doing this/ it 
will be important that the Council works with the local community to come up 
with a long term solution. " 

In contrast, in relation to Waihi Beach the policy seems to hope that central 
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