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Minutes:
Extended CAP Meeting — Raumati Adaptation Area: MCDA Scoring of Shortlisted
Pathways

Date: Wednesday, 13 December 2023

Location: Robin’s Nest, Nga Manu Nature Reserve, 74 Nga Manu Reserve Road, Waikanae
(MS teams- link in invite)

Time: 1.00 pm —6.00 pm

Attendees: Jim Bolger (Chair), Stephen Daysh, Donald Day, Martin Manning, Susie Mills, Kelvin Nixon, Moira
Poutama, Jerry Mateparae, Olivia Bird, John Barrett, Derek Todd, lain Dawe, Rhys Girvan, Danielle Johnson, Paula
Blackett, Astrid Dijkgraaf, Jason Holland, Abbey Morris, Yvonna Chrzanowska, Heather Patterson, Alfred Lison,
Oskar Temel

Observers: Tim Sutton, and Sophie Handford

Apologies: Mark Taratoa, Kris Pervan, Michael Moore, Cam Butler, Glen Olsen, Monique Eade, Kate MacDonald,
Sandhira Naidoo, Aastha Shrestha

Agenda Item Comments

Opening & Opening Karakia by Moira

Introductions Welcome by Jim Bolger, Chair

Confirmation of Confirmation of the Minutes

the minutes e Jim motioned to move the minutes be accepted.

e Don supported the motion to move the minutes and Moira seconded the motion.

Project Update Abbey Morris (KCDC)

e Abbey gave an overview about an upcoming informational video that will be
presented by Derek, which will be done in the new year. Derek will talk about TK and
the science behind the Jacob’s report, as well as the addendum to the Jacob’s report.
It will include a PowerPoint presentation which will be recorded and released
publicly.

e Abbey added that Kris Pervan (GM Strategy and Growth — KCDC) is looking to hold a
catch up with CAP in the new year to discuss CAP’s desired request to engage
independently and to do more community engagements outside of the Council
organised community engagement events.

e Jim asked for an update on the groundwater report. Abbey replied that she has
requested a progress update from Council Infrastructure team on the groundwater
modelling work done by AWA. The work is currently in the peer review stage, hoping
to have further information in February 2024.

e Jim asked when CAP will receive the economic data to support their decision making.
Abbey replied that this is on track as planned in the work programme for the early
April CAP meeting. The Coastal Project team will be establishing a contract shortly to
start drafting the economic data report.

e Abbey sought clarification from CAP to confirm the adaptation pathways for the RAA,
based on discussions at the 15 November CAP meeting. She explained there was a
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difference in interpretation amongst TAG about the agreed pathways for the erosion
management units — Management Unit 9A (North of Wharemauku Stream) and 10A
(South of Wharemauku Stream), regarding whether the seawall proposed was to be
an enhanced or new seawall.
Abbey stated that given there were different interpretations, instead of making
assumptions she brought it back to CAP to ensure CAP’s vision was captured.
o One interpretation on ‘Enhance Sea wall ¥ would mean building an entirely
new seawall regardless of the structures that are there — refer to menu option
12: new sea wall).
o Another interpretation would be to ‘enhance existing erosion protection
structures’ - refer to menu option 2.
Derek explained that if a new sea wall is built the design may not always be able to
withstand new environment conditions in the future. In that case CAP needs to
decide whether they would prefer to enhance an established sea wall to meet the
new conditions or remove the old sea wall and build an entirely new one that can
meet the needs of the future.
Martin stated it is very costly to enhance a seawall and noted that CAP must consider
the presentation they received last week from Ecoreef as a potential cost-effective
approach that allows for progressive sea wall development over time.
Derek added that similar solutions which allow for new modules of the sea wall to be
added over time are available and can come under the definition of enhancing the
sea wall.
Stephen highlighted the importance of clarifying the exact form of pathway the CAP
has decided about and ensuring that the pathways match the menu definitions in the
High-level Menu of Options Raumati Adaptation Area document.
After some discussion on menu options 2 and 12, CAP agreed that they understood
the “enhanced seawall” to be as described in menu option 2.
Stephen proposed the following change:
The RAA Shortlisted Adaptation Pathways document: instead of using Enhance
Seawall *2 change to Enhance existing erosion protection structures ? (e.g. sea
walls).
CAP agreed to these changes.

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Derek Todd, Jacobs (Facilitated
discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Effectively manages the risk of coastal erosion’ criterion.

Stephen introduced the criterion with pre-scoring from Derek.

Derek explained pathways are ranked for effectiveness for managing erosion risk and

provided rationale behind the difference in his scores for Management Unit 9A. The

full rationale is in the notes section of the MCDA scoring sheet, and he added that:

o Management Unit 9A (North of Wharemauku Stream) PW 3 and PW 6 is ranked
highest (5) due to the effectiveness of relocation of the seawall further back in
the medium and increased confidence that seawall could be enhanced in long-
term to meet the new conditions.

o PWA4 isranked 4 because there is less certainty about the effectiveness of
renourishment in the long-term.

o PWS5 is 4 because the sea wall would not change position from where the current
sea wall is, so there is uncertainty about the effectiveness of that regarding
coastal erosion in the long-term.
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o PWa2 is 4 for similar reasons as the sea wall would not move back in the short

term until the line was re-established with a setback sea wall in the long-term.

o PWa1 has lowest relative rank (3), due to a risk in the medium-term of whether

the status quo structures can be enhanced. He added that the existing structures
can be enhanced for change in conditions in 30 years, but uncertainty exists on
whether they could continue to be enhanced further into the future.
Derek explained the same approach has been used across Management Unit 10A
(South of Wharemauku Stream).
Susie asked for clarification on what beach renourishment would entail for PW4 in
Management Unit 9A. Derek answered that this pathway includes moving the sea
wall back paired with dune reconstruction. In the long-term it is anticipated that
dunes would get eroded and would involve ongoing costs to renourish. Derek added
that there is uncertainty around whether the sea wall will be as efficient against
erosion without a dune in front of it.
Derek explained that all the pathways for Management Unit 9B (Inundation unit)
have been scored at 1 for erosion as they are all designed to manage inundation and
there is no risk for erosion in that unit.
Stephen asked if there were any more questions around Derek’s scoring and
reasoning. CAP had none.

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Derek Todd, Jacobs (Facilitated
discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Effectively manages the risk of coastal inundation’ criterion.

Derek explained that the main inundation risk for Management Unit 9A is from sea
water coming up Wharemauku Stream. He provided rationale for the scores for
Management Unit 9A, noting most of the pathways scored 2 due to all pathways
being better for erosion protection, not inundation protection. He added there could
be a small co-benefit from the pathways for inundation. However, PW5 was
downgraded to 1, due to no co-benefit existing because there is no moving of the
sea wall. He reiterated that none of the pathways are designed for inundation in this
area given it is an erosion unit and erosion is the main coastal hazard projected for
the Raumati Adaptation Area.

Derek explained that the rationale for the scoring of Management Unit 10A is like
that of Management Unit 9A. The pathways that include re-establishing the line with
a setback sea wall have some co-benefit, but those where the line remains the same
are scored lower due to no co-benefit.

Derek explained the scoring for Management Unit 9B which is the unit focused on
inundation risk/management. Derek explained that all the draft pathways that CAP
have chosen would be highly effective at managing the risks of coastal inundation,
but PW2 could be less effective as floodproofing individual properties could still
result in some access issues.

Martin noted concerns about flood management and drainage and added that the
way the water gets out is critical.

Derek responded that the drainage element would be part of enhancing existing
inundation protection, including infrastructure like drainage and pump stations.
Martin queried the scoring, and Derek clarified that Management Units 9A and 10A
are at risk of erosion rather than inundation, and the proposed pathway options to
manage inundation are less relevant to these units, therefore the pathways received
low scores.

Stephen added that this method of scoring is consistent with previous scoring.
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Martin pointed out that CAP’s scoring will go out to the public where they may see
that their area has been scored low and become concerned due to not
understanding the terminology. If there is no risk of inundation or erosion in their
area, then this should be noted so the public knows not to be concerned.

Jason reminded Martin that the methodology approach has been agreed by CAP
right from the start. Each pathway for each erosion unit is scored both for
effectiveness of managing the erosion risk and the effectiveness of managing the
inundation risk. Similarly, each pathway for each inundation unit is scored both for
effectiveness of managing the inundation risk and the effectiveness of managing the
erosion risk. The rationale for this method is scoring on that co-benefit and provides
the ability for a pathway option to have a slightly higher combined score even if it
was not primarily designed to deal with the other risk, but it still provides some
benefit to managing it.

Stephen reminded CAP that they have a very detailed summary sheet which
describes the different types and levels of risk for each of the Management Units.
Stephen encouraged CAP to utilise that information in their report.

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area
Continued...

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Monique Eade, Jacobs (Facilitated
discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Regulatory consenting and policy risk’ criterion.

Monique ran through her scoring and commentary on the pathways. She highlighted
that the policy framework has the potential to change, and the scoring is based on
the existing framework and is also heavily swayed by the medium- and long-term
options.

Monique explained that the erosion Management Units (9A and 10A), have been
scored consistently. For sea walls some minor upgrades are enabled by the current
policy framework. However, significant upgrades can be considered a new sea wall
under the existing framework, but the fact there is an existing seawall will be
considered in consenting. This is easier than building a sea wall where none has
existed in the past.

Monique continued by explaining that the policy framework generally discourages
the construction of new sea walls except where it is the only reasonable or practical
option. The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement requires consideration of other
risk management approaches including both status quo and managed retreat, as well
as requiring the works to be part of a long-term hazard management strategy. This is
largely part of the work CAP is already doing through the Takutai Kapiti process.

In summary, despite the policy framework, the rules enable the construction of sea
walls, therefore pathways with sea walls are scored as a 3, due to the policies not
supporting it but the rules enable it. She added that pathways which include retreat
have been scored as a 2 because whilst national policy is currently heading in the
direction to make retreat easier, plan changes (to both Regional Plans and the
District Plan) are still required to enable retreat, so retreat is currently more difficult
than building a sea wall. Current policy generally encourages soft engineering
approaches so it would be scored as a 4, however, because soft engineering is always
used in conjunction with a retreat it scores as a 2.

Monique explained that for inundation Management Unit 9B, scoring is more
difficult because it depends on where the works are occurring and what is occurring.
However, generally there is an existing consenting pathway for all the adaptation
options so they either score as a 4 or a 5. Monique added that PW2 scored 5,
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because enhancing existing protections and raising buildings is easier to do. The
other pathways have a slight hurdle.

Stephen asked CAP if they had any questions for Monique. Jerry asked Monique for
clarification on why certain pathways have been scored 3 and not 2 for the erosion
Management Units. Monique explained that her scoring is reflective of looking at all
of the possible adaptation options and rated them relative to each other to avoid
inconsistencies. Monique further clarified that a rating of 3 is the middle range,
lower than 3 reflects options that are harder for consenting and scores above 3 are
easier. She explained that current national legislation and regional policies would
make pathways scored a 2 harder to complete, because effectively there are two
processes to implement those options, so they are not impossible but more difficult.
Therefore, options that include a managed retreat are marked lower. Pathways
marked at 3 are easier than a retreat as the policy framework allow for them.
Monique added that any major additions to a seawall are considered the same as
making a new sea wall regarding national legislation and regional policies.

Jerry asked Monique that if a pathway includes a retreat, it will be far more difficult
from a regulatory risk perspective. Monique confirmed that is the case.

Stephen added that whichever option CAP agrees on will have its challenges, but
they are not impossible.

Jim asked how this scoring fits into possible changes to the Resource Management
Act, due to the new government, considering that we do not currently know what
those changes might be. Stephen replied that TAG is applying the current legislation
for their scoring, noting that this is a sound and proven methodology.

Jason added that he has full confidence in what has been prepared by Monique.
Abbey noted that there was a memo provided by Monique on her thought process if
CAP would like to understand more.

Stephen asked for questions from CAP. There were no more questions.

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area
Continued...

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Rhys Girvan, Boffa Miskell
(Facilitated discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Landscape’ criterion.

Rhys gave an overview of the pathways and their impact on natural character. He
stated that this area of coast has a large amount of modification, and therefore a
high level of natural character has not been identified. Rhys added that his
commentary was formed by looking at the pathways in terms of what opportunities
they may present to restore natural character due to the amount of modification
that has already occurred.

Rhys gave a summary of what scoring 1 —5 means from a landscape perspective.
Anywhere there is an impact on natural character you would expect a reduction in
natural character. The pathways that score lower are due to a high level of
modification, but those that score higher will enhance the natural character of the
area.

Rhys started with Management Unit 9A (North of the Wharemauku Stream),
explaining that PW1 is about keeping what is there in terms of the existing seawalls,
enhancing them in the medium term, then replacing in long term. This pathway
allows limited opportunities to restore natural character.

Olivia asked if re-establishing the line with a setback seawall will give any
opportunities to restore natural character due to there being more space. Rhys
responded that there could be an opportunity to enhance natural character due to
there being more space, but this has not been included as an option within PW1.
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Olivia clarified her question by asking if re-establishing the line would encourage
character to develop naturally. Rhys responded that without developing any
additional mechanisms that come with reinstating dunes in this pathway, there
might be a reduction in natural character. The pathway would need to have
additional mechanisms in order to restore the natural character.

For PW2, Rhys explained that it is like PW1 regarding hard engineering reducing the
amount of natural character of the area. Stephen clarified that this pathway does not
outline any work to enhance the natural character. Rhys confirmed this to be the
case.

For PW3, Rhys explained it is similar to the previous two pathways except the timing
of the setback seawall is different. This again becomes a hard-edge wall without
enhancing the natural character. Rhys added that in this context, restoring natural
character is about how you would encourage natural elements, patterns and
processes. Enhancing in this context means it will enhance protection but will not go
towards restoring natural character.

Martin added that hard engineering can have the opportunity for recreational areas,
e.g. picnic areas on top of sea walls. Rhys responded that picnic areas are not natural
elements, and the Landscape criterion only focuses on how the pathways affect the
natural character. Recreational areas on sea walls would be reflective of the Public
Access and Recreation criterion.

Rhys explained that PW4 initially looks at enhancing the existing protection, then re-
establishing the seawall back from the coastline alongside reconstructing the dunes
thus restoring the natural character. There would need to be a process of
renourishment of the dunes and working within the natural process to restore the
natural edge. This pathway would be preferential in restoring the natural character.
Stephen reiterated to CAP that this pathway is preferred by Rhys, regarding potential
to restore the natural character.

Martin asked how the nourishment would be done. Derek replied that because this
pathway includes dune reconstruction in the medium-term the renourishment would
likely be in lower parts of the beach and added there is ongoing modification when it
comes to renourishment and that the pathway is going in the right direction from a
natural character perspective.

For PW5, Rhys pointed out that the keyword in his notes is ‘coordinated’ as the
aesthetics are better with a coordinated response over fragmented structures. He
added that from a natural character view it is like the previous pathways, as there
are no actions included in restoring natural patterns and processes alongside the
hard engineering modification interventions.

For PW6, Rhys explained that it similar again to previous pathways and does not
allow for any restoration of natural character alongside the hard engineering
options.

TEA BREAK

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Rhys Girvan, Boffa Miskell
(Facilitated discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Landscape’ criterion.

Stephen introduced Management Unit 10A (South of Wharemauku Stream), noting
that the pathways were similar to Management Unit 9A but with subtle differences.
Rhys gave an overview of his commentary of PW1 by noting that status quo includes
the proposed replacement sea wall as part of the upcoming Long-term Plan. He
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Adaptation Area
Continued...

added that PW1 also includes the word ‘enhance’, highlighting that sea wall would
need to be increased and reinforced in the medium term. This is not restoring
natural character.

For PW2, Rhys explained that it starts with the status quo but recognises that sea
wall will need to be re-established inland in the future which would allow for more
possibility for dune enhancement.

For PW3, Rhys noted that the level of hard engineering modification in the area
becomes greater with very little actions done regarding restoration of natural
elements that were there previously.

For PW4, Rhys explained that re-establishment of the line with a setback sea wall
would allow more space, so this pathway is neutral.

For PW5, Rhys noted that this pathway allows for more nature-based solutions.
Moving back the sea wall would allow more space that can be accommodated with
dunes and the addition of beach renourishment in the long-term would be better for
natural character.

Stephen noted for CAP that this commentary is consistent with Management Unit
9A.

Rhys explained his commentary for Management Unit 9B (inundation unit),
explaining that whilst he has scored all three pathways similarly, PW2 allows for
natural elements and processes to occur, such as flooding. By lifting and flood
proofing the infrastructure you work more with the hazard and allow it to come and
go naturally. Rhys added that PW1 and PW3 allow for building structures to protect
from the hazard without improving the natural character and elements.

CAP had no further questions.

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area
Continued...

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Danielle Johnson and Paula Blackett,
NIWA (Facilitated discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Community, social and economic wellbeing’ criterion.

Abbey noted that social scientists Dr Paula Blackett and Dr Danielle Johnson, from
NIWA have joined TAG. Both are very experienced in the human domain.

Stephen invited Paula and Danielle to introduce themselves.

Paula introduced herself and outlined her expertise, including that she was the lead
for the human domain for MfE’s guidance and contributed to the National Climate
Change Risk Assessment for New Zealand (MfE 2020). She also contributed to the
Coastal Hazards and Climate Change: Guidance for local government (MfE 2017). She
added that she has already advised other local governments on these topics and has
just completed the Wellington Regional Climate Change Risk Assessment for the
human domain.

Danielle introduced herself and outlined her expertise, including having a
background in anthropology and human geography with a specialism in climate
adaptation.

Stephen invited Paula and Danielle to begin with their commentary.

Paula began with a general overview of the different adaptation options for both the
Community Social and Economic Wellbeing and the Public Access and Recreation
criteria. She explained that there are two aspects when it comes to thinking about
the impacts on things people value, which are the people who are directly affected
and those who are less directly impacted but are still part of the community. She
added that both groups in the community may hold different values and the impact
of each of these pathways on the wellbeing and ability to recreate for both groups
need to be considered.
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Paula continued by explaining the impact of sea walls, knowing that beaches are lost
overtime with sea walls so the ability to recreate is diminished and public access to
the coastal environment is altered, although there is possibility of creating different
types of access. She added that members of the community, who gain wellbeing by
spending time at the beach, will be affected. She continued by explaining that people
whose property are immediately behind the sea wall will benefit, thus increasing
their certainty in respect to insurance and confidence in the ability to remain in the
area. Paula added that there is potential for community conflict about ad-hoc
maintenance for private sea walls as there may be parts of the sea wall that are not
maintained by those who cannot afford it in contrast to those who can.

Paula continued by discussing the pathway options that include Community
Education and Emergency Management and how this tends to get people out of
harm's way and removes direct risk to life. People know what to do when something
happens, but it does not help much with long-term certainty or people’s confidence
to be able to stay in place, particularly those who are on the beach front. She added
that it does create some opportunities for increased social cohesion as the
community can work together and affect actions as a collective - this action means
the ability to connect with the coast is still present, but so are the risks.

Paula continued by explaining the pathway options that include dune establishment
and beach renourishment tend to be the preferred option in various communities at
it retains people’s ability to recreate in a given place. Paula added, however, that the
sand for construction and renourishment must come from somewhere so it may be
translating the risk to another area.

Jim noted that Paula has mentioned that sea walls could create conflict between
neighbours. Jim then asked if this is unique to Raumati or is it like other places. Paula
replied that social conflict is common in similar circumstances where there is a
differential benefit. Jim responded that it is the same with building roads, that some
people benefit more than others. Jim asked for clarification whether this analysis is
unique to Raumati or could it be applied to most similar communities. Paula
answered that this impact on social cohesion is present in all similar communities
and given this is likely to occur in Raumati.

Paula continued her overview by highlighting the option of re-establishing the line
and beach renourishment as one that tends to be more appealing in the context of
the Community Social and Economic Wellbeing criteria. This option looks to retreat
the beach front houses so those people will be impacted and will create issues within
the community, but then the recreational opportunities and ability to connect to the
beach will remain. Note: No properties have been identified for retreat if it was to
occur as this is outside of the scope of the project and CAP.

Jerry asked whether Paula and Danielle included the impact from the rates on those
front-line houses as that will have an impact on the rates elsewhere. Paula replied
that they were not supplied the rate information so that was not included in their
analysis. Note: How adaptation options could be funded is not within scope of the
project nor the CAP.

Danielle gave an overview of inundation protection measures for Management Unit
9B, focusing on hard protection and flood proofing of buildings. She explained that
hard protection such as stopbanks, culverts, and pump stations have complex and
conflicting impacts. They may improve the health and safety of the community by
reducing risk of injury or illness from encountering flood waters, however, there is
evidence to suggest that these protection measures also give people a false sense of
security which may put more of the community in harm’s way if there was a coastal
storm surge flood without much warning. Danielle added that hard protection
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structures may reduce the feeling of being at risk and allow more of the community
to feel confidence that they are able to stay in the area. Danielle also noted that
community members may also find it easier to get insurance, but noted insurance
coverage depends on the insurance companies themselves and not what Council
does.

Danielle explained that the impact on social cohesion is also mixed as although there
may be an increase in confidence in remaining in the community, measures for hard
protection and flood proofing may also cause tension. This is likely around who pays
for these measures, as not everyone in that community will benefit from stop banks,
etc. Danielle added that the impact on public access and opportunity for recreation is
minimal, as measures such as stop banks may increase public recreation if walkways
were incorporated, but hard protection like culverts and pumping stations, may also
be considered an eyesore. Danielle continued by explaining that flood proofing
buildings may have a positive impact on the community by reducing the health
implications of living in a waterlogged building. Health implications of living in
waterlogged building e.g. respiratory issues.

Danielle added that she cannot give a definitive answer about the implications of
floodproofing on ability to get insurance. However, if people can get insurance due
to floodproofing buildings, then that will increase confidence to stay in the
community for longer, thus improving social cohesion.

Derek noted Management Unit 9A is an erosion unit and does not cover the risk of
inundation. Danielle replied that while their commentary takes wider community-
level overview there are small pockets of people that may have different experiences
with inundation. Paula added that they provided more information instead of less,
which is why there are a lot of factors included in their commentary for the CAP to
consider.

Martin asked to what extent can we expect a difference from one generation to
another. He added that looking at the long-term perspective, his grandchildren are
very different from him, and these pathways are looking at another two generations
out. Paula replied that when you are doing a climate change risk assessment, you
tend to just project the current situation forward in time. She added that this is a
methodological problem as society changes with what people want now versus in
the future, but the beauty of using the Dynamic Adaptative Planning Pathways
approach is, it gives you flexibility to navigate through this inevitable social change.
Paula shared that if we were to attempt to imagine a future society, we would get it
wrong, so we use what is the situation now as a benchmark for the future.

Stephen suggested CAP moves onto scoring the pathways, against the Community,
Social, and Economic Wellbeing criteria, beginning with Management Unit 9A.

For PW2, Danielle commented that this pathway gets into the seawall earlier than
PW1, therefore the social cohesion issue may come up earlier in time. Olivia added
that in terms of the community feedback, this pathway seems to be more in line with
what they want.

For PW4, Paula noted that with re-establishing the line in the medium term, the
beachfront properties would need to be retreated. However, by maintaining the
beach and the beach renourishment some of the community impacts are positive.
CAP acknowledged the difficulty related to the decisions around retreat. Susie noted
that the beachfront property owners will be devastated, and those next in line may
wonder if they would have to move in the future. Don added that the difficulty when
you look at the different options in the medium and long term, each of the impacts
will affect different generations. Susie added that if this pathway came out as the
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preferred pathway, she queried if CAP would be acting in reflection of the Raumati
community’s values that they have shared.

Abbey noted that in this pathway, the CAP needs to weigh up the impact of retreat
to a beachfront part of the community in the medium term, which allows to re-
establish a protection line. She noted that Raumati has strongly shared that they do
not want to retreat and want to stay in place.

Jerry responded that CAP is discussing social and economic wellbeing impacts, which
is about people and how they feel about whether they are being listened to and
achieving what they want in the community. Tim added that if you’re scoring PW1
which has retreat in the long term as a 2, then looking at PW4 which has retreat in
the medium term, from the view of the Raumati community who have said they are
not interested in retreat, the logic says to give this one 1.

Stephen noted that this is a difficult area because of the trade-offs for the
community and looking at the pathways relative to each other will be important. Jim
replied that no one wants to retreat, but CAP is also looking at the climate risk. Jerry
responded that the overall impact is the climate risk, but this specific criterion is
around what the people want.

CAP discussed scoring for PW5, with Stephen explaining that this pathway includes
building a sea wall at the start, enhancing that sea wall in the medium term, and
then enhancing again in the long term to the new climate conditions.

CAP discussed scoring for PW6, with Stephen noted this pathway includes building a
sea wall at the start, then re-establishing the line with a setback sea wall in the
medium term.

Abbey pointed out the difference between PW3 and PW6, saying both include re-
establishing the line in the medium term, and enhancing the new sea wall in the long
term, but in the short term PW6 builds a new sea wall and PW3 enhances existing
structures, along with community education. Abbey noted that Management Unit 9A
does not currently have a council-maintained and owned sea wall, so PW6 could
mean more certainty for the community.

Jerry said that if Council went to the residents and said they will build a sea wall
there, the residents would be positive about it. Jason clarified that option 12 on the
high-level menu of options does not guarantee that Council will pay for the sea wall.
Jerry countered that it is a matter of how Council goes about it, or if Council decides
that beachfront owners must put in structures or make it optional. Jason added that
he is not aware of a mechanism where Council could compel residents to build those
structures themselves, only where Council has done the project itself.

Jason added that this criterion is where CAP should bring in what they have heard
from the community, likely more than any other criteria as it is dealing with social
impacts of these pathways. Olivia agreed, noting that as is the core criteria where
CAP gets to reflect what feedback they have heard from the community, both
regarding the sea wall and managed retreat, she thinks it is important that we reflect
that in the scoring.

Stephen added that it is also important to capture CAP’s reasons for the distinctions,
noting there is no distinction in TAG’s notes but quite a distinction between CAP’s
scorings due to CAP considering the community’s view and that reflects in their
scoring.

Susie noted that the feedback CAP has received from the community is that they
want to stay for as long as possible, thus the pathways that do not include a
managed retreat should be scored higher and more favourable.
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Olivia added that at the last meeting there was a conversation around the RAA

objective and key focus for this adaptation area so it would be beneficial to capture

how the CAP has scored these pathways in the context of the objective.

Kelvin noted that a government report has said to not use the words ‘managed

retreat’ but rather ‘strategic relocation’, and we should be reflecting that. Stephen

replied that the NZCPS still uses the term ‘managed retreat’, but if CAP has concern

about using that term, then it should be noted. Abbey added that if the terminology

was changed now there is a potential for the Raumati community to perceive that

CAP is trying to cause confusion since the term ‘managed retreat’ is well known. She

then asked for clarity from CAP if going forward they would prefer the wording to

change from ‘managed retreat’ to a different wording. Jerry replied that since that

wording was already used for all other areas this should not change.

The CAP wished for the following commentary to be noted:

o PWS5 for Management Unit 9A: This pathway is reflective of the objective for the
Raumati Adaptation Area in recognition of the community’s values.

o PW3, PW4 and PW6 for Management Unit 9A, and PW4 and PW5 for
Management Unit 10A: Re-establishing the line with a setback sea wall negatively
affects front line homeowners’ ability to stay in situ in the medium-term.

CAP moved onto scoring for Management Unit 9B (Inundation Unit).

Danielle explained for PW1 the combination of emergency management and
community education and additional hard protection, would positively influence
community health, wellbeing, and safety. She noted that PW3 is like PW1, whereas
PW?2 is different in that it includes flood-proofing.

Stephen asked Paula for any further comments. Paula replied that the long term for
PW1 and PW3 puts the onus on Council to build the inundation protection, whereas
PW?2 includes flood proofing buildings and elevating floor levels of structures which
would put the onus on the property owner. Paula highlighted that the difference is
on who bears the responsibility for adaptation. Danielle added that because PW2
includes more individual responsibility it could lead to social inequity which would
negatively impact social cohesion in the community between those who can and
cannot afford it.

Kelvin noted that PW1 and PW3 are different regarding when the hard protection is
built. Abbey added the other difference is that in the medium term with PW1 you
are enhancing existing inundation protection but PW3 it is building new structures.
Susie asked what protections are in place currently. Tim replied there are some
stopbanks and sections of wooden sea wall.

Kelvin observed that additional hard protections in the medium-term would be
better for the long-term.

Stephen noted the comment on false sense of security associated with stopbanks.
Paula explained the “levee effect”, which is well-documented with flood
management. She explained that the engineering measures are designed for a 1%
AEP event, so if there was an intense inundation event that caused protection to be
overrun this could result in failure. The “levee effect” is when people believe they
will always be protected due to the protections put in place. This gives a false sense
of security as all engineering has its limits. Paula added that people would need to be
reminded that despite having stopbanks there is still a risk in the case of an extreme
event. Jerry noted that an example of this happening is Cyclone Gabrielle.

Stephen clarified that the pathways that were not going to manage the risk were
excluded as per the technical advice. lain added that there is still remaining risk even
with liable options and structures.
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Kelvin noted the comment about the “levee effect” should be noted for PW3 too.
Stephen asked Danielle why there is only one point of commentary included on
PW3. Danielle responded that it would be repeating points from previous pathways,
but highlighted the commentary where is states that additional hard protection
could also have adverse effects on health and safety which refers to the levee effect
that was discussed extensively in PW1.

Jerry noted that the differentiating point is PW2 will impact directly on homeowners
because they must do something themselves.

Olivia anticipated there would be some positive impact on community wellbeing
from hard protection, but the commentary from TAG explains it would have a
neutral effect.

Susie said that the effects of inundation would be felt more by those alongside the
stream, such as the shopping centre and bowling club, and behind the dunes,
affecting a lot more people (compared to those beach-front owners affected by
erosion).

Abbey reminded CAP of Derek’s point that there are only a few pockets within
Management Unit 9B that would be affected by inundation.

Tim added that Susie’s point about the shopping centre being affected makes PW2
less attractive as it would be harder for these areas to raise their floors and
foundations without adverse effect on the community in terms of access. He also
added that there are a lot of public areas there, including schools.

Stephen noted that CAP agreed on their scoring for Management Unit 9B.

TEA BREAK

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area
Continued...

CAP continued by scoring Management Unit 10A for the ‘Community, social and
economic wellbeing’ criterion.

Abbey reminded CAP that status quo for this Management Unit means building a
new sea wall as outlined in the LTP.

Kelvin noted that PW5 seemed similar to PW4. Stephen highlighted the distinction
that in PW5 the community would get the benefit of beach renourishment, whereas
in PW4 they would not. Jerry added that in PW4 if the setback sea wall that was built
in the medium-term could no longer meet the conditions in the long-term then a
new sea wall would be built, whereas in PW5 there is no new sea wall in the long
term.

The CAP’s final scores can be found in Appendix 1 to these minutes.

Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area
Continued...

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Astrid Dijkgraaf, Astrid.Ecology
(Facilitated discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Ecology’ criterion:

Stephen welcomed Astrid and asked her to outline her experience.

Astrid introduced herself, who outlined her previous work on the Kapiti Coast District
Plan (including the work on significant natural areas) and State Highway One.
Stephen highlighted the depth of the notes and commentary from Astrid.

Astrid noted that the coast of RAA is constrained and modified and has had sea walls
for such a long time so there is not a lot of space for ecological aspects.

Astrid provided the rationale behind her commentary, explaining that being an
ecologist she was focusing on the plants and animals and how features of ecology
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can adapt and move, noting that animals can move easier than plants and dunes
struggle to move if there is no sand coming in.

Stephen asked for CAP to begin their scoring for Management Unit 9A based on
their knowledge of the coastline and the comments on ecology from Astrid.

Jerry asked Astrid which of the six pathways she would rate as the best two in terms
of ecological values. Astrid answered that if you can create room for dunes that
would help to protect the properties as dunes also function as a buffer for the sea,
and if you have dunes then you can reestablish some habitat. She added that it might
not be much, but it would be more than what is there currently, so where it is
possible to re-establish the line and renourish a dune there would be ecological
benefits. Astrid outlined that PW4 is best for ecology as hard structures do not give
much habitat for species to be able to establish therefore do not have much
ecological benefit.

Jason asked how much habitat you could expect to achieve due to the limited range
of space, even under PW4. Jason further asked if any of these pathways could be
given a 4 or 5 rating given that even then best option for ecology still seems to have
some limited ecological benefits. Astrid replied that in some other areas where
dunes have been reestablished the dunes started moving coastward, so they
managed to accrue more sand and increase in size by themselves once they were
more established, adding that if that were to happen you could score higher as the
habitat is increasing. Astrid also noted in that scenario dunes were eroding before
being re-established. Abbey reminded CAP that Derek has noted previously the
dunes in this unit are eroding at a high level and the sediment is being washed out
instead of coming back into the area naturally.

Jerry said that we are looking at this from the ecological values and what is best in
terms of managing or improving the ecological values of the area, adding that he
would rate these pathways according to what is best for the ecological values to be
enhanced. Olivia replied that none of these pathways go far to improve the
ecological state, instead for PW4, so she would look to scoring them quite low. Olivia
continued by saying that in terms of re-establishing the line, that course of action
does not do enough to improve ecological values of the area. Astrid replied that it
might create some short-term habitat, but it would probably need to come with
something like weed management.

Jerry noted that he would also rate PW4 higher as, from an ecological sense, you are
not doing anything until you absolutely must.

CAP moved onto scoring Management Unit 10A.

Astrid gave an overview, saying that if there is an opportunity to create space it
would be beneficial for ecology. Kelvin responded that there is not a lot of space
ecologically. Olivia added that she would score PW5 higher in terms of how it gives
some opportunity to improve the ecology. Jerry noted that PW2 also offers space
and dune reconstruction.

CAP moved into scoring for Management Unit 9B (inundation unit).

Astrid gave an overview by explaining that in some instances inundation goes quite a
long way up the Wharemauku Stream so the ecological changes that happen there
will need to be kept in mind, such as whether birds and fish can still use the estuary.
Astrid added that the estuary and stream become quite important when it comes to
the inundation unit and there are potential ecological benefits that could be created
if some of the flood-protection measures create temporary space. For example, if
the Wharemauku Stream was allowed to move into its flood plain more, those areas
could serve as ecological areas during the times that they are not flooded. Astrid
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continued by explaining that other measures such as increasing the heights of
houses and flood protecting them would have very little effect on ecology.

e  Olivia asked if PW2 would have any ecological benefit by flood proofing and creating
space for natural processes, or if it would be neutral. Astrid agreed it would be
neutral.

e Abbey asked if construction of inundation protection structures would negatively
impact ecology compared to flood proofing and raising floor levels. Astrid replied
that if those structures were placed in places that have ecological value, then it
would be a negative. If inundation structures interfered with how the aquatic species
could move through the system, that would also be a negative thing for ecology, but
it depends on what structures would be used. Astrid added that you can have flood
mechanisms that are open most of the time for fish to pass through and are closed
when sea levels are problematic.

e John asked how far up the Wharemauku Stream the impact of inundation is likely to
be seen. Astrid replied that in some of the maps she studied the possibility of
inundation in the long term goes even past the new State Highway One. Kelvin
responded that that would suggest it would be better to have flood protection in the
medium term rather than in the long term.

e Olivia said that she scored pathways that include flood proofing as a 3 due to it
seeming like an ecologically neutral option. Kelvin added that by putting in flood
gates, the risk of inundation that harms ecology up the stream would be lowered.

e  Olivia asked Astrid if she knows what species in the area would be impacted by the
flooding. Astrid replied that there is currently quite a lot of vacant land either side of
the Wharemauku Stream. She added that there is quite a range of species in the
stream with a high score from GWRC, also the stream goes very far inland. Astrid
explained that with increases in coastal flooding, vegetation on the stream over time
could change from freshwater vegetation to saline vegetation. She added that if the
salt wedge moves further inland it could create more spawning habitat for inanga.
She noted that the species that are there currently are of low ecological value or are
fairly resilient.

e Stephen noted Kelvin’s point that if you have stop banks and culverts with flood
gates you can close off the sea coming in, which would not be inundated with sea
water when the high tides and flood are coming in. Kelvin also added that not having
them there is not a negative. Olivia added that flooding can be positive for ecology.

The CAP’s final scores can be found in Appendix 1 to these minutes.
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Multiple Criteria
Decision Analysis
(MCDA)
Assessment of
Shortlisted
Pathways for
Raumati
Adaptation Area
Continued...

Stephen Daysh, Mitchell Daysh with support from Danielle Johnson and Paula Blackett,
NIWA (Facilitated discussion session resulting in CAP decision required)

Focusing on the ‘Public access and recreation’ criterion.

e Stephen noted that this criterion is where the walkways and seawalls come in which
has been a point of interest for Martin.

e Abbey reminded CAP that for Management Unit 9A (North of Wharemauku Stream,
and in PW1 the Status Quo is as is and there is not a new sea wall as proposed in the
upcoming long-term plan.

CAP began their scoring for Management Unit 9A

e Jerry said that he sees the pathways are all the same because people will change
their views on what public access is and the recreation that they will do on those. He
cited New Plymouth as an example with a sea wall right along the front of the area
with parts of the beach they can still access and other parts they cannot, but the
entire wall is also a walkway. Jerry supported Martin’s previous points that future
generations will look at the sea wall and think it is a great place to have a picnic.

e Tim noted that beach access is not dependant on private landowners, it is dependent
on the Council decision to maintain public access to the beach.

e Olivia queried the last bullet on PW4 regarding how beach renourishment risks losing
recreational opportunities. Jerry noted that beach renourishment could positively
impact public access to the beach.

e Olivia asked how much of an impact would re-establishing the line have on public
access and recreation, and does it matter if it is in the medium term or the long
term. Abbey replied explaining that Council currently has multiple accessways to the
beach through the dunes as Council maintains them but that does not mean they will
all remain open or maintained.

e Stephen added that he has seen sea walls overseas where the line has been moved
back and in these cases the points of access were minimised to maintain the integrity
of the sea wall, so from a public access point of view it would be negative. Olivia
responded that if re-establishing the line is in the medium term it will need to be
scored lower.

Management Unit 10A - CAP discussed and agreed their scoring.

CAP moved onto scoring Management Unit 10B (inundation).

e Jim noted that all the pathways are similar in terms of public access.

e Martin commented that he was not comfortable with any of the options but also
thinks it is the best that can be done.

e Olivia added that PW2 should be scored slightly lower as flood proofing buildings and
infrastructure could impact public accessibility.

The CAP’s final scores can be found in Appendix 1 to these minutes.

Next Steps

Abbey thanked CAP for their continued dedication to the project throughout 2023.
The next CAP meeting is 17th January 2024, on PAA and will cover excluding
adaptation options from longlist to the shortlist.

Jim thanked everyone for attending and contributing. He thanked the work of
Council in supporting CAP and thanked Stephen for his support.

Jim thanked the entire CAP team and wished everyone a Merry Christmas.

Closing Karakia

By Moira
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ATTACHMENTS

e High-level Menu of Options Raumati Adaptation Area Updated

e RAA Pathways Presentation — Enhance Seawall Version

¢ RAA Planning Memo Consentability of Adaptation Pathways

e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Community, Social and Economic Wellbeing
e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Ecology

e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Landscape

e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Public Access and Recreation

e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Regulatory consenting and policy risk

e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Risks of Coastal Erosion

e RAA Shortlisted Pathways with MCDA Commentary for Risks of Coastal Inundation
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Appendix 1: MCDA Scoring of Raumati Adaptation Area Pathways



Ecology Landscape Community Social and Economic Wellbeing Public Access and Recreation Regulatory consenting and policy risk Effectively manages the risks of coastal erosion Effectively manages the risks of coastal inundation
3 2 3 3 1 3 2
Pathways for Raumati Adaptation Area
Ecology Landscape Community Social and Economic Wellbeing Public Access and Recreation Regulatory consenting and policy risk Effectively manages the risks of coastal erosion Effectively manages the risks of coastal inundation
Notes Score Notes Score Notes Notes Notes Score Notes

MCDA Total

RAW MCDA Total
core:

& 10A)

* Due to the shape of the coast there is a reduced sediment
supply to the Raumati foreshore

« This means that the beach and dune systems are not
replenished and move inland with erosion

(seawalls) have been constructed since at least 1955

« Hence there s lttle opportunity for indigenous species
habitat, other than the northern part of the Raumati
adaptation area (Parapraumu beach bird habitat), Raumati
Beach dunes north of Matatua Road at the mouth of the
‘Wharemauku Stream, the Wharemauku Stream, people's
gardens and the beach during lower tides

«1n the short and medium terms, maintaining and reinforcing
existing structures will continue to extend hard engineering

« In the longer term, reinstating a coordinated seawall back

Notes
< the short, medium, and fong term, there will, in general,
be a positive influence on public health and safety.
«Education will help the community to move out of harms
way, reduce the risk to lfe, and know how to respond to
hazards.
+Sea walls may control erosion and remove direct risks to
health and safety from collapse events and unstable areas
However, since this pathway does not protect against
inundation and coastal flooding, some risk to public health
and safety remains (see risk assessment for details).
*Hard protection structures (seawalls) will potentially
increase the sense of certainty around the future of the
community. Those whose properties are or will be directly
impacted by erosion v feel more certain about their future

in
and access remains the same.

«In the medium and longer term, the enhancement and

creation of seawalls may lead to a loss of the beach, with
associated loss of public access and recreation on sandy

« Potentially may not completely manage the erosion risk in
the short-medium term due to the projected high erosion
along this section of coast impacting properties.

option may need in

p
and minor upgrades of seawalls.

time earlier in the short term.

stil
It

under the Natural Resources Plan.
« The existing policy framework discourages hard protection

is

the coastal

manage the hazard relative to a

« Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
where most impacted properties are located around the
coast.

the line in
h isks by etreat of mst a sk properties and iin the

« Enhancing existing structures over the medium term would

inundation risk

Un

on

Raumati (North of Wharemauku Stream) Eros

Management Unit 9A

planting and weed management could provide indigenous
habitat

« Anatural dune system will assist with protecting human
infrastructure in the long-term, however the lack of sand
supply could see the dunes erode further.

« This could be negated in the longer term by a new hard
engineering seawall, and ongoing coastal erosion due to lank
of sand supply

existing modification.
« Limited opportunity to restore natural character in context
of increasing modification.

abilityto continue living in the community for the long term,

«This change i access is contingent on public access being

Vet the risk of flooding remains which may
community members' sense of certainty.
#Social cohesion s likely to be impacted negatively as noted
above, whilsttis difficult to predict n reality how insurability
would be affected by the presence of seawalls

privately seawall (f this option
continues into the future).

p
and minor upgrades of seawalls.

under the Natus| Resources e

erm may b disproportionat to the scleof sk a5
building a new wall would be a large investment prior to
undertaking re-establishment of the line with a new sea wall,
potentially leading to some mal-adaptation.

quired to
private properties.

end effects at the north and
Wharemauku Stream across all timeframes

properties effected by overtopping.
« Structure elevation and slope could be designed to reduce
overtopping hazard.

« Itis assumed having discounted other risk management options. A shoreline space to move. a7
tis the from the present day shoreline willcontinue har within this beach to seawall promenade, but this may be advantageous B! ‘ & P P properties, but would not deal with impacted properties 15
to the sea is maintained throughout, and some sort of tream ! offer prot - cosstet foading howssho d consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant Likely to not be proportionate to the nature and scale of isk
engineering within this modified coastal context, for some groups (such as wheelchair users, cyclsts, and " " Setback from the coast.
estuary is maintained - if ot all scores would be reduced by 1 0 coastalflooding may ot feel certain about thei abilty to ° regional and distrct plans. over the short-medium term, but will be over the long term.
« Limited existing or ongoing opportunities to restore natural familles with children in buggies) and could present an © « Re-establishment of the line may retreat some impacted
point reside in the community long term. o iy . v +Itis a sensible progression of options, however re-
character in context of angoing modification. opportunity for increased access for these groups regionaly. © properties and setback wall could be designed to reduce
« Itis assumed that there will be no adverse effects on ~Protected properties will probably be more insurable as a N considered as part of cansent. establishment of the line could be triggered earlier than the
«However, this i contingent on public access being granted © future overtopping.
Raumati Beach dunes - f not alscores would be reduced by 1 result of seawals, however this is contingent on how the ety e el (1 1 antion oo «Plan ch long term f tracking on higher SLR scenario,
point insurance companies react, which s dificult to predict. Since e private properties +Potentialfor some end effects at the north and at the
« Scoring s relative and confined to within the options. 0 protection against coastal flooding is offeredin this Wharemauku mouth.
provided. From an ecology perspective, the best (but pathway, the fisk of non-insurabily for residents in sub-area +Short-medium term would not be considered best-practice
admitted) 9 affected by flooding remains ec
human infrastructure on the dunes and re-establish dune “Despite their advantages, seawalls (including the longer term setback with a wall would be informed by a specified design
forest and wetlands. I this unrealitic option were available option of a setback seawal) may have implications for social
then all other options would reduce by 1 or 2 points. cohesion of the Raumati community. In the short to medium
term,loss of the beach in favour of protecting beach-front
R The' short, medium, and Tong term, there wil,in general,
d safety.
«Education will help the community to move out of harms
way, reduce the risk to lfe, and know how to respond to
hazards
+Sea walls may control erosion and remove direct risks to « Likely to manage the isk to coastal erosion over time.
health and safety from collapse events and unstable areas. +Medium term option may need to be brought forward in
«In the short and medium terms, the reinforced seawall will However, since this pathway does not protect against time if existing structures fail earler n the short term.
be a hard engineering structure wintin a dynamic coastal n and coastal flooding, some rsk to public health « Planning framework generally provides for maintenance ~Enhancing existing structures over the short term willstll
environment and indigenous species and habitats retain low and safety remains (see risk assessment for detals). and minor upgrades of seawalls. resultin a piece-meal approach which may not effectively « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
opportunity status quo, «In the short term, reinforcing existing seawalls will continue Hard protection sructures (seawal) wil potentally « Sgnificant upgrades may be considered a new seawall manage the hazard relative to a coordinated approach in the where most impacted propertis are located around the
+ However a reinforced seawall could further reduce habitat to extend hard engineering influences within the context of rease the sense of certainty around the future of the «The enhancement and creation of seawalls may lead to a under the Natural Resources Plan. medium-long term. Wharemauku Stream, setback from the coast.
fauna and habitat existing modification. community. Those whose properties are or will be directly loss of the beach, with associated loss of public access and « The existing policy framework discourages hard protection +Anew sea wallin the medium term is proportionate to the « Enhancing existing structures over the short term and
disturbance, and fimit restoration opportunities when a set +1n the medium and longer terms, reinstating separate pacid by erosion may sl mors certaln st ek uture recreation on sandy areas. except where it i the only reasonable or practical option scale of the hazard. Re-establishment of the fine n the long having a new seawallin the medium term would reduce the
back coordinated seawalls which are progressively setback from jthin against to the coastal environment is altered from having discounted other risk management options. A term wil manage the risks by retreat of most at-risk inundation risk from overtopping to beachfront properties, |52 20
«In the longer term, a setback seawall may enable the the present day shoreline willcontinue hard engineering coastalflooding is ersane pathway, people who are beach to seawall promenade, but this may is g the rules of relevant properties and giving the shoreline space to move. but would not deal with impacted properties setback from
fordunes to take on a more natural form and if assisted by within this modfied coastal context. P their ability for some groups (e.g. wheelchair users, cyclists, and families regional and district plans. +There s the potential for mal-adaptation of constructing a the coast.
planting and weed management could provide indigenous « Limited existing or ongoing opportunities to restore natural emaln ing i he communiy with children in buggies) and could present an opportunity . v seawallinits current alignment if SLR s tracking at a higher « Re-establishment of the line may retreat some impacted
habitat. character in context of angoing modification, «Protected properties will probably be more insurable as a for increased access for these groups regionaly. considered as part of consent. SLR scenario. properties and setback wallcould be designed to reduce
« Anatural dune system willassst with protecting human result of seawalls, however this is contingent on how the quired to atof +Potentialfor some end effects at the north and future overtopping,
infrastructure in the long-term, however the lack of sand insurance companies react, which i diffcult to predict. Since private properties. Wharemauku Stream across al timeframes.
supply could see the dunes erode further. «Establishment of a coordinated approach over the medium-
long term would be considered best practice,relative to the
uncoordinated approach n the short term.
& the longer term|
option of asetback seawall) may have implications for socil
cohesion of the Raumati community
inth shortto medium tem, loss o the beach nfavour of
& short, medium, and fon term, there wi, in general,
o 2 postive fluencean pulc hetin an ey, Edueaion
will help the community to move out of harms way, reduce
the risk o lfe, and know how to respond to hazards.
+Sea walls may control erosion and remove direct risks to
i health and safety from coll ts and unstabl
«In the short term, the reinforced seawall will be a hard jcalth and safety from collapse events and unstable areas. . mew to manage the rsk to coastal erosion over time.
. p However, since this pathway does not protect against
intin option may nee in
inundation and coastal flooding, some risk to public health
oD {ime f exsing trctures ol are n the short torm.
ot and safety remains (see risk assessment for detals). 3 2 intenar -
. “Hare o upgrades of seawall. .
« Areinforced seawall could further reduce habitat «In the short term, reinforcing existing seawalls will continue increase the sense of certainty around the future of the o creation of seawalls may lead to 2 g " !
opportunites cause temporry fauna and habitat \ reimioreing exsting loss of the beach, with associated loss of public access and ransge therard rltve 103 coordinated pproach n the « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
" to community. Those whose properties are or will be directly under the Natural Resources Plan.
diturbance and aset reresion oo sy e jum-Jon term. where most impacted properties are located around the
8 impacted by erosion may feel more certain about their future * The existing poliy framework discourages hard protecton
b d (e.g. unable to i ) § e coastal m : I stback seawalleing bl fllowin the etz of some Wharemauku Stream, setback from the coast
+In the medium and longer terms, reintating and reinforcing withinthe community However, sinc thispahay does not is the only
«1n the medium term a setback seawall may enable the e el o et oot 0 beach to seawall promenide, but this may be advantageous |, e e propertis i the N the short term and then |- s
fordunes to take on a more natural form and if assisted by " v the e for some groups (e.g. wheelchair users,cyclists, and familes 8o & P the beach, and less risk o the properties behind the line in tikely
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context reside in the community long term. regional and distict plans.
habitat . for increased access for these groups regionaly. if SLR s tracking d effected by overtopping. Future sea wall enhancements
e « Liited existing or ongoing apportunites to restore natural +Protected properties will probably be more insurable as a . v
« Anatural dune system willasist with g b +However,this s contingent on public access being granted . proportionate to the scale of rsk. could be designed to reduce future overtopping
character in context of ongoing and increasing modification. result of seawalls, however this is contingent on how the . " considered as part of consent.
infrastructure in the long-term, however the lack of sand onto a privately maintained seawall i this option continues . «Potential for some end effects atthe north and at
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supply could see the dunes erode further. there is no protection against flooding i this pathway there is o the future). rivate properties mefram
could be negated in the longer term by a new hard o © 8 in this pathway private prop: Estabiishment o acoordinated approach over the medium-
: arisk that people n flood prone areas in area A will not gain
engineering seawall, and ongoing coastal erosion due to lank e oo mear oo tothe
of sand suppl uncoordinated pprosch i theshort trm
PRl *Despite their advantages, seawalls (including the longer term| PP
option of asetback seawal) may have implications for social
cohesion of the Raumati community. In the short to medium
term,loss of the beach in favour of protecting beach-front
«In the short term, the reinforced seawall willbe a hard way, reduce the rsk tolfe, and know how to respond to
' hazards. +Enhancing existing structures over the short term willstll
et «Seawalls may control erosion and remove direct isks to resultin a piece-meal approach which may not effectively
” o heahh and safety from collapse events and unstable in' me short and medium term, seawalls may lead to loss of manage the hazard relative to a coordinated approach in the
status quo. «In the short term, reinforcing existing seawalls wil continue P i e o e,
* Areinforced seawall could further reduce habitat " I, y
mios o e bt et ontion and coastlfooding,some is o public helth access to the coastal environment through the seawall . o option may need to be brought forward in
e e mocrtunits when a set e e torm. reinstating a coordinated seawall back and safety remains (see risk assessment for details). promenade. and minor upgrades of seawalls. time if existing structures fail earlier in the short term.
bk s required (25, unable o e e rvetures) o e e comntm g «Hard protection structures (seawalls) in combination with «In the medium and long term, public access to the coastal * The exstingpoly framework disourages hrd protection « Likely to manage the risk to coastal erosion over the
e bk coml P e ed dune reconstruction and beach renourishment in the environment, opportunities for recreation and wider is the only , y « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
o ot el for ol form b of dumes would medium to longer term may help peaple feel more certain use of th likely to having discounted other risk management options. A reconstructed dune in the long term under high SLR scenarios where most impacted properties are located around the
. P, T e e o nature Sboutthr bty o e b e 5 ey winss he b enhanced through the combinaion of theseawsl consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant in a sediment-starved environment. Wharemauku Stream, setback from the coast
. resien which could regional and district plans. « There i likely to be large costs in maintaining beach 2 « Enhancing existing structures over the short term and then |53 21
u especily fasited by pontngandweed maenene based solutons alongside hard engincering forms in this oo whis eciing o coal feres e e dunes use of the beach . v the ong term. theline in likely
which could provide indigenous habitat modified coastal context.
et il ot anth orotecting human o the o armn bach renourishment willntroduce and beach, which are highly valued by many in the Raumati time. considered as part of consent. «Asetback seawall being built following the retreat of some h benefits in
o rture 1 e oot ho o the Itk of soms o caton st e abity to maintain community. However, since this pathway does not offer However, this s contingent on public access being granted « Existing policy framework encourages soft engineering properties in the medium term will llow for more room on effected by overtopping,
e st e e o of bt e e and e protection against coastal flooding, households exposed to ontoapr seawallif thi ahead of hard engineering. the beach, and less sk to the properties behind. Dune
e conid e magate n the tonger tor by  new hard s o beaeh willoceur i eontor of igh el of coastal flooding may not feel certain about their abiliy to into the future), « Plan ch quired to protectionin front of
bt the anon eroson dve to isting modifi . reside in the community long term. +Additionally, i sand and other material s brought in from private propertis. the seawall
o i b e b b e ol boach ot et ~Protected properties will probably be more insurable as a another community elsewhere, this community may risk “Unlikely to exacerbate the isks to the adjacent shoreline.
e o e P result of seawalls, however this is contingent on how the losing recreational opportunities associated with the beach, -
et o ment will assist with retaiming and re. insurance companies react, which s difficult to predict, and it long term would be considered best practice,relative to the
¢ 0 ncarta ow bty woul be e by dune uncoordinated approach in the short term.
establishing coastal foredunes, especially after storm events e
eaci
Sincethere s no protectionfo nundation i the pthway,
the risk of non-insurabilty of personal assets remains for
~Health and safety for households affected by erosion may
improve with use of seawalls, however, the lack of wider
d * The exisingpolicy framework discourages hard protecton * ke to manage the sk toconstl roson overtime.
Ieave some people under-prepared for iving in an erosion- ~Over time the beach s ikely to belost, itis the only approach for managing the
prone area, with consequent risks for their health and safety. of beach-related recreation activities. having discounted other risk management options. A risks to erosion.
. ~Additionally, as stated above, the risk o flooding remains, ~However, the change from beach to seawall promenade can consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant time « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
+ Very It opportunty for indigenous fauna, floraor with impacts for public health and safety. icreas publiacess 9 3nd ue ofth coastl envionment regional and district plans. may not be effective over longer timeframes in high SLR where most impacted properties are located around the
PSSt et or lons o existing modification. *Seawalls may g sense for some groups « Existing environment contains sea walls which may be scenarios, as beach lowering and narrowing could undermine Wharemauku Stream, setback from the coast 48 19
" v orleng « Limited existing or ongoing opportunities to restore natural of crtainty around the future of the communiy and theic (see above). considered as part of consent. the structure. « Structure elevation and slope could be designed to reduce
character in context of increasing modification. abiltyto continue fiving in the community for the long term, «Thi b b « Planning framework generally provides for maintenance «The progression of options is sensible f the seawall remains overtopping hazard
Yet the risk of flooding remai may privately seawallifthis option and minor upgrades of seawalls. in good condition and the toe is suffciently buried.
community members'sense of certainty. continues into the future). ~Potential for some end effects at the north and at
~Social cohesion s kel to be impacted negatively a5 noted under the Natural Resources Plan. Wharemauku Stream across al timeframes.
above, whilstt s difficult to predict in eality how insural
would be affected by the presence of seawalls
«In the short term, the reinforced seawall will be a hard
+Health and safety for households affected by erosion ma
e oo oy v v « Likely to manage the risk to coastal erosion over all
improve with use of seawals, however, the lack of wider « The existing policy framework discourages hard protection
status quo. o ! timeframes through a coordinated approach.
+ Areinforced seawall could further reduce habitat " A coordinated approach is best practice for managing the
leave some people under-prepared for iving in an erosion- +Over time the beach is kel to belost, risk A
opportunities, cause temporary fauna and habitat «In the short term, establishing a new or replacement tisks to erosion. « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
prone area, with consequent risks for their health and safety. of beach-related recreation actvities. consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant
d limit restoration aset seawall willcontinue hard engineering within this modified +A setback seawall being bt following the retreat of some. where most impacted properties are located around the
“Additionally, as stated above, the risk o flooding remains, +However, the change from beach to seawall promenade can regional and district plans.
back s required (e.g. unable to properties in the medium term will allow Stream, coast
with impacts for public health and safety. increase pi and use of . y
o «In the medium term a setback seawall may enable the «In the medium and longer terms, reinstating and reinforcing P sense - ' P o the beach, and less risk to the properties behind. « Re-establishment o the ine in the medium term would | 2
¢ fordunes to take on a more natural form and if assisted by v L P " the medium likely have co-benefits in reducing risks to beachfront
(R of y the future of (see above). .
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“The combination of communty education, emergency
and seawalls under this likely
increase the health and safety of the community.
+Peaple would be cognisant of how to avoid harm from
erosion, and seawalls would decrease the risk to health and « Likely to manage the risk to coastal erosion over time.
safety from erosion. However, since this pathway does not . d approach eing
control coastal flooding, risks to public health and safety e e of semaral P risks to erosion.
Status Quo* | Enhance existing remain when there are periods of flooding in this area (see K P8 ot ible and
(Currentnew | protection risk assessment). «Overtime the beach i kel to be lost, with consequent loss e o provides for the ability to adapt the exising structures for as < Pathway not designed o dealwith the nundation hazrd,
seavall as structure’ 12 « Establishing and reinforcing hard engineering wil continue o , emergency manag of . long as possible. g
. « The existing policy framework discourages hard protection where most impacted properties are located around the
outlined in LTP) |Community S'fa Wa:' Hard « Very little opportunity for indigenous fauna, flora or within the context of existing modification. b and seawals would liely increase the certainty around the | «However, the change from beach to seawal promenade can | ey e ' «Under the higher SLR scenario, in order for the seawall to be s ST & s
and Community | Education ang | (Protect — Hr habitats in short, medium, or long term « Verylimited ongoing opportunity to restore natural future of the community for many people in Raumat increase public access to and use of the coastal environment v effective over the long term, the design of the wall willlike) .
3 ry going opy y v peopl o . C ly
having discounted other risk management options. A « Structure elevation and slope could be designed to reduce
Education and character i context of increasing modification. Community members may feel more prepared to deal with and associated recreational opportunitis for some groups need to have a significant toe depth and increased crest
. consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant overtopping hazard to beachiront properties.
Emergency Management’ erosion, and the planned Raumati seawall upgrade will have a (see above). regional and district plans. elevation to deal with the changes associated with SLR. The
Management® | (Enhance) design life of 25 years which would provide a reasonable e Pl design of this may not be practical, or may have undesirble
sense of security that people are able to remain in place. v consequences across other criteria.
iy that peopl ol considered as part of consent. Al
*However, when the seawallis no longer effective at +Potentialfor some end effects at the north (Wharemauka
le may bout the Stream) and south (QE Park] across alltimeframes.
future of the community, and as noted above, this pathway
does not help those affected by coastal flooding to feel more
confident about the future of the community.
<The incurahiling af narennal accate atri af arnsinn oy
“The combination of communty education, emergency
and seawalls under this likely
«1n the short and medium terms, the reinforced seawall il increase the health and safety of the community. People
be a hard engineering structure wihtin a dynamic coastal would be cognisant of how to avoid harm from erosion, and « Likely to manage the risk to coastal eosion over time.
low seawalls would decrease the risk to health and safety from P d approach
« In the short and medium terms, maintaining and reinforcing v and minor upgrades of seawalls. Po eing
opportunty status quo. e erosion. K tisks to erosion.
« However a reinforced seawall could further reduce habitat L seaw *However, since this pathway does not control coastal ible and
€ within the context of an existing modified coastal . pathway +Loss of beach in the medium term through seawalls may be under the Natural Resources Plan. " P .
Status Quo* | Enhance existing opportunities, cause temporary fauna and habitat flooding, risks to public health and safety remain when there " provides for the ability to adapt . v igned to deal with hazard,
Re-establish the i environment. counterbalanced by dune recontruction in the long term, « The existing policy framework discourages hard protection :
(Currentnew | protection disturbance, and limit restoration opportunities when a set are periods of flooding in this area (see risk assessment). ; P long as possible before retreating and re-establishing the ine where most impacted properties are located around the
ren i i e et s v «In the longer term, setting the wall back and enabling space e potentially providing more opportunities for recreation and isthe only fong 1sposeile B oo
seavall as structure?, N is requi u move all hard structurs - 3 , emergency manag u w uku Stream, 2
2 setback sea wall for dune recreation provides some potentialto reintroduce. b tisk
= outined in LTR) | Community Dune 2 In the longer term, a sethack seawall may enable the natural elements, patterns and process in this exiting 2 © te 1y through seawal 2 ing pathway i /gh the rules of relevant Dune reconstruction infront of the wall will 2 line would ikely 45 18
S and Community | Education and fordunes to take on a more natural form and if assisted by future of the community for many people in Raumati, " d I protection to wel reducing risks to beachfront properties effected by
Education and Janting and weed management could provide indigenous modified context Community members may feel more prepared to deal with access. regional and distict plans. as provide for values in other criteria. overtoppiny
= : 990 | (Retreat & planting & P & « Restoring natural form and character of dunes would i A prep « However, if sand and other material s brought i from . y P pPine. §
mergency [ Management habitat " erosion, and the planned Raumati seawall upgrade will have a © +Under the higher SLR scenario, a greater amount of retreat « Structure elevation and slope could be designed to reduce
o " Protect) contribute to restoring natural character and combine nature. * another community elsewhere, this community may risk considered as part of consent.
S Management* | (Enhance) « Dune reconstruction will an important part of this, " design lfe of 25 years which would provide a reasonable ° willneed to oceur to re-establish the line and allow the dune overtopping hazard
@ based solutions alongside hard engineering forms in ths - losing recreational opportunities associated with the beach. i
z especially i asssted by planting and weed management D oo on sense of securty that people are able to remain in place. e e reconstruction to be effective and reduce the continued
© which could provide indigenous habitat eHowever, when the seawall i no longer effective at e maintenance required of i, o alternatively, higher
« Anatural dune system willassst ith controlling erosion, people may feel less certain about the Xtin P the dune.
w " 8 . people may approaches to be considered ahead of hard engineering.
— infrastructure in the long-term, however the lack of sand future of the community, and as noted above, this pathway
£ supply could see the dunes erode further. does p affected by
S confident about the future of the community.
=S
=
0
S
=
3
g « Likely to manage the risk to coastal erosion over time.
. . . P . !
+As noted above, community education, emergency approach ging
o ' mangement and seawalls may improve public health and or upgrades of seawals tisks to erosion.
5 Status Quo’ : 2 improv N
safety, certainty around the future of the community, and «Overtime the beach i kely to be lost, with consequent loss bl
(Cument new y, certainty . v g a under the Natural Resources Plan. § « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
< seawall as " Enhance sea . \g and reinforcing hard engi ssurability of personal assets. of beach-related recreation activities. e i scourages hard protection eUnder the higher SLR scenario, in order for the seawall to be et roperties e lncatod sroum the
= outlined in LTP) S:a wall g | WAl « Very little opportunity for indigenous fauna, flora or within the context of existing modlification. b «Since no provison for coastal flooding s present in this | «However, the change from beach to seawal promenade can | & polley e P effective over the long term, the design of the wall willlikely s SN ko 6
= and Community |(Protect —Hard | oo Hard habitats in short, medium, or long term « Very limited ongoing opportunity ta restore natural pathway, risks to health and safety, certainty around the Increase public access to and use of the coastal environment e v need to have a significant toe depth and increased crest . *
Engineering) ed having discounted other risk management options. A o « Structure elevation and slope could be desgned to reduce
o Education and Engineering) character in context of increasing modification. future, and y 1 r ffected by d d groups i t elevation to deal with the changes associated with SLR. The e
consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant € overtopping hazard to beachiront properties.
< Emergency periodoic inundation in sub-area 10A. (see above). ety o design of ths may not be practical, or may have undesirable
B Management* «Heavy reliance on seawallsislikely to be detrimental to el Pl consequences across other criteria.
° Raumati community social cohesion, y v +Potentialfor some end effects at the north (Wharemauka
considered as part of consent. °
%) Stream) and south (QE Park) across al timeframes.
=
=
@
=
&
=] « In the short term, the reinforced seawall wil be a hard
- « Likely to manage the risk to coastal erosion over time.
o= «A coordinated approach is best practice for managing the
= species and habi PP o ” e
c « Planning framework generally provides for maintenance tisks to erosion.
status quo.
=} and minor upgrades of seawalls. «A setback seawall being built following the retreat of some
« Areinforced seawall could further reduce habitat As noted above, community education, emergency
= « significant upgrades may be considered  new seawall properties n the medium term will allow for more room on
= Status Quo* opportunities, cause temporary fauna and habitat mangement and seawalls may improve public health and « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
under the Natural Resources Plan. the beach, and less risk to the properties behind.
5] (Current new disturbance, and limit restoration opportunities when a set safety, certainty around the future of the community, and «Over time the beach s fikely to be lost, with ‘where most impacted properties are located around the
Re-establish the «1n the short term, establishing 2 new seawall will continue «The discourages hard protection «The progression of options from the short to the medium
£ seawall as Enhance sea back s required (e.g. unable to remove al hard structures) insurability of personal assets. of beach-related recreation activiies Wharemauku Stream, setback from the coast.
line with a " this except where itis the only reasonable or practical option term s likely to be proportionate to the scale of the hazard
5] outlined in LTP) o vl «1n the medium term a setback seawall may enable the +Since no provision for coastal flooding i present in this +However, the change from beach to seawall promenade can « Re-establishment of the line would likely have co-benefits in
setback sea wall 2 «1n them medium and longer terms, setting sea wall back 2 2 2 having discounted other risk management options. A over the medium-long term. 43 17
=) and Community (Protect - Hard fordunes to take on a more natural form and ifassisted by pathway, risks to health and safety, certainty around the increase public access to and use of th reducing riss to beachfront properties effected by
@ Education and | (Retreat & Eraeering, e oo oot o arode iisenous offers limited ongoing opportunity to restore natural F e e oo b o ' ot is available through the rules of relevant +Under the higher SLR scenario, in order for the seawall to be et
c e Protect) o 9 planting " L E character in context of increasing modification. 3 Y group: regional and district plans. effective over the long term, the design of the wall willikely PRIng.
S mergency habitat periodoic inundation in sub-area 10A. (see above) ” ettt hove a oot toe depth and mcressed crest « Structure elevation and slope could be designed to reduce
Management’ * Anatural dune system will assist with protecting human on seawalls s likely to b to v overtopping hazard.
= o v i v considered as part of consent. elevation to deal with the changes associated with SLR. The Poing
infrastructure in the long-term, however the lack of sand Raumati community social cohesion.
quired to design of this may not be practical, or may have undesirable
supply could see the dunes erode further.
private properties. consequences across other criteria,
« This could be negated n the longer term by a new hard
«Potentialfor some end effects at the north (Wharemauka
engineering seawall, and ongoing coastal erosion due to lank
Stream) and south (QE Park] across all timeframes.
of sand supply
«1n the short term, the reinforced seawall will be a hard
species and habi PP As noted above, community education, emergency
status quo. «In the short term, reinforcing existing seawalls will continue mangement and seawalls may improve public health and
« Planning framework generally provides for maintenance « Likely to manage the risk to coastal erosion over the
« Areinforced seawall could further reduce habitat t0 extend hard engineering influences within the context of safety, certainty around the future of the community, and
and minor upgrades of seawalls. medium term, however uncertainty about maintaining the
opportunities, cause temporary fauna and habitat existing modification. insurabiliy of personal assets.
« significant upgrades may be considered  new seawall reconstructed dune in the long term under high SLR scenarios
disturbance, and fimit restoration opportunities when a set +1n the medium and longer terms, reinstating a coordinated +Since no provision for coastal flooding i present in this i Raumati 1oss of beach i the medum tenm through e e e sttt
Status Quo* backis required (e.g. unable to remove from the present day pathway, risks to health and safety, certainty around the g © « Pathway not designed to deal with the inundation hazard,
Re-establish the I v «The hard protection « There s likely to be large costs in maintaining beach
(Current new «1n the medium term a setback seawall may enable the this future, and insurabilty of assets remain for those affected by ‘where most impacted properties are located around the
line with a beach the long term, p v providing exceptwhere itis the only ] the long term.
seawall as o|Beach fordunes to take on a more natural form « Restoring natural form and character of dunes would periodoic inundation in sub-area 10A. Wharemauku Stream, setback from the coast.
outined in LTP) [Setback seawal o . willan of this, contribute to restoring natural character and combine nature on seawalls s fkely to b to M publ d having riskmanagement options. A +Asetback seawallbeing buit following the retreat of some . of the line would likely have co-benefits in
) |& Dune 3 . 4 8 v use of the coastal environment over time through the 2 consenting pathway is available through the rules of relevant |4 properties in the medium term will allow for v a7 19
and Community 11 | (Protect - Soft especially if asisted by planting and weed management based solutions alongside hard engineering forms i this Raumati community social cohesion, however, if community reducing riss to beachfront properties effected by
Education and which could provide indigenous habitat modified coastal context. involvement in dune reconstruction if possible this could comblnation of seawallpromende and dunc actess. reglonal and distictplans. the beach, and Jess sk to the properties behind. Dune overtopping.
- +However, if sand and other material s brought infrom . v reconstruction will provide additional protection in front of
Emergency  |(Retreat & « Anatural dune system will assist with protecting human «1n the longer term, beach renourishment will provide some increase social cohesion. © o P « Structure elevation and slope could be designed to reduce
Management' | Pt infrastructure in the long-term, however the lack of sand ongoing modification alongside abiity to maintain ongoin +As noted above, both dune reconstruction and beach another communky eksewhere, this comanunity may risk considered as part of consent. the seawall overtopping hazard
o g term, 'going a ‘going . losing recreational opportunities associated with the beach. h quired to eUnlikely to exacerbate the risks to the adjacent shoreline. PRing! -
supply could see the dunes erode further. natural form of beach profile and dunes have pe v for
private properties. «Establishment of a coordinated approach over the medium-
« This could be negated i the longer term by a new hard « Dunes and beach will occur n context of high levels of communities where sand and other material s sourced, in
« Existing p: best practice, relative to the
but th dueto existing modification and appear more consistent with terms of potentially decreasing health and safety, certainty
kot ot sommty ol be mterored by s iting vt peach et ond form. v h " approaches to be considered zhead of hard engineering. uncoordinated approach in the short term.
nourishment. insurabilty of assets.
« Beach nourishment willassst with retaining and re-
establishing coastal foredunes, especially after storm events
v Fres Pathway Descriptions Ecology Landscape Te a0 Maori values Community Social and Economic Wellbeing Public Access and Recreation Regulatory consenting and policy risk Effectively manages the risks of coastal erosion Effectively manages the risks of coastal inundation
Shortterm | Medium term | _Long term | _Score Notes Score Notes Score Notes Score Notes Score Notes Score Notes Score Notes Notes
Notes for infand areas: “Health and safety of the community e ennanced
. through community education and emergency management,
d 2s peaple know how to respond to an inundation event, and
of managed open space (indicating values that need can move out of harm's way.
protection) benefits
that ha health and safety (e.g. pumping away floodwaters, and «This pathway is unlikely to have an impact on either wider
i veducing risk o injury or sickness from being caught in of th i public
Eranee group floodwaters), stopbanks may give a false sense of security access o the coastal environment. s proportonate to the ature and scle of the hazard
Status Quo* and |Inundation [ . that lead peaple to belleve they ae safe fom ation may be . fon of «progression of options over the mediur to fong term will
Q Protection (e.g. . 3 « Existing and ongoing hard engineering structures occur in fact a sk to e and health remains. This could mean more observed if stopbanks include a walking/biking track, resource consent.
Community | Protection® and [ gy i3 . o St ) . y . likely manage the risks of coastal inundation.
Communt | amector topbanks®, | the n within the context of existing modification. 5 people are in harms's way during an inundation event, b pecially if thisis paved and le for those withlimited |, « Generaly there s a pathway for consenting new «Pathway not designed to deal with the erosion hazard, and There s petentilfor hard enginerng aptions o exacerbate |45 2
Culverts™, values « In the longer term additional hard protection will increase. pecially if limited time ing to the tc. infrastructure. unlikely to have any cobenefits to reduce risk to erosion.
Emergency | Education and 19 the extent of modification evident in affected areas communty. However, many people find that culverts, pumping stati ine how the isk in other areas, however this would lkely be mitigated
. mod i r o : s,
. . . b completely through design to reduce any negative impacts.
Management® | Protect) « Potential to use water sensitive urban design principles to «The combination of being prepared to deal with flooding and other hard interventions in the landscape are an eyesore, challenging this process s e ol be formead by best paractise ot the i,
{Enhancs) reduce inundation risk and create indigenous habitat where (through education and emergency management) and having which may decrease the likelihood of recreation (whether © v bestp: g
- space allows hard protection structures in place could help the Raumati active or passive) in areas where hard protection structures
=2 « Provided that the enhanced inundation protection does not community feel more certain about their future, especially are located.
fap with current ecologically valuable sites then the v i
5 over
outcomes for terrestrials ecosystems will be neutral increasing frequency and intensites of periodic inundation.
< « More information would be needed on the effects on *As with seawalls, homes and businesses in inundation-prone
o
1) waterways - these could be negative (e.g. undergrounding areas may benefit from an increased abilty to gain/maints
g s noted above, community education, emergency
= management and hard protection structures may increase
e health and safety of the community, certainty about the
c future, and insurabilty, but could also have adverse effects
:( on health and safety.
« Potential to use water sensitive urban design principles to «The adition of flood proofing buildings and infrastructure «This pathway is unlikely to have an impact on either wider . . .
< e rooinE Daenes D v pac « Maintenance of nfrastructure is generally a condition of
Ennance reduce inundation risk and create indigenous habitat where and/or elevating buildings in the long t f of th public P s proportonate to the ature and scle of the hazard
= space allows health and safety, i ts, access to the coastal environment. . g i
= Existin Fiood proofin . . « Generally there s a pathway for consenting new +Progression of options over the mediurm to long term wil
® N 9 Flood proofing « Provided that the enhanced inundation protection does not . . certainty around the future, and social cohesion #Some increases to opportunties for recreation may be v paway e & P ‘
Status Quo « Existing and ongoing hard engineering structures occur " e P infrastructure. likely manage the risks of coastal inundation.
f= 5 . overlap with current ecologically valuable sites then the » +Health and safety of residents that inhabit flood-prone observed if stopbanks include a walking/biking track, y ; y
Community | Protection® and within the context of existing modification. « Specific type of infrastructure will determine how +Long term option of accommodating impacted buildings
= b mes be neutral . b buidings may be enhanced through both flood proofingand |, especially f this is paved and accessible for those with limited «Pathway not designed to deal with the erosion hazard, and e |
=] Education and | Community  |and/or Elevate et o] e e o e st on «In the longer term, adapting builtform will have more: e b ylousses e challenging this process s el 0 e g bl 1 e 1k 10 oo likely to be proportionate to the scale of the hazard - as might |4 20
x Emergency  |Education and | floor levels of mterays et s b et (oo undergrounein limited impacts on natural elements, patterns and processes o . B i find that ulverts, pumping stations « No resource consent i required for flood proofing v only be a small number of properties that are directly
. Management' | Emergency buildings” Vs - these & & § e ‘which may continue to operate. ¢ + many people find © » PUmPIng buildings. impacted. sFloodproofing individual properties would stil
streams) or positive (e.8. providing more riparian flood areas impacts to human health and safety from flooding (see risk and other hard interventions in the landscape are an eyesore, - e ; o
m N . « Elevating floor levels is permitted by the District Plan but result in some access issues.
to reduce downstream flood events or heights) ), and both dry and which may decrease the likelihood of recreation (whether
o (Enhance) o may be subject to other development standards such as «Design would be informed by best practice at the time.
« Unlikely that flood-proofing and elevation of buildings help people avoid contact with floodwaters (which pose risks active or passive) in areas where hard protection structures i
= ! e height in relation to boundary.
=2 would affect ecoloical aspects to health and safety) and minimise the risk of inhabiting a are located.
5 damp and unhealthy building in the aftermath of flooding.
- ~However, for people to feel safe when buidi raise
] willdepend on their attitudes to flooding - not all people wil
@ feel safe witnessing flood waters underneath their home or
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Status Quo* and
Community
Education and
Emergency
Management*

Additional Hard
Protection (e.g,

Pumpstations'®)
(Protect)

Enhance New
Inundation
Protection’
(Enhance)

« Provided that the enhanced inundation protection does not
overlap with current ecologically valuable sites then the
outcomes for terrestrials ecosystems wil be neutral

« More information would be needed on the effects on
‘waterways - these could be negative (e.g. undergrounding |2
streams) or positive (e.g. providing more riparian flood areas
to reduce downstream flood events or heights)

« Long-term hard engineering structures could have long-
lasting effects, especially on connectivity between habitats

« Existing and ongoing hard engineering structures occur
within the context of existing modification.

« In the medium and longer term additional hard protection
willincrease the extent of modification evident in affected
areas.

«As noted above, community education, emergency
management and hard protection structures may increase
health and safety of the community, certainty about the
future, and insurabilty, but could also have adverse effects
on health and safety.

«This pathway s unlikely to have an impact on either wider
public

access to the coastal environment.
Some increases to opportunties for recreation may be

o is paved and limited |
mobility/buggies etc.
*However, many people find that culverts,

resource consent.
« Generally there is a pathway for consenting new
infrastructure.

how

and other hard interventions in the landscape are an eyesore,
which may decrease the lielihood of recreation (whether
active or passive) in areas where hard protection structures
are located.

challenging this process is.

«Pathway not designed to deal with the erosion hazard, and is|
unlikely to have any benefits to reduce risk to erosion.

«Is proportionate to the nature and scale of the hazard,
however additional hard protection may not be required until
the long term.

«Progression of options over the medium to long term will
likely manage the risks of coastal inundation.

«There s potentialfor hard engineering options to

risk in other areas, likely.
be mitigated completely through design to reduce any.
negative impacts.

i be informed by

20
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